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o Develgpgmnt ’and Verif cat:!.on oi' a Dj Care™
Trainz(éé P;rogram 1‘/ ' Administrators ?

’ Ing, :Ln Cana

. da.y care cent_ x‘s re eive the éa.me training—&s-Eap:Ly

‘Childhood E u" atio teachers. ‘I'he main purpose or

‘I"'this study :

t/o offer admi.nistrators a viable

alternativv to/ their present training. The a.lterna-

i /
','ti.ve would be a- university-based program wh:l.ch would

a day ca.re setting.

The enclosed program was developed over a period of

1

four years a.nd focused upon the stated needs of s»i.xty )

f'ad.niinistrators in Ontario . Also, suggestions were

solicited from day care oi‘i‘icials across Canada and

their advice Was: incorporated i.nto the program..

, In ordeé to validate and evalua.te the program, both

.the interview and the que stionnaire techniques were s

'.'used with 8 total or 110 administrators of day care :

" centers throughout C:anada.. a0 . s ;

!

Analysis indicates a) administrators wanted a.

"‘.‘specialized progrem to a.ccommodate their needs, b) the

: ~"’maJority of the sample (eighty-two percent) stated "

AR
p,
; ’
A
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¢
e e ST AT i ,....—-,-... 'v-\—-———_—- e L.

~,-fli . ﬁn:_,.m.WWm Lot
o b A

ig today, administrators ot‘-.' F

deal specifically WEEH the administrator's role w:u;nm'..

Lo

Mo,




- ;.'t;heir partieular locale.

'.In cnnclusion, there 13 evidence that a Canadian o o
'f.'university-'based program i‘or administratora of day care.

I
: ?# ' : ' S
s ¢enters L8 not . cnly desirable.hut also a necessit;y if N R

"personnel moving into day care settings to aid admin- .

‘ istrators in reaching their goals..

.
< e
L. P
: A
. i,

"they would adopt the progra.m ‘as preaented, c) a. minority

£

'of the sa.mple (ten percent) suggested m:l.nor modifica- . i )

”?"‘tions needed to be incorporated i.nto the program for

Eight percent did not respond. ‘

) our administrators a.re to become professionals and :if e

"4;‘.tomorrow'-s parents are’ to; °b331n Quality day care. I“ B

) _:fact many‘ government groups or day care workers au:-e~

' 1 now«se Lk\ing/sub sidization ror professional dev‘elopment : '
. "'OI‘ assorance of remuneration upon completian of :. ,

' "'..tra.:ining courses, Strong possibilities exist for day 5 o
..;and/or night clagses or even concerned university =




.cur Canadian sociefy has been, and 1s today, the B . T e

gp:evement of the’ quality of: our ohi'ld da.y care .'7": .
‘, "1 .. centers. Hotz (19714) maintained hat “if our da.v care
' '\centers dre to achieve their maximum potent_‘tal‘, then,
, ':ffwe must exert maximum effort to obtain tratned |

T personnel. "

"It 1s" she stated "particularly 1n the -
area or starr training for administrative positiona
that‘ we need to i‘ocus our attention.f_' (p. 13) .{{ ERSE
" 'I'hose who have been worki.ng as child day gare o
:admin;.strabors need to 1ook cloaely at. the ‘path t:hey
" ,;ha.ve been following in order to Judge more elea.rly
where it is leading They need to guard against going
. _toward unwanted destinations ,‘ and to ohart: the pos-.-' | o
sibilities for future needs. ~ Certa.in idea.s a.nd ways or

..thinking may not have received the recognition due E

i e o
P . flv ’ A~_ v -. _'x 1.0
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fIntrodnc‘bior}" S e ‘,j .
Lie . O . . . }.- -
One or the more serious and persistent problems in "fg:'

-

- ’ : them, and others ma.y have ‘been played up beyond their L T Y
. ' @A n
S ,legitimate worth and ro:ie.. It: is eepecially important L
’ . '. ' ‘_‘ a
, 't:ha.t proposed programs for training administrators of
- "‘_'-'day care centers. ‘be’ developed to accdmmodate the relt ..""". : o
A needs of ndxﬁinistrators, to i.mprove their -skills and SO
T . | R 5 / ‘ -
N " <2 - ] "'I
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'~"~‘-‘:J status, an# to help sat}sfy the public clamor for “‘:

f~}fj}- VR quality day care- (see Hepworth 1975, for further

s ussion)

—

Lo oo /' ' ' N '
Coem iy e There is a grouing feeling moreover in day care

“s}kj“’;-', circles’that 1oca1 courses, seminars and workshops, i
j.{‘- . held under the dpspices of a university and diredted ‘
. ; toward the solution of«immediate local day care problems

- l". S/ .
DI P :U,L; is a productive and a- valuable method of insuring admin--..

’ i‘}‘ : ilﬂv istrator improvement (Rutman, 1971 and Hotz, 1972)

P ,,II.."./

.n,u

}'i e [ jThe,program herein developed for administrators of f

g : .

b day care centers seeks to foster the. social, emotional
. ~<\.' i :g,;._.,_ “. K v
; ":ﬁj E and cognitive development of young children through

/ f B t'?; - efficient and appropriate administration cf centers for
T ufi' young childrenn It also seeks to provide a/basis for'

_ﬁg;.r.f f“ﬁgi; the improvement of the professional status of day care

B0 S e
ey personnel in Canada. . : “..d-:

t

AR & The - operational base for the program is 2 Canadian

‘{‘\ ook university 1 The pregram provides materials which ‘are '@";:i
o P S

‘-n_";<&§levant to practising and trainee day care admin-"
b

trators.”‘Also expert opinion from related fields
f .

e e R R SR Al° \
R . \y has-been incorporated to provide a practical base of
\? g} f ; knowledge. The content of thexprogram is divided into
Lo units, each unit with its specifiiﬁgbjectives, ,
l_ + N . ot ER IS ¢
. :? o : - suggested methodologies, references, and techniques
.‘g.‘ .. ‘. , "‘~ :,5"' B . . - B ) . -.. ' L. ". . - D' -
! i . ‘
: . . T~ _ ,
i - " B . D e et et e et o e - N4 - n . -
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'i‘to match current theory and- practice that exists in },: )

\~istration are nct new to the market (Carmichael Clark yﬂff' ;
If(énd Leinhard 1972 Dittman and Parker,‘l97u), this

": program is distinct In that it provides a vehicle by G
11which administrators of day care centers within the |'~ ,_n:n.f°*g;,

'f,fCanadian context may improve their abilities

'*care personnel in the past and 'to gain a kncwledge of

“?f ,the objectiyes and c0ntent of" various programs..

lx'ii‘

for evaluation.ﬁ In synthesiqing the available knowledge

in the development of this program, care has been taken

-

. . R
'Canadian day care center programs. ST .“ K

s%j;l While programs which deal with day care admin-

Yy

In qndertaking such a developmental study it has '
.been necessary to delve into the professional liter— .

'ature to determine the criteria set for training day

20 s i

t
v, ’
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o relationships ‘ Hepworth (1975) suggested that as a

N

. ' - . " " CHAPTERT

e ‘.fReview of.the;Literature -

.x,

‘There have been a number of studies which have_f'}.

':.dealt with the historical development of‘child day care .

centers in Canada, these studies have suggested that

appears to support the pnilosophy and rationale under--

_lying this program /' L '.; AP

L ,..';.

In the 1950'3 and earlJ 1960's in Canada, day care

".personnel were chosen frqm a variety of disciplines-

honie economists,-social workers, elementary school~

teacher;, developmental psychologists, and.many others..

.f' Such diversity in training produced administrators who

-

*were often unclear of their own professional identity,‘
’,parochial in their views and defensive in their working
jresult of the lack of professional identity the con—'- :

",ditions under which day care personnel functioned and

/

' the roles personnel accepted reinforced the impression :

nfthat their activities were primarily custodial

A study undertaken by Rutman (1971) disclosed that

‘ married university students in’ British Columbia,

+ W -

e

"the time ‘has arrived for Canada 8 centers to be staffed".

.“with more professional personnel.f The following review_;l

=
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programs from care and protection of children to the

-
v

Alberta Saskatchewan and Ontario began in the late S

1960's to demand more than custodial care for their

children ‘ The parents of children in these provinces‘ A

“ sought improved facilities and better professional care

—

for their children.'
In a statement concerning quality day care, Dr

Denis LaZure at the Canadian COnference on Day Care,A
E

June 1971 recommended that there be national standards,“

for training a1l levels of personnel in the field of

day care developmental services. Furthermore, he

suggested that courses be co-ordinated to facilitate o

the up grading of day care personnel
' The Canadian Council on Social Development (CCSD)
undeﬂtook a survey of child day care staff qualifica-

“tions and experience in 1972 This report stated that

- although there had been a shift in’focus of pre-school

{

cognitive and social development of children, many of

'the staff had not been trained to handle the latter
aspects. The CCSD studg 1ndicated that twenty four

'”percent of the total staff of pre-school programs in 1'4'

Z:Canada did not have high school graduation and only

R

”fsixteen percent had a university degree¢ Almost one—-iz ;

third of the - staff had less than two years employm;nt L

[—

i

—-"_a-g

R

et e



‘ response to these findings and partly in response to

Zday care staff demand the National Guidelines for Day

. o -y
i \
l\: ’ ) ' .- v
' /K. )
. ., . .
P . . . . i
~ . o
. . : R -
o . c .
~ r .
. . L. Yoo o sl )
T v PR . ‘b, v

experience in the pre-schol field and seventy percent m.:f»zv;f'x"j iy
of the administrators of centers had reported no ‘

’

\ ) .
.,financial assistance was available to staff either for 0 o h

attending conferences or for further training "In W 7‘5ﬁ o f._"'
{

-

v

Care Centers (1973) recommended that:

1
A variety of in- service training opportunities o 1d7 flk:" U

_.should be deveioped as. one means offassisting V:L;wtz- i"‘ﬁ:'f\ai

certificate training in early childhood are best _:‘f.;ol T ,‘é

. B personnel to maintain, expand, and update their “. ”é.
| Q level of competence on the Job and prepare them } . .f$
-for advancement in the field. Such"opportunities “y J.g
:should include enrolment in block or evening . g .Al%h
N courses; as well as regular contact and communica; ]'?f.,i\ﬁ';'fé ;
".tion with a mobile, multidisciplinary teameof 'if. f- S i?ihl
”liconsultants (p 34) ;_ ‘?'Jﬂﬁ'n, : "Ejj<ﬁ. ' Tr"m't iﬁ
;- The Canadian Paediatric Society (CPS) in Standards T .; i
é for child development program (1973) further substan-. o . 7?
tiated the Vational Guidelines recommendation by :,"” N '%;‘ !
statins -‘i"‘ f‘f - B :1- o 1';‘.fﬂ ’W;AA' o | E
r Recent ‘studies indicate that personnel with o

.~able to deal with children._ In fact, program B . ‘ ,4§3
F.;"Q-quality increases as, the amount of special training’ S ipf::
. of staff. and directors increases.‘.(p,VZl) - j_c‘; o :‘: ‘mf;fﬂ
I A T R ST e S
- T s ‘ - ¢ i i BV
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"Lfollowing,alternative,

However, as Hepworth (1975) affirmed what our

1Canadian administrators of day care’ centers need is not ;t
:Early Childhood Education courses offered by provincial :
- community colleges and adult education programs which \
:p‘have been based on the format proposed for kindergarten""

,teachers training courses.

Rather, Staff training (1973) has suggested the Q

‘lihStaff selection and development is, perhaps the-*f'h‘

. }most important element in the successful opera-

:“‘tion of a child day care program ey The admin-.’ S

;:t“tistrator is a key person in getting a program
to function smoothly, with all of its inter—'~;
related components oq physical plant,_staff,

. ;parents and children.r In general ‘the admin-':'

istrator should have managerial skills plus a .

e

'dcommitment to, Day Care. Thus, continuous I 1:5:

'.training effortscare essential ‘ In fact long SN 'ag**"'

:term training and starf development should be

S considered a fundamental aspect of the operating

costs of.a Day Care Program. (p 18) 3;.;'/g_

The realization that Early Childhood Education

"Programs were not adequately fulfilling the training

‘ needs of administrators of day dare centers in Canada

N o bten 3o

.ol » - . LR
. -,..-\—w—————r——....:\~." ....-v.-»' P A e o

A —————



a ticn of Ontario, offered a courge entitled Pre-School

iInventory Questionnaire (see Appendix B) prior to

"taking the course ' While eighty four percent of the

VI
LN .

ﬂcame to the Eurface in'i§73 During that year Qttawa
K University, under the sponsorship of the Ottawa Valley
o Chapter of the Association for Early Childhood Educa-'.“.'

Administration (see Appendix A) . "';K -“.1;31-V

The fortw-two candidates who enrolled in the coursa fif

‘were interviewed and asked to fill out aannformation

‘: administrators had from five to: thirty years experiencef
":'in Early Childhood Centers,athe group indicated they ;;

'”r.,felt concern for their lack of knowledge of management

and administration of staff relations, their inability

to recognize fully the special needs of children, their F

'.inability to identify and accommodate problem children,
“their inability to handle budgeting, and their iq,

<0

4ability to develop program content and to relate fo one-"

~parent families.

Yoo,
{

Judging from the Hepworth (1975) surVey .on the . ;~'
‘“’ﬁqualifications of administrative day’ care personnel in |

'JCanada, 1 wouldlappear as though the maJority of the

of

_5 .

£
.

.,'personnel hadfsome training in child development and
A;care however, they were totally lacking in admin— o *
istrative ekills. Today s administrators are aware . )
o . L . _: [‘“j
- ' / . ‘ *
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.;;”importance of day care and adopt positive policies to—,,
"m:and adopt a curriculum which spec%ﬁically focuses upon

3 their time and difficulty design for erfecting change, SR

rthat the administration of a day care center is complex, jr-"”

/
1t requires specific skills andfcompetence Thug a. com- B

fprehensave administration background would be valuable in

; maintaining optimum satisfaction for Canadians.,_ .

‘ ~Thus, many administrators in the field are expressing

lilsthe need for change in the preparation of administrators:

‘‘‘‘‘

ﬂﬂ?both at the pre—seryice and in-service level. These : kl‘:
7’;7‘chanSes can be brought about if federal provincial and

ﬁ“':ei municipal governments are willing to recognize the

b ?wards it training institutions such as. universities andzil

' colleges need to reflect government‘s positive approach

*

.‘Qtraining of day care personnel L

As Hersey and Blanchard (19&9) have illustrated in

'uthe starting point for the change process is knowledge_g‘
;(see Table l) Hersey and Blanchard (1969) state

R

' fChanges in knowledge are easiest to make, followed ?,'7

by changes in attitudes. Attitude structures
,vdirfer from knowledge structures in that they

‘are.; emotionally changed in a positive or fv - ,ﬂglpﬂ
s - P" . - B

.;J%negative way. Changes in behavior are

significantly more difficult and time

.

Sagioo
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R g e,. - Model forybhange

(HIGH) *
: .A .—"(o . .
’ s GROUP BEHAVIOUR |

A | INDIVIDUAL BEHAVIOUR | . - i =
O ‘ i |

. HA . ATTITUDES - . ° . N |
o L |

I : g L \\.':
: R KNOWLEDGE
Ctmowy | TN B R R
~(SHORT)——————TIME INCLUDED——>(LONG)'
. oo e f. . 'f') | ‘. .

Note - (Reprinted from Hersey,\P and Blanchard K H.,

'. K MaLagement of orsenizational behaviour. New o
) Jersey Prentice-Hall Incorporated 1962, D. 2 )
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}g‘day care centers._i"Today 8 parents“, stated Clifford, N

. S L SR N
"consuming than either of the two previous .'= T '

vilevele : But;the implementation of group or

"organizational perrormance ohange is perhaps ,
~ the most difficult and time consuming (p 3) S
.- { 1 ‘
-rIf/we are going to achieve vur group or. organiza- .

'~] tional performance change then we must start training

|
'our day care personnel immediately.
L L L
é personaﬂ interview in 197h with Margaret

P Birch ProvinciallSecretar& for Social Development, and uf-f

Howard Clifford Consultant on Day Care, Department of -

National Health and welfare regarding day care ser-

' \\vices in Ontario, both administrators intimated ‘that

there has been an attitudinal change in the Canadian ‘ *.;j

,'public concerning interest and expectatione of child

[N o

T "want their children to develop physically, mentally

",..and socially in well planned programs" "Parents now-“

' adays," he continued "are much better educated, con-
'_sequently they demand that—their children be handled by
'professionalS'(personal interview, 197#) f.}

The term "professionals" suggeste specialized

“;training. As Prescott (1972) noted

¢
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: 4d.;; the kind of environment provided by a givenz
A_.day care center will depend on’ certain at min-
:istrative decisibns( (notably those concernins ,
size of the center physical plant number of
’ staff qualifications of staff as well as on’

',‘,prosraM'soals) Ap. 57) l. : "‘ P

-

Thus an administrator is bombarded daily with decisions.

A well designed university level training program would

5\\ undoubtedly lessen frustrations often experienced by
| administrators.{.“ . :; . .
\\~n a publication of Statistics Canada (1973 7&)

5.,a survey.was undertaken to establish the use of day care

) centers B; working parents. (Appendix C Summarizes the

number of schoglg__the'number of teachers and the number

,of children in eight provinces involved in day care. ) o

This survey clearly indicated that working parents need o

ajday care for their children. To illustrate the point

o

more clearly, this example may “be used. in 1974 the ,f\’

. Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton had ninety- '
"three child’ ‘day. care centers serving approximately 3, 750
children, a further 1 300 children'were on the waiting
'lists for full-time day care.: In sddition, family day

,“care was provided in almost fifty private homes for

/.,;

"short periods by homemakers or home-care workers. Thus;f7ﬁ

d
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these children would appear to be*receiving important

. formative experience in child day care programs outside _:'”

o their home environments. _:ﬁ'.:I

L lemle

o
. —_.-ﬁ..a ;

L

e

e

children of Canada has been a prominent public issue for
the last decade. In Ontario, for example, Nickerson
(1975) reported there were 206 000 children under |

' elementary school age who were cared for- outside the ©

' -hom?. of these, he stated approximately 25 000 are

. needs. The day care should assist each child to achieve .

) . . S o e S
. I B e ; O
' . Vo B Lo N , IS

cared for by provincially licensed or approved day care
R

programs.f The need for licensed day care is acute and :n'

I v

the need for qualified administrators who can provide,~,'

v—~-_.__

: Canada with quality day care is Just as great.~

. According to the National Guidelines for the'o'!f

The question o: providing day care services to the

s

Development of Day Care Services 1973 day care sHould ,

be a service that provides a physical and social en-':

vironment that will support a child's total personality

Ia strong positive self—image, a high level of selr— E:"‘“

R

s esteem and self—acceptance.

.The - CSSD further states that a day care should
have. l) stafr who are warm, caring, accepting and f -

demonstrate an understanding or the child's developing

q"‘nature,.Z) a program ‘which orrers many opportunities
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activities.-wj].,ﬂ

E ",f"f Succintly then, the recomme dations of the CSSD

y and the CPS, parental pressure for quality care, and

e

day care staff Jﬁreat over professio al status provided
- as substantial rationale for a training‘program for day
care administrators. To reinforce the importance of

administrative Fraining Butler (197u) maintained that

,_!\

gram Qr high standards. Butler (l97ﬂ) stated,
o Regulations aloné,‘and even regulations combined
, with funds-will not produce quality. Leadenship
AA”:_l;,.fii ;'.f-within our day Care institutiORSrcan and will .
. "':“ " give us that—qualitydeare we need.A (p.;llZ)”'
Thus, the deveIopment and*implementation of a program

Lo for Administration af Day*Care Centers could make a

the true value of experienced and trained administratdrs

cannot be overestimated.~ They are'essential to any prowlf

4’/..
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vital contribution towards a better ruture for leader- fﬁfﬁ

. S X 4
N B ,ship personnel in our Canadian day care centers. e

Y

pStatement of the Problem {  IR '2':¥,~“"' B it"'p

T ~istration oF. Child Day Care Centers which wil} enhance

i the training of administrators of child day care centers

fin Canada and aerve as a viab&e alternative to their 2133

*° o o _.j.

" present system of training.,l,,‘iﬁ;~

2 R T e

:;u&f' 'Definition of Terms ?‘\Z'f‘ ::Tfiﬂj,:t' i‘ _/‘- l"f ;;J'Tvv..ﬁ

L L IR Admihistrator of al Child Day Care Center.—-refers

T : :.and evaluate a- university level pﬁograp titled Admin-'"’

'Viflpf- o ﬂ;'5 The: purpose of this atudy was to develop, validate,*l

~

Voo ) '41"_'

e :¢J- . to" the peLson responsible.for the total administration

T of a child day care center, that is, executing the

center 8 policies and program, hiring and firing staff,"

'g;planning budgets, keeping records, aupervising the ﬁ

maintenanee of buiidings, and ensuring opportunity for -

self and staff proressional development. ”“

’

Aims and ObJectives = ror the proposed program,

BH,'

_:Li;\:_'- , Training Proggam for Administrators is stated in f%-u'-

terms or intended outcomes.. That is, trainee learnings
’ '5Mmust be both observable and measurable during and at

'ifthe termination of the program.

A

2 AN

‘o,
. 1

{ B 5 ﬁor ‘the care of children away from their homes duringulf'

s s
.."

T Child Day. ‘Care Centers = are organized serviceS'fv'
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some part of the day when circumsﬁances require that
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care in the home ‘be- supplemented.

Content -—pertains to the facts, cpncepts, skills, li

£o i aahqhread it o oe Dot oh iteobd i

andgattitudes to -be gained modified or changed.throughlf'

learning experiences in the program‘u' ) o C.: e '”g

. Curriculum - (1) refers to the critical issues or. 'i. f

l points in curriculum deVelopment,'and the generalizations,f' é

which underlie them, (2) relationships which exist between ?
critical points and their supp%rting stnucture, (3) ap_, 'ffT%;?

proaches that need to be made to resolve these issues. i:' %l

. Early Childhood Education _ refers to programssfor @

support and assist the family in their effort to provide the

L

[\

children under the age of’six yearsiz These programs ideally

PR :
optimal developmental environment for their children. -

i

{
X R N T Ty
: Multidisciplinary Team — comprises workers from A T
. I
]

various professional backgrounds who wilI share*thgir\',;'-:f "Hgt:ii;

’ expertise with the trainees enrolled in the day - care S )
S N 5”'. PSR T

administration course. - - u'".f" - ',g;.; P R

Primary Staff _— are those persons who spend mhre 7"._§. T
} a
than/fifty percent of their time directly with children
(a day care administrator may be: considered part of the ; 1 :

it

prin\iary staff 1f. the’ facility 1s small and the admin— A

istrative tasks do not take up a maJor proportion‘of ;. M . -

N o \\, . ”e.fq¥1.; DTS Lo

the administrator 5 time) T A SR
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P

to a fa.milywwhere there is only one - parent and a Child..j L

or children. Such a parent: may be single, married but - :

i

separated widowed div’orced male, or female

Sliding Scale — is a term used to describe

arrangements whereby the fees charged for child day

care services are related to the income of parents of

"children using the service, and . the balance of the fees

Single Parent Family — is a generic term a.pplied"'

is covered by government purchase-oi‘-service arrange— Lo

- ments. S .“/'
Special ‘\Ieeds Centers - provide day ca.re func—'
tions, and may also provide educational programs for

mentally and/or physically handicapped children of

school age. ot '. : .

Support Staff —_— refers to staff who spend more . S

than fifty percent of their time doing administrative

or other work.. Support stafi‘ may include administrative

staff as well as consultants (such as the social worker

s -

“or health consultant), and maintenance staff..
Teaching Strategy -— refers to a suggested sequence

of activity which will lead to specific‘ learning out—
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" De’velopme'nt' of the Program “,'Study |

Ty S s , / '. »

rI‘his chapter,‘will present the procedures used in

the development of the program.,- The following headings ,

were used to organize 1the chapter 1) brief historical

introduction, 2) theoretical basis for the day care pro—

- /'

gram, 3) criteria for the development of the progra.m, g

a.nd ll) summary. ‘ y .

A Brief Historical Introduction L i‘ ‘:- SRR s‘

x

| . In 1973 ,714 the University of Otta;wa under the

: sponsorship of the Ottawa Valley Chapter of the Associa-‘.f .
tion for Early Childhood Education of Onta.rio offered a.nA'
' 'evening course to day care’ administrators in Ottawa. In'“:., '

L order to accommodate the various 1evels of people in the

questionnaires to obtain background information on the

i 5 students . It was during these initial undertakings that'

it became evident that these administrators needed and

wanted further training, that is, training which was

—

especially geared to their professional roles

It was in that year also that Dr. O‘Reilly

) suggested to this writer the possibility of designing

a more comprehensive course for day care administrators.

ey L T N N . . . L4

course the instructor, Dr. R O'Reilly, used a series of‘ N
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»This course he suggested could be used as the basis

Ca thesis . e \_-

personal interviews, study of published papers from the,

. B

. CCSD CPS and other groups connected with day care
’.which would meet the needs of day care administrators.-.i IR
-~The task seemed monumental ‘but the writer accepted the‘

- challenge.. w : . L T RS T o
'jprogram was designed is aduI‘ Consequently, a; maJor

'.problem in the design was to identify and appraise the

ZdiversTTied interests objectivés, ‘and academic back-‘ g{f:‘, - .}'

< ;grounds of trainee administrators.. ,.,.iﬁ“ _’ _ . ) ‘-‘H,y=‘-'

:.register for such a program will be veterans in the 'fd

'they will seek in such a program is a theoretical frame-"
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Since that time,(through the use. Bsgquestionnaires

L
o L
. . . '

'r N -/,_.

.,this writer has attempted to establish a curriculum e :f:; "if_//?

[ i T e

The possibility of making the program nationwide

'was’ recommended by Dr. G. Jones of Memorial University '." S i

I"

The audience for which this university-center

/,

o Undoubtedly, many of the' trainees who Will want to

’ Tpractical knowledge and experience 1n their arearﬂ What

”1work to help them become ‘more éfficient’ and profes— -

hsional and an opportunity to further enhance their"

fane el mAr e Rt

-
oA e St e 8
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‘area of child day care, that is, they will possess the. . 'g R "j't
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o re lationships .

,-Theoretical Basis for the Day Care Program

which involved many kinds of decisions.

' objectives of‘ instruction. .

' be- made about the type of learning experiences with

':_other objectives.

] desired ends.

' utilized as an integral part of the program.

. r

P R . . vt

"‘.;skills 1n such areas a8 decision making and group

v
v

The development of a program of study for admin- .

‘istrabors of day care centers was a complex u.ndertaking )

Decisions

»

. 'needed to{be made about the general aims which the day

-

care center was to pursue and about ty'he more specific .

}
The major areas or sub,jects

J

of the curriculum had to, berselected .as well as the

"specific content to be covered in each i Choices had to,

which to implement bot;h the content,,knowledge and

+

-

Decisions were needed "regarding how

to evaluate what students are 1earning and the

\effectiveness of the curriculum in attain.,ing the 4'_, a

-

And finally, a choice needed to be' '

) made regarding the organizution ot‘ the overall pattern

v

-of the curriculum

In order $0- assist administrative day care o

; trainees achieve specii‘ic learning experiences the

talents of a multidisciplinary training team was

Tyler's :

"f'

' and Ta.ba 8 Basic Framework for Curriculum Development '
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K .dey care centers,

' was. used to organfze discrete learning experiences

(see Tyler Basic principles of curriculum ande

;

instruction, 1960° and"Taba 'Curriculum development‘: o

theory and pf'actice 1962) Subsequently', “the " -

”_‘following outline provided the model for. development'

1, a statement of long and. short term obJectives,

w

o 2 ‘content which emphasized administration of -

, 3'._.2'various approaches to methodology,
, BN ‘

by, selected resource perSOns and references,

. -.'-,'45.. suggested stages for systematic and com-—

14 \

«prehensive evaluation.-

o

. ‘ This program was based on the . assumption that pursuing

a specific framewof‘rt would result in a more ﬁhoughtfully

:planned and a more dyna.mically conceived curriculum

As A._ L. Butler (19714) indica.ted

f"well developed proved research and design tools
to problems, solves them> rar more satisfactorily
-than naked institution. . l) SoTe e Ty
.Such a plan ror development has been presented in
the works of Taba (1962) ‘and Tyler (1960) In particular,

'I‘aba 8 seven steps provide a comprehensive and workable

. 6
B

. o 3
. £ e at its best the syste‘ms approach applying

. L .
o PR, PR, Lk gt e 1
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T model for development and has therefore been used for -

g care program for administrators. Lo

a

&

/.

%

the day care program for administrators. .

" Taba’ (1970) suggested nowever,,that the use of

B

L RS

‘r' .

Table 2 (Theoretical Framework for Program Development)

was not a. sufficient basis upon which to develop a pro-

gram. " Program

design" ,‘ she st ated

ideas and relationships" (p 438)

n requires in '

lfI‘hus 'I‘able 2 a'nd

' 'addition to sequential steps scope and integration of

Table 3 were used concurrently in the design or the day

- -

’

PGy

Step 1 — diagnosis of needs

To reinforce the findings of the surveys of the -
ccsn (1972) ana’ crs (1973) and those of Statistics 3 ,
Canada (19711), Hinds (1974) Hepworth (1975) and Butler
(l97ll)fclaimed that utoday the neled for trai.ned admin- .
istrators in day care is compelling. '

training is irrelevant for the most part

: world of work .

today s administrator must ‘be’ more ,keenly a.ware and

de cision making

demands being placed on’ today 8 day care administrators

L

°

! .
Criteria ror the Development of the Program :

e

Yesterday s .

to today s

: Butler (1974) i‘ur'cher suggested that,r

.

knowledgeable of communications, human relations and

Thus, with the multiplicity oi‘ role

Cofe

g ARG T
- e

the need exists for the administrator to be an :
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Theoretical Framework for Program Development -° ‘o
:S‘t:‘.ep 1:. L ' Diagnosis of needs |- -
Step 2: | _F"o'rmubla't':i’on of ob.jectives.”"" {
Step 3:° ,'Seleetion of content’ ’ ¥
Step- 4: . 'Organization of. content - v :
‘Step 51 . Selection of learning experienees o
. l.. : . . . . -. .
e'Ste'p 6: Orga.nization of 1eaming experiences
“Step T: -Determination of what to evaluate a.nd ¥
- the ways and means of doing it ‘
Notes. = (Reprin‘ced from ‘I‘aba f', .Curriculum dévelop~ . »
"Lfment 1970, p. 12 ) R :
R y ; ) o ‘. ';_"
These suggested steps encompass ‘the sequence ]
proposed in a syllabus by Tyler (1950) S N , , o
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' Development

- Requirements of{

-Continuity of
learning. ‘

*hme

‘ Determined by

. Requirements of scope )
of learning : <

: tinuitx of learning

of:
"1.{Cu1ture and: its needs
. 2. The learner and

learning processes,
- and principles K;}',

3. Areas of human

_: knowledge -and théir
“.unique: functions

.2
- .3, Areas of"

1. Tynes:of°

behaviour - - . -

© 2+ School-wide
" -obJectives =

3. Specific in-

. Content areas

needs, etc,

0 5 N ""'J.»'-‘n': "‘fg}i
+ ' ::'(I . .4 . -
‘ A Table 3 , '
Ve e A ‘Model for Curriculum Design
| T OBJE—_I'VE———ICT S TO BE ACHIEVED .
Determined by Analysis Classified_by_. Levels of

1H l.-Overall aims

‘of education

structionelc;%f

- objectives

: ‘ﬁ. Demoeratic ideals

I!/

Determined by What is '
Known About: ,

Nature of knouledge

/.

Learning
Learner

'Dimension of:
Cdntent,'

|Learring = i

e

r:l;-;‘fectecl by
_Resources of -

the school

-|Role of other

T

Determined by

Integration of

<§—TTAreas of 1living

POSSIBLE CENTERS AOR ORGAN'Z'NG CURR CULU :
4‘Affected1by

Centers or
.|Organizatioen:.

Subjects .- . .
'|Broad. flelds

Needs, exper-
iences

Activities of
children’ L
Focussing ideas,

fﬁDimensidnfef:
.|Scope and se-

Requirements of con-

-

— quence. of contente
|Scope and . se- .
-lquence of mental

._L

Jeducative’
' 7|experiences? lagencies - -

and Affecting.

The school’
organization

K} Methods. of

using staff y
Methods of " -

laccounting

for learning

P

r‘A_fi"eeted by?

{Centers of -

organizing
currlculum

s e T
"

'operations

Note:-" (Model 1s taken from Taba, H., Curriculum.development

‘ 1970, p. 438, ) E
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:adaptive leader — an individual Who has | ‘Ehe- a.bility to L

vary her/his leader behavior appropriately in
;o

' difrering situations. ) e i ‘
e Inrproviding staff leadership Butler (1974) con- -
-firms, L " T ’ .

'The Director 18 the single moet important factor -

".‘:-in establishing the atmosphere of the school.
’She has to assume tha.t stafi‘ members are Inter—.
ested in maJcing the greatest contribution possible
‘. to the program and that they are willing to give
time«to experiences which will make their work .
more effective. ' She must provide the kind“ of
| atmosphere in which teachers are a.ble to realize
. thelr potential growth Directors must \;7'15—"
.. _vide much encouragement and support, as staff I’
4;"'Astruggle in the attempt to provide the best
) learning experience for the children. (p. 62)
-Hersey and Blanchard (1969) reported

e the preponderance of evidertce from recent' ,

empirical studies clearly indicate that there N

is no single all—purpose -ieadership style. Y

Successful leaders are those who can meet the | "

’

: demands of their own unique environment. B ('pf. 303)

22
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istration day care personnel in Ottawa were asked to

' this Sample. " .0n question (a) sixty four percent of the '

ninety—two percent of the administrators stated their ‘

it A = N o
Day‘ care administrators in; Canada ’codayfare avare that Lo
in. order to meet today \B and tomorrow' s challenge

requires continuous study and planning Those admin- 4

'istrators who want better working conditions pro-

' fessional status and increased incomes realize that

,they themselves are responsible for their own growth

- consequently they are requesting better in-service

education programs which will meet their needs. o

In a survey conducted by Hinds (19711) six’cy admin—"

Q‘ill :Ln and return a questicnnaire pertaining to their

needs (see Appendix G) . The percentage of' questionnaires

- returned was ninety—four percent.. ’l’hus the results of

."the survey provided a fairly comprehensive picture of

LT
- -
\ -

:’day care administrators indicated that they had taken

at least one course in day care during the period oi‘ e

‘-;September '1968 to September 19711 However, as -these

administrators who had taken at least One course

indicated the course or. courses dealt superficially or ..f_ .

o not at all with the administra.tion aspects of day care.

The response to question () was. favorable in that .

- ‘need for further training in the administration of day

-

o s it e e s i st e -
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o care centers, however, seventy-four percent of these -

'Appendix B) (It was stated that other areas not in-

K institutions which would assist them in achieving R “ﬂ;,

. same administrators stated their reservations conceming

. . v
- . .

~ the kinds ot‘ courses provided and on the method of their.

,‘cluded on the given list could be included ) Based

'_"wanted government support in their endeavors and they

organization. The final qpestion to be answered by the '

':a.dministrators of day ca.re centers was que stion (c) o

T

' “I‘his part of the survey was concerned with establishing

.topics which administrators; considered should form the

‘. . -

. -content of future day care administration programs.

o T

.-.'.'I‘he administrators were provided with a guideline (see o

.

;upon the findings day care personnel were aware not

- only of their needs but, aalso of their priorities. 'l‘hey

.also neede&l and required specialized courses through

-"_‘fcompetence and. credibility. e

Step 2 ~— i‘ormulation of obJectives

Based on the information thus far presented con-}.
cerning the need for a program specifically designed (. '{ .
for administrators of day cara centers, the writer of '_
this paper, with the conviction rirmly established that

a logically—organized pattern of in-—service training

' _1 was the most practical and appealing method for day

D . , o ‘A../

B
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care administrator improvement, -u.ndertook to formulate
obJectives for a day care administration prog;ram. At v
this Juncture 11; peemed appropriate to examine the o

obj ectives of those administration day care programs o ’ )
'now in operation and accessible to ‘the Writer-._, Foilow_ '-f‘ .' N -
ing a detailed analys:ts of “the obJectives ot‘ tlde various -_'.
pro:]eqts" and based upon 'che opinions of the sixty afore— |

mentioped day care a,dministrators in the Otta.wa area, it

wa.s decided bo ~adopt tentativel,y the general obJectives

set. fOrth by, HeweS“ and Hartman (1972) ina workbook for vt

administrat:ors. The~ Qb,jectives they llsted ‘were as ,‘ L

o~ B -

follow& _ wyv\-~ CTRL T Co e

At the termination of this program each ‘membert: - -

p

's‘hould be &b—le'.t0° - ‘};'f S A

- () Formulate and- communicate to others the
R 'vphfpposes,-' standards a.nd philosophyf of early _;-; R J’.' '

childhood education., - - ‘ R Ly
) '-“';(b) Write' and communicate to others the gene;oi, - 3
) operating: and personnel policies for a specirig
K RN school ‘or program k. ’ . o
‘. | .(c) Wribe a. .job analysis for each staf.‘f member, | .
i "allocate and schedule duties and" responsibilitiesy
...-.of tea.chers > hi}d oare aosooiates, \volunteers, ‘
'and supporting exdployeés. L . N

R

.
" - - N ‘ ’
- ‘?..u RN e e e e




(e) Plan and conduct meaninsful staff meetings,

- £L) Develop ‘an efficient a.nd effective system f.‘or

U [N

o

E including ori entat ion.‘

. parents. LT T o

g o e

“ .

(d) Develop a teacher recruitment program a.nd
S o Tt

i.ntervieu applicants. .' . SRR "'.:s :

.'j
o

BT

(f) Set-up a.nd supervise the children's prosra.m.. )
' (El. P‘.I.an effective parent orientation and '

,:educa.tion programs. ; . '.".. '

[

‘ (h) Understand basic principles of workin;g wi‘th

records .

[

[

N

| (1) Appraise skills and techniques 1n evaluation

tneir fullest potential. (p. 3)

(J) Develop efficient a.nd effective procedures '

for of‘fice a.nd educational programs.

dealing with staff and the public, be aware oi‘ the
| principles of’ hnfman relationships._ K -

of school, staff a.nd selr., o

(m ) Participate meaninsfully in professional .'

and their welfare, so that they may develOp to

Tneae ob.jectives a.a stated by Hewes a.nd Ha.rtman

Yl
. R ‘.. s s, .
PIEN " . . N
[ . e 5
' " R e g .
o I N
- . ‘ ‘.' .. n‘l L - o R
~ . . T
oo et
b o e gL, ,,-,:M»., Yoo . . L

'_' (k) Apply common principles of commurrication when

' organizations Hhich aet in behalf of young children'

reaulted frOm ﬁheir professional involvement in day care{, .

-
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for over twenty years w th children parents;”and ml-l-:-'%w
| teachers.x Thus follcw ng closer examination oﬂ these ;;%itﬁ't. _ :%f
) "’fwf obJectives the Ontario administrators agreed that the s ; .ﬁ;'
S general obJectives were acceptable for the p esent but N
'T; suggested that the obJectives should be re—e amined at * i
' _ ‘ ‘various intervals in the development of the programsl"' .. ’ ét
X lwi.lffpt Hence, these educational objectivesqbecame-the S 4?§‘f
ﬁ. ‘ tentative criteria by which materials were selected,_ L N }: 3;'h
g L-.:ﬁti content outlined instructional procedures developed | *ﬂ‘?lj
~%f . and tests and'enaninations prepared. n'. ;" . 2 . . .ig
, .?: L }r‘is f{ﬁ Gengral objectives however, Were- not sufficient 33-‘ f ’ U.~!
‘ :.~." | for the realization of major goals. In order to' -‘ g z 4
"q}ltf' ﬂ:" distinguish;goals which were feasible from those which Eﬁy %%
=z . Tt WOuld have taken too long a time it was essential to. . i%, 'i?
‘o Q translate generalk obJectives into specific objectives. 3 % .
.: ‘;fi{' ‘ Specific obJectiVes were‘recommended by this writer so; ,“:1; " TB?:
gs_ _rf~””-éf that the trainee might readilg see the results to be' .;‘ .
R ﬁ%.‘fi' achieved from learning.» Also,wlearning theory stronglyf“7- .
7 H“,ﬂjﬂ %fy; suggested that greater erficiency of instruction is. - _ .?
;;4 3 s stsible and a greater degree or integration and co—':r”‘ ' é
ﬂ ' } herent unification in ‘the’ mind and action of the' ’ -?
- % 55 _:t trainee is likely to occur once specific objectives are . ;;
'f‘f,§f7$;{ -f, stated in behavioral terms In order.torensure that \ ‘ ; . ‘&
‘ﬁ'é: ;Q-ifiwhw the trainees of the proposed day care program moved ..\ Y il %
'“f?f e -t; E : ‘ ‘1 SR T SR B "w §:
N R T TR e -_'-*_i; SR
d FE T : S ' .
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"“Treal task came uhen these specific obJectives had to be
‘“’:unit nevertheless, at this stase'in development

‘u_.the formulation of the specific objectives.. i

Vcontent of the program The survey carried out by

,”‘care authorities to make the development of each unita

- FAN
not merely to new content but also to higher levels of ,f

'performance the Taxonomy of educational objectives«

'g“lﬁhandbook 11 (D Krathwohl B sToom and B. Masia 1368),-n.'7

i =L s

/._

:4was used extensively.yp’ :
Specific objectives were suggested by the researcher.ig"-

' dﬁfor each unit of work (see Appendix E) However the

b“l

{

stated in hehavioral terms.:

,L

Not all obJectives were equally achievable in every

"ﬁievaluation was an activity concurrently planned with

Step 3 — selecting content»' ', j', ff!‘-7»eiff‘.“ |

Both the analysis ‘of. needs ‘and the statement of

general and specific obJectives provided a preliminary ‘ i

A‘.guide for suggesting the basis of emphasis for the

’t Hinds (197M) wherein day'care administrators were asked\\\\\'
u.to use a list for the choice of topics they woufg%like

! f,fto see in a day care program for administrators was the'f

¢ T

o first set of criteria used as the basis ror topic

sselection for the: program (see Table 4 for the list of. c

Tt

. priorities) Next -an attempt was made through day
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S Y Results of TopicsPreference for TR ?:;;‘ )
R Day Care -Administration Program v“--:'-“,;TJV}Ji R
R . ‘ . < : in Order. of Rank I T TR L
-5 e Y o r‘, : ‘ . ..:'* .. o ) - 'l -
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";J-Tpﬁigsgﬁé¢ofd;ng ﬁo-nank_l}ifw~j‘f{j;,ﬂﬁ\h;”,;ﬁF;'Y:u‘~

; .fﬁj The Person and the Organization o “ﬁ;ﬁf/' o
T ; : ISR e s
. - E The Director ‘ ‘. 9‘*rh»ﬂ' S "
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Parents and’ Day Care 5-'.% Tt 7'*u5,?ﬂ'“ff*f/~'*-“;nl

Curriculum and Day Care Programs fr_f_“‘tﬁi S A T

Space and Equipment ' " . n_‘f:1t:E;:a:f_t,f{f?ixx;Jﬁf,ﬁ,”;'
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”‘ship, b) authority and responsibility, c) grbup o

7,multidimensional by exploring all the possible t?:
t'fdimensions of that unit Tentatively, it was. decided ‘

,to sample various aspects of 1). the: styles of leader_ BENRERE

i

effectiveness, and d) self-development. These areas.'

“e'comprised Unit l The Person and the Organiiation. B

A rationale supported each choice. A study of

- the styles of leadership was needed both asxa point
f,of dEparture and as a point of comparison. Without \:}-«

?ff\fj\“‘anal 1ous_st les of leader hip man
AR -ysis\g{\the various style ship m y

—

trainees might fail to recognize the possibility of

' ,adapting ‘different styles of leadership for different

——

T —

situatioﬁs - The authority and responsibility aspects

definitions‘of authority and responsibility and then
b

-draw up a~chart uhich‘clearly.defines the paraneters of"

e

“Were introduced next so that trainees might explore the;

S

authority and‘responsibility of theirfparticular staff i

anchenter. Of course, personnel do not operate in

fisolation, consequently, group effectiveness was set as .

'fthe discussion target.. This topic would demand that o

l,. T

:administrators analyse case studies and synthesize the .

,characteristics which with their given staff would

”jfor'this.unit,uas.selfﬁdevelopment._Qselfedeyelopment

o
\ . B - .
'
L4 - .
- y v s e s b e e
it . R A T raries visks nl’-’-‘—-am
. R . A e

. allow for‘greater group effectiVEness.. The final topic.‘.f'ﬁ
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_continually demands self—evaluation., Thus, .the concept
3“of total accountability with all of its ramifications

o 'formed the basis for research ':',‘il

o In. determining the structure of the topics, the

L -criteria of significance and validity of the content were ’

,iapplied and implemented bs were the criteria of learn- ﬁ'

1
n “

l.ability and appropriateness to the needs and develop-,n= '

31menta1 levels of the’' day care sample. Moreover,,each‘

nit used a core idea so that the learner could AR

|
.utilize that idea as the: learner s starting point
”f\throughout the unit For example, in Unit 1, the core‘

‘ idea was that the personality and motivation of the

administrator directly affected the total effectiveness

',;of a. day care center.z_ ”"", )

s

In general the selection of content was not a-

;gsimple process.' It involved balancing the scope with 'L
7‘.the necessity of focusing and narrowing ' It also q,‘ ‘
ﬁinvolved decisions such as where might flexibility of

.choice be exereised to meet the special needs of the,

’

‘day care trainees or of the environment . See Appendix-F;‘
'5~for-§3eas of content accepted by 160 day care adminis—

“,trators throughqut Canada and used in the program.
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Step 4 — organizing content

‘The topics previously cho en by the day care 1:.f -

'»ﬂfadministrators served as guide for the development of

RN

1teaching units. Books, courses, and programs were

-?sequential order according to’ a feasible learning ',5

"or deductive arrangement of the content was needed to- /

'facilitate learning.. T - J5"f

care administrators for their suggestions and criticisms. '

CT examined for common themes which would compliment and
.supplement each major topic Next the content~required :

‘arranging such that the dimensions of inquiry were in a ’fyA

«)\: Y

,sequence, The topics thelideas, and the specific | ';f"jff:ﬂ;; o

ccntent were arranged 80" that there could be movement

from the kncwn to the unknown from the immediate to

qthe remote, from the concrete to the abstract, or, from

lh

‘_the easy to the difficult. In other words, an inductive"ﬁ

This design was once’again submitted to the day

, The content for this program was designed to be dynamic. S

b: . T
' The same basic curriculum was to be available to

. ‘\

all candidates of the program. However the curriculmw

could be explored at the discretion of the instructor,;,} g

'tfiin different depths, using dif\Erent materials or. L

,édrawing on different experiences, and sifting them -

through different lerels of perception.
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-;‘ Although the program may have been limited by what
. X$

the instructor was able to- do, by what the trainee could

ks master and by what resources were available the

.-
questions asked in the structure of the- content were

open-ended enough to encourage individual excitement in

putting ideas together and discovering something new.‘

- What finally emerged was selected content which was

organized according to the priorities of the admin— A ’

1.
istrators and the- laws of learning

Step 5 . selecting learning experiences

The next step in the development'of the proposed

program was to plan the learning activities or learning Lo

N

experiences. However, as Anastasi in Differential

p;ychology, individual and group differences in e

behaviour (1958) indicated if the learners are all

adults, there are some basic characteristics which

should be considered l) relevancy ——-adults learn bestt~

N

present Job 2) realism — adults learn faster when the

instruction focuses on specific problems that are

‘ based on. experiences rather than theory, 3) climate —

' adults must have every opportunity to relate the new<

knowledge to the accumulated results of past learning

It is essential to allow them every opportunity to

-

: when the knowledge or skill is" directly related to their S

¢
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p-w ~interrupt ask,questions or discuss), H) informality =
‘adults learn best in infqrmal settings 80 that they do :;“"

\'not feel they are back in school.q '“’.33" Af.

The ‘above . factors ‘are a shmmary of a few of the

A,.‘major points suggested for consideration by Anastasi

‘x

'Another vital consideration in the planning of learning
,_activities or learning experiences for adults was that .o

"since only a portion of important outcomes could be -

'u;'ifulfilled through content then, all obJectives except

L the program) K

those . of knowledge need to be implemented by appropriate

¥

e
learning activities. The learning activities provided

‘}for in the program Were designed to help administrators
K develop and practise administrative skills (see Z“ ;_"’

Appendix G for summary of the essential components of

£
¢

Step 6 -_— organizing learning experiences .-

It was first observed that all the learning
{ . ~ P

'experiences must serve a definite function and that

some learning activities could serve multiple obdec-

Atives.,<To translate the criteria for effective learning

I

‘experiences into an actual program, it was important

- LN ¢

first to visualize what administrators needed to do or R

'experience in order to acquire certain behavioural com-

I

Apetencies and what the order of these experiences should

A
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- ’ .Av-”be;; What, for example, must an administrator do to S
R ‘ai.acquire the concepts of’leadership, authority, and ;?3_;§p
3irespon31bility° How'can data be arranged S0 - that “. ',{_.( I
.. .‘administrators seek not only the similarities and’ A |
Ef o : differenoes of the aforementioned concepts but also
'ﬂA-' .}-A ﬂ'fj'strive to develop their skills in interpreting data ,
B ' ;~accurately and in drawing references? Once an activity S '{:
3;u - - or: learning experience was chosen for a specified unit- ’ . |
‘.""' o of work the activity was subJected to a number of '
'if( ,‘ff; crucial:questions. Taba (lg62) suggested’the following e il"._‘l
}f L questions be applied ﬂq an activity or- learning ;h; 'i'
\experience.i ‘ *7. . ;;,‘ : « A . | §
- ‘ '; (éiﬁ Is the. activity appropriate for learning the ,};
| main ideas? " S — g
. .“U'_. (h) Does it serve the obJectives,of the unit? -
11 ;N (c) Is it efficient in the sense of serving more' . ' _ '-‘;J
| than one - obJective? | ‘ | o
Ve ‘:i ;”'l,(d‘ Dobs it promote active learning? . | C?
' o _(e) Is it appropriate for the maturity level? %
T "/ A (g)‘, .Can the skills required by it be learned? | ‘
S G 36u> e ) ) - |
S %‘¥' jf':“. . 'Care was taken at ‘this stege in the development of . - s
~;i;.i,:i@1 :l f\the program to include a’ variety of learning strategies P
: . (see Appendix H). For example the lecture method was ,ﬁ‘
- ‘ S - .o . ;. ‘=
S - L i N | z;
R ) ¥ i
I S . y o
L e T R



36

'ischosen to: accompany Units 1, 4, 10 and 11 because it

‘d'has been shown to be useful for giving riew facts or

'"information to a group, it could also be used for <

'-stimulating interest .and it could be used for supple—"

"menting material read or .for summarizing the results of

g'mission and reception of information if this strategy is j;

group activities. The lecture method requires that the

"teacher understand the complexity involved in the trans-

to be an effective tool in the learning process

4

In this program the experiences for the lecture

'sections were arranged then 80 that the students could

hvbecome active processors of information. They would

’.ensure that the students' coding process (notes) were -

listen and look for essential features and basic

patterns from their topics. The teacher would provide

_outlines of the various topics in the lecture method to

«

1orderly and complete Thus through the use of this,
' fmethod it is hoped that messages haverbeen sent in such

fa way that the administrators can receive them and with

‘1 some reasonable expectation they can be returned.

Other ‘units were assigned the inquiry method
(Units 2, 3, 7) These units began with the examina-

:tion of the self and one s immediate surroundings thus

the purpose of this approach was to stimulate
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administrators to think that is,cuse their ability to v”qf"
’rorm a concept of something, to examine and pS_aer the.w

' concept to Join concepts to others in order to .

l_t"was the case study. Units 8,9, 12 utilize ‘this style
Aiof teaching _ 1earning to identiiy problems, discuss
;'the application of certain principles and theories and f :
'rdetermine how attitudes are developed in the course of . |

certain actions.v

-conJunction with the methods discussed. Their prime

"purpose was to enable the instructor to communicate

LE
1

N ", PR, P [P L
B R S L LR et e,
cet Sl e A RN

.U37'.fct:

' _cogitate, to mediate, and to reason Thus, within this
*type of session there would be interaction between the :

.4instructor and the learner and among the" learners as ' .ﬂ‘f f\"f

well.,‘
In. order to promote ere complete involvement of 'w' v ;;

q

the learners, several role playing sessions were in- o
‘.}cluded (Unit: 5, 6 12) This type of activity was’ -
.;‘included to. help develop a better understanding of the_

o yfpart which emotions play in a problem situation and to r

"_focus the attention of the players on a. particular )

aspect of an overall problem or situation.»‘:f‘

1 e

Another method used in the- design of the program

.t

Audio-visual aids of- course were suggested in

— .

' l

more effectively, for information must not only be
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5deliVered it must also be received retained and used

';and this of course is the essence of communication

Although each unit of work contained recommended

—

'.methodologies and visual aids,byet hecause the program'
‘iis designed exclusively for adults, special considera—~';
:tion was given 6" the fact thatﬂunder certain cir—:

.cumstances such trainees may prefer one particular style
‘over another (Table 5) ) The, methodologies and aids/were o
; assigned in an attempt to represent a balance of the -

.,various types of learning and to make provision for‘

absorbing and consolidating, internalizing,‘and re—.;

Al

’organizing the given obJeetives, content and resources;f

Step 7 — evaluation

Although eValuation enters in at every stage of

, the curriculum development this paper deals primarily
‘with the formative aspects of. evaluation. In the

.finitial stage of . development of this program the method -

of context evaluation began with a conceptual analysis

.to identify and define the limits of the domain to be
served as well as its major sub-parts. Next, empirical
janalyses were perrormed using techniques such as
" sample survey, demography, and a standardized
‘tquestionnaire., The purpose of this part of context

‘ evaluation wanto identify the discrepancies among

i
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- - [ Lt . - ; -2 .
' .

R

',f,-.Fébforsjhffecfing.ﬁduit Learfiers

]ObJectives and :
_ the Structure of -
- the. Processes‘ '

Involved

/Content and
its Structure

A

I Learners and
._—2. - Yariations in

anld Readiness -

. DECISIONS

. '“. . ON D
+TEACHING.
STRATEGY

Personal Teacping
' Style of

Note. “ (This mndeI is based on- the suggestions presented

company > Ig

o SRR .~ in_a text by Friesen, R. A.; Desigging ¥
i ~-4dnstruction, Galiforﬁia, Miiler u shing

73, P, 39:39)-

. thelr. Capacities' : :%',

Instructor o “!.;~ 5
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intended and actual situations and thereby identify

’ needs. Finally in this section of evaluation a_'-”

: accrued to aid Judgementslregarding the basic problems

underlying each of the, needs of- the day care admin-
/ o o

istrators.

Once the obJectives of the course were formulated
R _

L ._f to coincide with the administrators stated needs a

determination of how to utilize resources to meet our
program 3. goals and obJectives emerged Thus, it was

necessary to carry out an input evaluation. The L

_vassess relevant capabilities of the univerSity ror the o

..l - ‘

program, strategies which may. be appropriate for f~

o

‘ meeting program goals, and designs which may be

appropriate for achieving objectives associated with

o each program goal

@

”An attempt was made at this stage to initiate pro-

. cess evaluation. The overall strategy here was to
R S ' . .
identify and monitor, on: a continuous basis, the

. e

e ! A b i

sources of failure in a project.» This in-.;c%*7'

potentia

cluded o

.

derstandings of and agreement with the intent
’f,of'the’grogram by. persons involved'in and affected. by

it adequacy of resources and time schedule. Through

. e ..r""'?".‘"v"nf."
i :%’wavﬁmk P
ERSPRN SEA [N

research of the theory and authoritat%we opinion ’;;:." tr

objective of the imput evaluation was to identify and f“

Ce
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"the use of process evaluation continual efforts were

_ .f;made to improve the quality of the program'- Attention e

was fOcused on theoretically important variates, but

'f(at the same time care was taken to remain alert to any .

,; ;unan/ﬁcipated but significant events., Thus, through
“'the collection and organization of data- and through its*f..‘
'anélysis the seene ‘was prepared for further modifica-:-,n

:'1tion of our’ program {; =ﬁ‘}'.‘>ff'hfﬂ f.5

Despite the many facets of evaluation which might

'-nbe explored and despite many disputes by authors as to

1

, 4i:awhat evaluation is and what should be evaluated Cane ii ,

3(1969) expressed the writer s feelings best by stating

». ji Q" .
Although means or other avehage measures of.

. {,,' .
achievement often represent useful summary SR

s

"'- measures 1t is of great importance that the/‘

ultimate evaluation of’ the education prosram ‘be iai;i.

_ in tern of how well 1t 1s fulfilling the needs o
. of specific individuals. (p. 64)

Of course in order~to ascertain whether or ‘not the AT

/

needs of specific individuals are being meg trainees

need to take the actual course not Just examine 14,

. Once trainees have taken the -eourse then Product

)

Evaluation may be implemented to determine«the program 5
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effectiveness.‘ This WL include .-deglslons as to M

parts or all of the program.. '

. ke This chapter has attempted to focus attention on

whether Or not to continue terminate hodify, or. refocus‘:

Sz

the present needs or day care administrators and the .'t R |

various groups such as the CPS and the CCSD who support

Y

t.he administrators' requests.

c . e the development or the day care administration program
‘ : Thus, a1l area§ in the Trocess of construction of the
LU program were claborated upon and the linkage between

the component parts was explained . "; o

FEE

‘I‘hree basic forms of.‘ evaluation Were used' c“on'-'. '
text input and process with a determination that

product evaluation would follow shortly .

sreatest drawback seemed to be the u.niqueness of

dealing with 2 new prdgra.m designed ‘for’ an adult o
audiedce. The evaluation is quite unlike a school
. E A, ‘a‘é’t?ﬁl’. -The audience itself enters the progra.m with
";l‘ ' multivariate needs experiences inputs and expected
outcomes. : BT R L
S M »
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Taba 8 seven steps were chosen as the basis ror S

Although the various areas' have limitations the '
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. Procédunesﬂfor'Validating‘and“Evaluatingltneirrdgran-‘

"55) administration limitations of the study

'with guest lecturers, sixteen hours of practical work

','of our universities'

| CHAPTER ITT © i .t e

e

“5¥;f" This chapter will outline those procedures that

."'fwere used‘dn validating and evaluating the potential of

l

C'The following headings were used to. organize the
"5chapter 1) the program, 2) development of ‘an evaluation

«:'i~'instrument 3) the sample, U4) evaluation instrument and

a

./ .
'

The Program f; _;R;i,

This day care administration program consisted of

3

. and five hours of workshops

A rIt was suggested that the program.be offered by a"

1.fCanadian university so that it could be incorporated -
. into a conventional four year university program

- Cleading to a Bachelor of Arts or Bachelor ‘of Science .

& !

"degree with a cross-discipline maJor in Early Childhood
"‘Education.. Edgar Dale (1972) clearly substantiates |
'what Alfred North Whitehead once said about the role

N

'?che program as presented in Appendices B, D, G, H and J.. -

ffifty hours of class.time, ten hours of discussion time ';

e
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.
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‘ it imagina‘c ively .

which it should perform for society This

'.,‘-longer a bare fact

i ,memory

l- the’ person and’ the organization, , I \,

‘ 1~2.—~' the director,

Lo

- _'The University impa.r‘cs information, but it imparts

At least this is the function

abmosphere of excitement > arising from imaginative

‘;consideration, transforms knowledge. A fact. is no, ‘

it 1g" invested with all its B

\ possibilities. It is no longer a burden on the

) 4_'dreams, and a8 the architect of our purposes.* ‘
"(p 80) ‘ . | L o
y“,Hence the purpose oi‘ this university-based prOgram
.'was to produce competent highly skilled day care
i _-'administrators who would 1mprove the qualit.y of the

% ‘.;‘day care programs, f‘or Canada. s young.

The progra.m included twelve units'-'

. the child,

heal’ch care and safety policies, :
staff, . S S

O O =~I- YU, = ot

‘parents and day care, . -

day care. cen{:er progr'anis_, ‘. y

space and equipment . '!" . -

records reports and grouping policies,

"
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;further examination of the guidelines and content see,"‘

5Appendices E, F and I)

--ERIC (material on’ microfiche),

{
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10 business management of day care services, g PR

,"' 11. legislation and regula-t ions, . ‘e

‘:.312‘.' community resou[rces

(Only the topic headings .are mentioned here for T

i

The sources used in the development of this pro-—“ a

- gram were. '

. VAR
l. similar programs obtained rrom an on—line

V“computer retrieval of bibliographical materi'als from

2. books pamphlets and documents on day care

-A,"training id Canada ; United States, Europe and Asia, '

1."'3':‘ pertinent reoords from the National Council
A S

of Social Developrnent in Onta.rio,
7 ill,.- opinions, ,judgments, and a.ttitudes expressed
by day care’ officials and personnel throughout Canada

over a. period of four years

Development of an Evaluation Instrument

Stufflebeam in Educational Teohnology (1968) o -

specified rthat "evaluation means the provision of in-f.v

formation through formal means ,. such as criteria

) measux.;ements and statistics, to serve as rational

' . bases. for making .judgments in‘,decisi_on situations" (p 6) '.
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,i In light or Stufflebeam ] definition then,‘before

an attempt was made to develop ad evaluation instrument

for the p@ogram, an‘on-line computer retrieval of

‘o

‘bibliographical materials according to ERIC's two

, indices was made , a) Research in education b)), the ‘

. were suggested and consulted only one source proved 1A o

‘~;'current Journals in education. Although n(hy sources '

L

"part to be applicable to our program "A Model for Con-
'tinuing Education for Special Education Administration
,<1974)" T ' " B

%

The evaluation models of such noted authors asi'>

Sewards and. Scobey (1961), Taba (1962), Scriven (l967),

| Stufflebeam (1967), Tyler (1970) Provus (1970) were -

. fscruxinized in an attempt to find a theoretical frame—.

" with the Stufflebeam Criteria (see Figure 1).

work for the construction of the evaluation instruments.f'

The first/evaluation instrument which emerged then o

g

‘Was - a questionnaire which was. formulated in conJunctionp, T

'questions which could have been answered by circling a., .’

W

o

The evaluation instrument consisted of thirty-nine .

i

e number l 2, 3, 4, 5, the responses ‘were 1 strongly

- ' . !
At e v . R R e LT

'disagree,‘E disagree, 3 acceptable,_# agree, 5 strongly

agree Provision was also made ‘for persons who wished -

u- L /‘ \

e
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N7
4to make further comments on the items in the . ]
s questionnaire (see Appendix J). e
7 : . , \ — F
- o ""The author next sought to refine the instrument. .
. Consequently, the- instrument together with the program ]
i
o - was submitted to four municipal authorities ‘and four ‘
. provincial authorities in-day _care. They Were asked to
' " eritique the: instrument in terms of: - \ "‘_., , ,W"*f'
) R P terminology used :
T2 ambiguity of meaning, o . . Cen AV
. " 3. ‘clarity and precision of statements. V
'Examples of minor- changes which accrued were .
-'l Inclu.de the word "knowledge" in brackets v , i
' . after cognitive domain, | _ L
T 24 Include the word “emotional" in bracketa
y after affective domain. o e o }'-4;* B L
3. Use the word "trainee“ instead of student. S T
| : \ : -
1 ‘ll‘.' Break down questions numbered 3 and 4 50 as . O
¥ to solicit ‘more precise answers. ‘ e '.’_
In addition to the above examiners fifteen well,- ' ;
L y B ‘experienced authorities in day care local administration : u i
| I (five of whom had taken ‘the Administration course 1n RO %f’,‘
S ©1973) were asked to’ comment on the form and wording of = f
A L ‘ ” !
: the questionnaire. One additional' recommendation was ‘ i
. . [ N 3~
. " f .
o ] ‘ i ‘i
1. 'i‘-/ I . ! :
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suggested that was that ‘the questionnaire be made

available ig French. 'I'his request was complied with

R 5':k-7ilv e

‘. one week later.’ ’.‘\
'quollowing the discussions the above data was-used - . P J
"._:for making decisions about the. inclusion or. omi sion of %, L
.individual items for the; final instrument.‘i This pro- ' T o
‘ cedure ‘was to ensure that the questionna.i.re was '
) relevant valid and reliable._.. | L '
e Sample L R - Tt |
: Two- groups, Group A and Group B comprised the T ,

"day care administrators from ‘the ten provinces and the ‘

’- ; two territories.

~ sample.

" tion.

' skills. in day care administ'ration.

Group A consisted of sixty day ‘care admin- '

istrators in the Ottawa area.< 'I‘his writer attempted to

) have five evaluators in each province s however this was _

' not possible, conseQuently Group B consi.sted of fifty

All subJects in both groups had at -

. least three years experience in day care admi.nistra-

Further, all administrators were persons who

i

. wished to remain in day care and sought ‘to improve their .

- .

Most of the variables reported in this section .

are descriptive\, that is, questions were asked and

) results were' reported..a
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R ;A ‘Focusing the Evaluation ‘

-

“The logical structure of evaluation design is tﬁe .

.. same for all types:6f evaluation, whether context, in- .
“put, process or product. evaluation. The parts, briefly,

are as follows

i

7 l.,Identify the major level(s) of decision-making to
: be served e.g-,, local, state, or national

2. For each -level of decision-making, prbject the .

one in-terms of its locus,. focus, timing, and com-
. poaition of ‘alternatives. )

3. Define criteria for. each decision situation by
' specifying variables for measurement and standards
- for use in the judgment of alternatives.,

. 4. Define policies within which the evaluation must
S operate. ‘ .

<.

+ . By Collection of Informa.tion “ ’ : o

n"l_. Specify the source® of the information to be
collected.,

' 2. Speeify the instruments and methods for .
. collectding the needed information. .

‘ 3. ISpecify the sampling procedure to be*employed

Sl -Specify the conditions and schedule for inf.‘orma- '
tion collection.e Co }

C. Drganization ot‘ Informa.tion

1. Specify a. format for the information which is to
‘be collected. e

2. Specify a means for coding, organizing, storing, -
- and retrieving information. :

- D, Ana.lysis of Information -

—

' 1 Specify the analytical procedures to be employed.
24 Speciffy a mea.ns‘ for pernforming the analysis_.

‘deeclsion situations to be served and describe.eaeh .

(Figure 1 continued)

L
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. \ o 50
v :;E.-Reporting of Information v *
1. '-Define the a.udiences f‘or the evaluation reports.
2. Specify means for providing 1nformatiop to the
: ,audiences. ,
3. Specify the format for evaluation reports and/or
© ‘reporting- sessions ‘

‘ ll_.-' Schedule the repor’cing of informat:!.on. ‘

R JR Administration of the Evaluation :

l Summarize the evaluation schedule.

. 2.7 Define staff- and resource requirements and plans
S - for meeting these requirements.,

' + 3. .Specify means for meeting policy requirements for

.-conduct of the ‘evaluation.

4. Evaluate the potential of the evaluation design. v
for providfng information which is valld, - "
relia.ble, credible timely, and pervasive. : .

9. Specify and schedule means for periodic upda,ting
' -of the evaluation design. :

6. Provide a buddet ror the total evaluation program.‘

[

-~

'

«.Note_ (Reprinted from Stufrlebeam, D., Educational

Technolo ). July 30 1968, P. lO)

.-
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The following data (contained in Tables 6 to 11l)
- -were gathered from the respondents' age, Qsalary,
veducation, number of centers previously employed in, -
| ,' v',number of years in . day care field length of time .
| employed at present center, staff. development

i

'commitment to day care.:

",. an attempt to show the. reliability of the validators.

 As: may have been expeqted the cverwhelming
7 ,number of respondents were female. Out of the total
/ sample/, only 03 percent were males- 97 percent of
‘the respondents were%‘female.' Day care has been a~v'.
‘ :female dominated profession since its initiation,'

’ a.nd there is little evidence to su&éest that this

1

'.will change in the near future.,. There may be several
‘;'\reasons why males do not constitute ao higher propor- R
‘,’tion of: day care.’ One probable reason is the ‘poor
Ny salaries .and a second reason may\be that women have

‘traditionally been the care-takers%

chi 1dren in

our society.. '

If one uses the "ideal definition" of . ay care .
. “ : "‘_,according to the F'ederal Government's Guidelines o

oo then the Job of an administrator of a day care center

4354, orni PR Y NS S
e KO

L I The purpose in obtaining such information was SRR
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: -, Educational Baékgrougxd ) ’

Education- - . . &, .+ .2 Number . - Percentage
hi,‘gh“s_chéo,l,- R oo . ,9.~ SRR : PO (R

'&:ommu:‘nifa‘y', coilegé_ : dj.ploina e

ea’rly"éhi'ldhoo'd education i

mot:hercraft certiricate

be ac her ¥ college

urs 1ng

A
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6 o 5 u

T e

undergraduate degree : ’
grad.uate degree 8 -7 .‘2’, .
administration diploma/degree € 09
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Length

f

LA

'/

of Time Emp;oyed at Present Center .-

- s
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. {4

ime at Present Center

' Nuﬁbéﬁ"-';.Péréentage'

‘81X momths to one.year -«

/

one to two years

“.tWO‘tq three yeafé

ivkthree.to four years . -

\

‘four to.five years. R
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years or more
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: ‘Table 14 .
:;ﬁ - Reasons fgiiﬂeqving»na&”caré

<y

l : : . . L . LR : . o : i N . .
Reason for Leaving T s N SRR PP £
, Day Care- - e .'Number . .?ercgytagg:

“ T

- "

. i . ©oT .

pay 1s too low . - . 55 . :50.0. ..
" need a:chénge" : .if'; uJ; -3 - " ’2;7:

i

lack of advancement el 8 S | 7.z

?
W
v
'

.2

s

-
°

'stress involved in workingf. T
with children g _' . 9

stay at. home with own child- D

lack of status . 25,4
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6.3
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F ':‘ .
:”:: r': would ‘be one of the most important occupations in the g -:j' “»' .
fll : community, and consequently should have a high role o ‘,:‘“ L i-?
Y value associated with it. This high role value might i '
.“.j:~ be manifested in high pay, good benefits, and high , .f“ H."g_ f,f
R a5 i'status recognition in the community From Table 7. “-"_' AN
:fjim‘ o one can- readily agree that the salaries are extremely t x“‘-fu;f o
»} , ’ .; low.' One possible way. of alleviating this inJustice A T .}f
. ':‘. U may. well be through the administrators taking S AN
T % S T B
R o recognized university courses in their speciality., IR R
1 | _ Although Table 8 indicates that the ‘majority of .
ER J‘pthe day care administrators have had some training o e : i
; N , " vn e
. which might benefit them in-a day care setting, it R SRR ‘Lj
i ,was evident-from their individual comments that they e 3, e oy
' :wanted courses geared to their role as administrators ST ‘
in day care settings. R
k2 . Despite the %onsensus of. opinion among the . _;,{if T
‘/administrators, that they feel 111 equipped to per-: : o o ?
form their—roles, nevertheless they ﬁave shogn a q" " 3_. !;
persistence in their dedication., | ‘ N '.¥_'-lf ii
As is the case’ with most low—payiﬁgjaobs, the oM !
. benefits and opportunities for self—improvement are ;;'f- ' %‘
/. also poor.1 Over 81 6 percent indicated they would %i
1y o . o
s e REECRR ! ; 5
\ g , o oo
i" o,\ K . . '.; ®
‘ . I : » ' -7 . _v‘ ’t
N o , ‘ E ;
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‘the respondents intended staying in the day care field.

‘The largest single reason for leaving day care might

‘had been made available to them for self improvement.

1

.;Tlike more staff development days than they now receive,
“t12 2 percent were satisfied with present arrangements

_.and 7.2 percent did hot comment. g

--,,/Day care ‘'work 1s often characterized as having a

high staff turnover rate. Tables 13 and - xU verify how

- day care workers perceive their career. status, hOW’many E
‘years they intend to work in the day care milieu and

why they intend to leave the fleld. “ e

More‘than 81 6 percent of ‘the respondents indicated

~

that day care work was their chosen career, witH only ,'

E 16 3 percent considering it as. a temporary Job situa—-‘

,‘,;tion and 2. 4 percent no comment. |

° Almost 57 percent of the respondents indicated

""that they intended to work in the day care field for at -

least four more years and probably longer.u Nine per-
: {

D..‘ TR 4

Table 13 gives the frequency distribution of how long

frustration at the fact that no financial assistance

i
“

It geems” clear from the above results (stated in

,J‘Table 14) that day care workers consider- day care their; :

o . 4 -

3 . ! il ‘ : .
E ‘. [ . o .
+ I . t N N ’
\ ' .. ' . - . ' . {
. . . <'

\

- gt 7y o g i v e 12 e s § AR A et e r— T P o b e N T
VT o 7 [ iy A

'cent said they would.leave the field in the next year. S

)

‘be the low pay (Table 1“) In addition many voiced their




: of Job related reasons.

*

-/.

' parents who work.

RS

”.characteristics of a stabie reliable group What

'.career. If they’ intend to 1eave, it is mainly because..

Traditionally day care has been looked upon as a-
welfare service }or a parent or parents who work None';‘
of the respondents viewed)day care only in this con- - RN
text Twenty—eight poﬂnt four percent of the o ‘ : . v
. respondents regarded day care as -an educational ' - |

service. Forty—three point six percent of the & )

h

‘:;\respondents saw day care as a combination of 2 welfare

service and an educational service.A Only 28. 0 percent

‘ indicated that day care was something different than .
either or both~of the above statements., They tended to

l see day care inbbroader societal term§ than Just an .

educative experience for children and/or a service for

-+

-

, [

Generally speaking then, this sample has the

'
' they are seeking 13 not the label professional which
will indicate ‘that they are superior to parents in

¥

‘their m{denstlnding and, 3b111£y to cope with chi1dren oy

'. rather they seek the label prqressional Which indicates

that they are competent and wish to ﬁ&itreated as such.

BN
R
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’{Evaluation Instrument

";'territories.

. cumstances was to have administrators circle their

i,responses on a questionnaire so this could be per- '

../ ] N . = ". ‘ . . <!'-. ‘ ‘.,‘ I" .

The evaluation instrument had already been -

‘subJeoted to its initial scrutiny by day care officials.l”

The next step was-to.have the program subJected to a.

nation-wide evaluation.: Hence, 2 total of llO'admin-

‘istrators were asked to use the questionnaire to '

'evaluate the program.”f

»

Two . separate groups were used Group A which com-

iaprised sixty day_care'administrators in the OttawaN,

. regfon and'Groun-B which”comprised fifty day care

administrators, rive each from the provirices and

R

-

An examination of the day care list for Ottawa-‘

~indicated that the administrators who held admin-'

'istrative positions were distributed over. a wide area.

jNevertheless, they were within a distance that would

make the interview method feasible. It was decided

then that the basic means of gathering data wouid be
via. the interview method for Group A It ‘was further

decided that the best means available under these cira

.formed without great expenditure of time and would

nenable the resppndents to be intervieWed and the itemsfj

£

T

Sact?
: .

,_M—v--iul P
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- discussed for clarity where needed. To'be'able t

T oThel

-
. \ ‘e
\ oo

'gather data- from sample Group B that would be in ;»
| keeping with the data gathered from sample Group A the

o questionnaire technique was maintained.\ A minor

recommendations, etc., this space was to encourage the
| evaluator to elaborate upon his or her decisions. Thefil
instruments were sent to all respondents to ensure
"standardization. Group A received the Administrators
-Interview—Questionnaire Guide and Group B received the :i
Administrators Comment-Questionnaire Guide.:

> "The interview technique" according to Young '

.(19h9),:"is the superior method to be used to gather -"‘

:data for this type of study“ (p 109) west (1959) also
lauded the interview method. VWest stated, '
_In the interview guide each question becomes an h
‘ open ended question and the thoughts can be dis-‘
cussed by the interviewed and the interviewee
1f required. “The method has advantages in h;'
'»obtaining information pertaining to opinions, .

s

w“judgements and the attitudes of people. (p l3)

-

Also, some unexpected responses-should be

expected. Best (1959) wrote'

: modification was used in that space to allow for comments,
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P

‘ ;;a list of ‘the day care.centers in Ontario was

~ . ’\
. Through the interview techniques the researchers )
'may stimulate the subJect té‘greater insight into\
his ‘own experiences, and thereby explore ' |
o significant areas not anticipated in the original
‘plan of‘the investigation.. The preparation for :"
‘ fthe interview 'is a’ critical step in the pro- .

L at

_cedure.‘ The interviewer must have a. clear con- "‘: ‘i
iception of Just whatvinformation he needs. _he; |
: must cleariy outline the best seguence of " |
. ; ‘Questions ‘and stimulating comments that will '
.syStematically bridg out the desired responses. .
A written outline, schedule or checklist will

provide a set plan for the interview, precluding

s the. possibility that the interviewer will fall to-

'?get impon&ant and needed data. .. 168) o S
»Good and Scates 6195U) agreed with Best that ‘ ,vA' -
through tHe interview the investigation«can gather ; “,ﬂ '

information of & more confidential nature, and can~‘ C T

. .. N

."ibetter allow the interviewee to respond. - - e IS

- The procedure used with Group A was as follows. f

'j'ascertained from. the Department of National Health

1Vand Welfare in Ottawa. Next telephone calls were

made alphabetically a.nd initial introductions made.




T ‘-J.::;n- ‘

- r‘}‘“:

>l

- interviewee.: ,f"f o :f ) 73.'5

The administrator of each center“was informed of the ;f
purpose of the call and was asked if he/she would con--'

® :
sider validating and evaluating the proposed program. Z'

During that same phone call the/administrator was in-it"“"

formed that upon agreement to evaluate the program a

.

copy of the program would be sent to her/him together ‘f;-”'
with an interview guide within three to five days A' ﬂ[?
request was made also at that time for an interview att R

: ‘a time agreeable to both the interviewer and the }

o -

;, Of the seventy four centers contacted, sixty

) centers agreed to evaluate the proposed program These ."

' sixty administrators then served as our* sample Group A.'

o

Tﬁe interview method which was used with Group A
required a visit to the various centers where the f.'
administrators were employed. ' ;.’

The writer mailed an introductory letter to the
fourteen officials responsibie ror day care in each
province and the territories—and inquired as to the
possibility of having five administrators of day care h

centers in each province evaluate a,program of day

fcare administrators.u (It was suggested that | only /
'.3;'those who had at least three years' experienoe as

' \“il’day care administrators, and who were presently '):‘

e ' .. E’ [ _-. X ,"

o

o
POTTEREN
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employed'as administrators, should -evaluate the program
at this time ) The officials in the various provinces
Av-l agreed to accept the responsibility of having five day

care administrators in their province'or territory o .

r

A D
. evaluate the program. Quebec was the only exception, E 7
- |

. they. supplied this author with a’ list of the'centers in,

B
1

-f~;f _ Five copies of the proposed program togéther with

.an information letter and a stamped addressed envelope o

- f - Was sent to each province and each territory. Thel‘,
N . French\version was sent Ho Quebeo. Each evaluator or .i-'”
\ e . .
_' ' jthe program was given two'evaluation forms. It was

only necessary to complete one,.the second one was: in—?‘i"
'cluded Just in case the evaluator wished to reconsider:‘:'
| his or her Opinions or wished to make other changes T
,before returning his or her form._ The Territories

v,a.were unable to supply five’candidates each to evaluatel**"

i ' ,and validate the program,,however, between them four

administrators perrormed the task. Four-other admin-

A

?'hﬁ"program at. that time, however, they agreed to qxamine the'f
R B 3 . ) o
L=?.;program at' a future date. S f . 7-‘

Persons in sample Group A expressed their
‘appreciation~for receiving the interview—questionnaire W.s

P . &
- s . N -. L i3] . r..
B P N N . . L .
. . .. PR . 4o N , " L us o
I3 ) . ' L . A o . - . .
. . . .
,

Quebec a.nd a.sked tha.t the choice be made by her. - , T

Cow

istrators stated that they were hnable to examine the e
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ra

;' study. Each of the interviewees in Group A indicated

Y

L . i . ) ) . PR .
» Ce ' . ' - ' . . - N A

forms and the program in advance of the interview‘ They

stated verbally that they apprec}ated knowing’in adVance

4

the nature of the guide for this allowed them to o ST

¥?

formulate answers in keepigg with'the purpose of the :

that she or ‘he had spent some time reading the inter- .

view-questionnaire guide before. the actual interview 5;

|

v and had &ome to some conclusions regarding most of the

o 3-questions. }There were no unexpected difficult

‘duestions :td a very informal atmosphere prevailed at

. all discus

© pleted by fay 25, 1976. . . .- T

-~

. N ' o

v

ons. - ;, Lo ' ', ST

The snortest interview was about: forty-five
! .
minutes, the longest interview was about two hours.

All intervqewees indicated a desire for complete under-'

“«
o

standing of termino;ogy and they sought to supply

answers with thorOughness. All interviews were com-,

o

- Datafwere tabulated as. the interview progressed.
This was made espgcially possible by the sample having

the questionnaire guide in their possession before the

interview took place., The inﬂbrviewees were very .'” -

recegtive to the idea of the’ interview and encouraged
the intbrviewer to take notes, even repeating phrases,vu

7
on their own volition to be sure the interviewer was

ey
~
1 ]
A9

cpo

‘-




recording the proper wording. -Both’ th"e interviewer and

the interv.iewee had a: cop@ of the guide before them

9

during the- discussion and this helped immensely to .' -

e expedite the £low of thought . At all times there
o <
seemed to be complete rapport. Both parties to the‘o

di'si“cussion knew the order of the discussion and the ,
' order of the points to be discussed. Each interviewee knew

o that the other f‘if‘ty—nine interviewees were to follow :

) Lo the .same pattern and format. “In. general Group A were

. S o »very cooperative and readily findicated both the :
Sy - , 7 )
' ’ ' st;'engths and weaknesses of the proposed program.

The fact that no real personal contact could be

pd

,made between the evaluator in each’ province or . A
territory (sample Group B) and. the writer served to

- _have its advantages. For now, the jproduct was on its :
e .
‘own, it had to speak for itself.,' I this respect ‘the N -

interview-questionnaire method and the written evalua-.--'

»

.

“of, responses. S e

\

' The evaluation instrument then required ‘a two-

N

'dimenaional analysis of the obJectives that is a.n
' . exam.ination of the content and the behavioral aspect of
_the program. That is the instrument necessitated that

. .. . / i
R .-.'the evaluators examine the learning activities and the

- . . : . - . . : L . . ¢ -
¢ . N

o .tion proved to be an excellent i‘orm for crosstabulation ) |

s
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: provisions made for their execution.

: evaluation (see Figure 2),in order to ensure better

‘.‘ .

r was constructed with the following limitations.

as ‘day care administrators.‘- o ;” N

- of thé interview-questionnaire method and survey-3'~

4
And finally the

evaluators were asked to examine the means used to - ;"-'

appraise the 1earned behavior.

This section covers only the context and input

evaluation process and product evaluation have yet to

be ascertained L ,,*l_ sﬂ I

Administration Limitation of . the Study’ - f_ . '

While this study was degelopmental in nature it '

"31{ The selection of content tapped the major P .

’ sources and reflected the most up-to-date knowledge in e :‘ .

’ the fleld.

:2; The validation and evaluation analysis of this

program was limited to day care administrators who had-i~

¢ at least three years' experience in the adm.inistration

N
of day care centers, and who Were presently employed

3. The validation -and evaluation of this prcgramd'jch
was limited by the degree df validity and reliability oo

S

questionnaire method used. . L
4 The validatign and evaluation -of this program" L s
was limited by the desree of . insisht into educational

T ' ' e N -

Y

<
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Ed

Context .
Evaluation

Process .

Input ... .
: ) Eyaluation .

Evaluation

Product
Evaluation

To define the oper-
R ) -~ation context, to -
SR L . " identify:and -

;" "@m. OBJECTIVE - - assess needs in the

e - context, and to .

- : RS identify and-

i ,.";;.'f " . delineate’ problems
. / underlyingmthe

o e needs.-.

" To identify.and'as;

-strategies and.‘\

;~1mp1ement1ng the
-strategies..

76 identify or .
predict, in pro-

cess, defects in .
the procédural
. design or-its -
ﬂ'ﬁimplementaﬁion,
-‘and to malntain a
record._of proce- .

‘dural -events and
-activities.

gess system-
capabllities,
avallable input

designs for

1

To relate. out-

.- come informa- :
“tion. to ob-
{Jeetives and

to context,

“input, and

process

fT/nformation.

A

ot o By describlng in-
: - - dividually and in’"
, - o -'. relevant perspec- -
o " -7 tlves -the major: sub-
SR _-systems of the con-
L text; by comparing:

.By describing and

- human gnd material

analyzing available activity's

‘poténtial pro—“‘¥
resourqes, solutlon ' cedural barriers.
strategles, and -and remalining
procedural designs - alert to un-

'By monicoring the "

By definihg

" operationally

and measuring

criteria asso—
, ~clated with

the objectives

acﬁual -and 1ntended for- relevance, antigipated,pnes;' "by comparing
1nputa and oubputs‘ feasiblility and .- - - - : L. these measure- -
PR _ "of the subsystems~'-'economy in"the ments with
I - .7~ .. and by analyzing- . course of actlon' - . P pre~determined
. AR - possible causes of -to be taken. . - oL - standards or -
- " .diserepancles be-. . o - - : comparative
IR tween actualities o ) bases, -and. by
AR and .intentions. .. - .. - . -interpreting
e o B -~ = : ‘the outcome in
NN 4 /( .
A : - : terms of re-"
_ - o " ‘corded 1nput
" ‘ . . o and process
- .o . 3 1nformat10n.
T L T TN . : S v B
, , =g 2 \uchigqu 2- Contlnued) : '
.. P B - N . N ) . 4 -} 4
L T :'}(/ 7 - RO ;
\_t'y _ A S e 7. -
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}.’ . - - R - - Ji -
S AR s S L
g ST, - , . T
T\ . con%'xt : Input . . . 'Pr’o.c.ess S Product .
- - Evaluation “Evaluation - Evaluation Evaluation
. . For declding upon: For selecting For implementing = For deciding . ~, °
RELATION TO . the setting to be. .sources of support‘ _-and refining the - to centinue, . - 3
DECISION- Berved the. goals - solution "~ - - program design- = terminate; ,
' MAKING TN asaociated with . strategies, and -and procedure, ‘modify or re- =
"PHE CHANGE - - meeting needs and.. procedural designs, "1.e., for : . focus a change e
PROCESS “the obJectives i1.e., for pro- . . effecting pro-. . activity, -and o
o e associated with gramming ‘change cess control. . ' ‘for linking L
VL solving problems, activities. . IR ' the activity .
~ d.e., for planning -'. - . ; - to other, ma,jor :
= . needed changes. N E phases of the "
P . ' g N change process
- RN :1 e., fOI'
— . - - ' . -‘evolving
: ; i, . : change - L
- S NS o - .activities. -
' A N . " a - P ’. .
< (Note: Reprinted from ,Stu'f'flebé,am,‘ D;,:Edﬁc'at;i_onal Technolog’y‘, July 30, 1968,°p. 9) . =
L . C Figure 2 - The CIPP Evaluation Model
e T b v
- o .R . (A Classirication Scheme of - Strétegies for Eval'uating Change .
. ’ . _ The Sbrategies) o , i o
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this program L :

and understood' uhiformly.

adminlstra‘cive problems present 1n the thinking of ‘the

g‘day ca.re administrators 1nvolved 1n the evaluation of

i

. 5. The analysis of the dat,,a was limited by

responses of ‘the evaluators and 1t was assumed tha.t

terminology used across Canadq. could be 1nterpreted' o

’
" b
. P L . . C ! T
b, - : . . .
--;
. . “
- L}
. . . R
R -
\ o oy . : ’
; .
& . ) ‘ S
o . a N » .
T -, L]
' -~ ]
- LA '
.
t . ., " [ ._. ";-/.
LR
st I R ] ° *

Lo - . ,
f ) [ - .

.
.
'
.
v
B
[
s,
)
kel
¥
o
-~ \
“
"
»
.
\
. -
-
-
t -
\
e
;
L3
' ,l
-
- . .
\.
. ‘
4
.
S
A Y




.cHAP'-'rER.Iv

2 . o -

Results of the Valida.tion a.nd Evaluation o

- ¢

. of t_he Day dare Adminigtration Program 1
“Aamy N . " . ) . . . . ‘ . . o . ' )

~“of the "Day e Adminietra.tion Program" /. The, results

'with Sample B. S

[} .-

The statistical analysis of the results of the
" evaluation of the da.y .care - administratiox% progra.m is oo
indicated 1n Table lS Numbers 5 = strglgly agree,

_,‘Il = agree, 3 n acceptable, 2= disagree and l = strongly.‘

. !

T I N
| S 'Ifhia tg.ble shows a cloae rela.tionship between the

' ,'responses for Ottawa and for the rest of Ca.nada. o Un-
.' [T ~ L\\ '
for/tunately the writer was | urrable to obtain a greater

P Y .
I ,s&hple however, the compa.rison is signirieant. L

'I'he breakdown between Ottawa. where the question-

This chapter presents thebresulte of the evalgation Y

) \p; L

B :-naire was presenteun an, interview basis, and the. rest of "

‘_Canada which received a mailed questionnaire is :I.nter-ﬁ )
e ; esting. B In Ottawa, &B 1 percent responded favora.bly to- )
‘wax* the program (Queations 5', ll 3),, 10 5 percent ;

v‘responded unfavorably (Questions 2, 1). and 1 llpereent did

c - v oo . e . . Y '

ac
&‘l.
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Table 15.

e Question Scores and Percentage Distriﬁ/"on
‘. ‘s_ ' .

-

UNFAVORABLE, .

", ':“ " . ) . . L ‘. . . Agree

»Quea;iqﬁaj”fk}‘ ) ) .. 5

LT T strongly

S .
Agree ‘Acceptable
4 3

Disagree
Y 0 \

-2

. Strongly . No Re- * ° oL
. Total -

Disagree:
3 1 ] - 0

.Sponse

Ottawa

.\‘Number of Reaponaea . 896 -
Percent Distribu- -

- ftion of Responses "“38.2*

":VNumber of Responses 30k

Percent Distribu- . . .~
tion -of Responses

A.Resﬂ of Canada

- T49.
3200

.?857

15.6 ..

418"

©17.9

43.9

y72 - -

S ay.2

"200

8.5

225

1.5

L 47 3o~

;o

‘ 2.6A_fm‘

ey

32 60

1.7

*1;&7*

31

L2340

11950

. 100.0

A'Totathanada o

:Number of Responses
.~Percent-Distribuf

:ﬁtion'ofTReaponéeS".;

4 : - 3,

28.0

1200 -~ 1606..7 -

'37 .’u. .

.:455

9.9

e i

'100.0 . °

‘]91.}. ' o
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. not reSpond. In comparison, in the rest oi‘ Canada 83 7

~

Pert‘f;nt favored the progr'am, 13. 3 Percent did not favor
. the program, and 3 J. percent gave no response.

!l‘he above data. suggested that there was a certain

LAY

‘ degree of consistency in the findings, this in turn in-

!

‘77; -

dieated‘.that there was a great degree of reliability in;‘

S d

' them.‘ For example, the response distribution was skewed
in the direction ‘of a;fa.vorable response (Figure 3.
e statistical terms the mode, that s, the most
frequent response vi'as greater than the mediano, that is,
".the fit‘tieth percentile, the value below which half the :

values in the sample fall,, which ;Ln turn was greater /

than the mean, that 1s, the average. -

favor of a: positive response having been made on. the
bases :f 1nterviews, and the rest of Ca.nada biased _
negatively in that there was insuff‘icient explanation
T and support for the questionnaire, I would Judge the

distribution I’or Ca.nada on the whole as the most

Lo

. relevant one in this thesis._.... o ; A
Sam le Grou A Responses (Ottawa Area) N ’/';-, c o -
T Sdmple Group A consisted of sixty day care adnin-— ‘

: istrators who. responded tQ a thirty-nine item interview- o
questiOnnaire (Appendix @) Within this paper responses '

have been combined 5, ll, 3 positive responses and 2 and o

1 negative responses. (éeg Appendix M, raw data.)

Because the Ottawa sample Wés partially biased in -
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tions a.nd intentions of the program. Other administrators i

Coasgge R R e, LA
ORI W P et YIS wrr Rt 1"- 2NV
PR T . - V. N . . By ﬁﬁ'(ﬁ
- ! '
. ).

s

question 1 ' The intent of the progran 1s cle.a"'x"il'y\
atated? | | | ' C | '

L

One-hundred percent ‘of the day care administrators

agreed that ‘the intent of the® p/rogra [.7&8 clear and
acceptahle. Some da.y care admipiatr

quested more time to think seriously about the ra.m:lfica-

_ during the discussion of queation one expressed their ,

concern that the content of the program was 'heavy if
taken by administratprs on a8 m't—time baais N whil,e con-.

tinuing to work on & full-time baeis. :

Question 2. The learni.ng ob.‘lectiveﬂ of the program .

are clea.r ?-

'I’he results were. as. followa- ninety-nine percent

or the day care administrators noted that the learning

-obJectives -were a‘good reflection ot‘ their needs. They _—

'‘also verbalized that thé 1eaming 0b.1ec\tives of the
progra.m were comprehemive and covered all aapects or

1earning, whereaa the minority (one percent) 1nd1cated -

L that ‘the educational Jarson only 1ed to confusion and .

not real 1ea.rn:l.ng.‘ B “':.' I - /\

- i
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BN 7 . Queetion 4.

L ‘;i‘:"‘;‘;ﬁp“'-m‘ef :w'w&u.“l "‘: _‘;- :" vy

guestion 3

.grem are well developed? '-;.. : f L L

\-

One—hundred percent accepted the ob,ject:ives or the e )

*
program as having a sound vasis ror the expanaion of

bheir skills. +Due tp the i‘act ?;hat the interview tech-

" when requested to do* so, the format used to set up and

. -,"develop the varioue obJectives.

The. obJectives stated in t:his program

- {‘are reali stic?

The responses to thie quest’.ion indicated that

-8

sidered the obJ ectives $0, be a rerleetion ot the cla.y
B . care administrators' : tasks. 'I'hirteen pe{;cent indicated )

)

.'that they atrongly disagreed thet the obJeet:Lves were

cussi on.

: verieblee such as administratoru' previous experiences -
- and education s> the time ractor in. relation to the ‘

p eontent of the program and the neeessity of having a v

gredual build—up of materials and skilla. - |
’ , ’ ,. ’ V’-".‘ - ; A‘ . : :\‘
- & ' ' .

The learning obJsctives for- the pro-: .

80

'nique vﬁs used with Group Ay thie writer was able to oo

) ,discuss the rationale behind the objectives a.nd explain, .

K eighty-seven peroent or the evaluators in Semple A con-.' '

- x'ea,listic. This question instigated considerable dis- L
Basically the dialogues centered on o a5




‘,".'\:'J‘-

Sy , demandd of the c::snitive Area. commented on o

@estlong ’.l‘he demands required in the Cognitive

Area. (knowledge) are ecceptable? LA

Seventy-eix percent or this Sample L3 1ndiceeed |
- that demends or the. obJectivea 1n the oogni.tive area.
: were- 'acceptable and desirable. Sixteen peroent disegreed
with queation rive and eight percent did not respondg _ g
w!dany or the administretore had been previouely exposed
to B. . Bloom's Taxonomy. th?rerore, tho met:eriel and :

11:3 lntehtions nere easily 1nterpreted.

- .

\'1) the complexit;y df the syetem and -
L L2y the too numeroua dema.nds in tha.t aree. ',f-"-'

Queotion 6. 'l'he clemands atated 1n f.he Afrective

Dnmain (emotional) are acceptable? AL
) o ‘ Ninety-aeven peroent responded pooiti.vely to '
'quest:ion eix. Three percent of the day caro edm:ln-

;_ ietrat'ore reeponded otrongly d:l.oasree. ¥ coneiderable

.diaouaeion revolved around the Artective Domain.:

':Letrators who disagreed wltb the aeeeptability of the -' ) .

'I'hose admixi- s

Hhile n

2

) ; K ] . .
the maJority or the day care administrﬂtors regarded IR
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: thiu 1tem as playing an easent.ial role in t:he 1earii1ng .‘ S -

R proceas, a rew adminiatratora regarded the :ltam as . Ta i .

| &uperrluoug ana’ oontribut:ins little to the total B :
program. e ’f b ,- '.! o ?,f _{ \ - o
, . Queation 7. 'rhe 6bJeet1ves 1n thia pmgram are ':J-g - }
‘ | o related to broader behavioral patterns over xa period T ;"; A
- £ “of umrz B ST e
| In this Samp)le A, one-hundred ‘percent or the - VA i ‘
’} evaluat:ors mdicated that the relationship between‘? ' " ) ‘

’ ‘l : ".( the obaectives and the behavioral patterns over a. ° /
period of time was ‘clear, comrehenaive andgi:g:}. ’ o

. . [ et e, ‘

. o . PR - L. [

LI N -, . K3
-, 3 2, Ju- . , S . o . o7
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Cooe acceptable. L e o oy

f ’ b ' J ‘ .
| | ‘.: . - . . )
% U Q_"‘e_'.&’:'n_ The uatated objecuves in tma prqgram S
| s °°in°1de "“‘h your needsé\ .." K SRS : S

z . P . FE
R o
A . EE v ;

st . S
- o

N f o Ninety-rive percant or the respondees 1nt1mated ERRAF dﬁ NP
" B t:hat the program's obJeebiVea derinitely ma.tched their . .'; ".j ;"j'.j . :
~ needs., Several adminiatrators 's/tated that although 'j .’._l:,ﬁ-' )
: "“A:f‘ ' the program'a obJectivea would cater eo their nepe‘ds,, ":'.-;”. . E
R yet minor mocn/rications would be necessary, and f:lve f o '-7. -

«I,.“'. . ‘,

"~'§ SR percent did not respond 1:9 this»question. S R .




" of the program.'

3

".I . . v._ "- -' N \ ) . o "" . “"-" \ § -
Questions nine to fifteen focused on the content'
- -’ .A /

-

F‘ e ) \

Question 9 The material in this day care admin- .

istration program makes provision for learning which is

istimulating gnd challenging?

The responses to this question were as follows-

s

Seventy-five percent -of the—evaluators responded

"‘;’favorably whereas twenty-five percent of the respondees

i disagreed ‘with the statement. During the various |

e

-interviews administrators often went off on: a tangent'

: by discussing factors such as o _’ _5': .ﬂﬂ .

1) the instructor as the: stimulator or . - - <

:2) particular issues at different times.,

‘Question 10.. The chosen materials for the day

care administration program/are closely-related to the

overall obJectives of the-day care program?

Although sixty percent of the day care admin- "

Jistrators indicated their acceptance of this item, yet
‘ ”'several administrators suggested further resgarch be-

made to obtain’ Canadian materials which would be . S

A N

"..applicable to the day care program.‘ﬁ S u.'_,

Question 11. The content of: this ‘day. care admin-'f '

.ﬂ istration course is meaningful in that iv relates to

VN

‘\‘c——‘

. ; .
e e At $ et b S




:.ietrator?

o

. i . B e o L

Acont;ent of the program to be both appropriat ' and meaning-

’ ful.; Further suggestioqs givenf by administra.tors were. T

_erafts, : B

o

-.1) the incluaion of material concerning arts and -
. NI . / -

S 2) - politics and how it atfecta day care,x_

3) the law and day care, and '-. oy :

LN after-four programs.

: Question 12.. 'I'he program contained a fair bala.nce n

of- materials?

Factcrs which entered the discussion were. edue&-

tional background 3 professional 1nterests areas such as’

”',apace and . equipment being dictated by other authorities,

‘ A

",‘.'j;programs fcr day care alrea.dy established \different

. alaws concerning day care in different provinces. . The

‘ responses ‘to Question 12 were. ) sixt‘.y-six percent re-'

-7sponded favorably, whereas thirty-three percen responded '

S ¥ .
. - . : . Lo A
I. A e e e e g in cmm U et b LF ey Vpe g e s S 22 e 8o o emseimerm e e = eeerens

! . - . . ' D e e ald

s

‘ by disagreeing that a feir balance of. mat:erial did\ exisﬁ‘f o

in th& program.‘ : L ~ _
uestion 13. The scope or this progra.m is broad
enough to allow ror individual dirrerencee? - '

. ‘d'ﬁ o
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c-i'aﬁf:

B All or the day care administrators in Sample A (one-ute

‘ a4 -
hundred percent), expressed positive comments concerning

the allowance ‘for variety in the program.. Further .f'

T

suggestions were made for the- inclusion or.‘ ethnic groups}\
slow learners, and care of the mentally retarded. ;

Question 14. -

the suggested audience? : .]

: l-

Although the maJority or the evaluators agreed in

theory with this : :' vertheless, many admin—A
istrators expr ssed th‘eir.views by stating that when. .onef:’
is working full-time there may be significant interfer- y
ence in one s learning and performance ability.,xthe-};
results of this question were. ninety pErcent responded .t

: favorably, whereas ten percent disagreed with tne

,{ - appropriateness of the learning levels....'.j .‘;‘F ‘_;ﬁ@t

-

Question 15. The program is well organized and

developed in a coherent sequence?
' Eighty-eix percent of the da;\csre administrstors
o viewed this item as being aoceptable, whereas thirteen
percent chose to disagree with this item. Those admin-
istrators who disagreed with the organization and o
' sequeneing of the program commented that units should

be attacked according to the audiences' preferences or

a

@ ~."‘

The learning levels are appropriate to f. :

according to a particular need at a given time.. co 3
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achieving the various sta.ted obJectives‘ 'I‘he general —;'-: "

,"’.,,",' ' c T . , e A "" e

e

) require prerequisites berore other learnings can occur?
" Seventy percent of Sample A indicated the necessity

of having (background knowledge in certain areas such as

oy child psychology before other topics such as "behavior

problems in children" ‘could be e.ttempted. Thirty per-

cent of the day care administra.tors disagreed with using

prerequisites for units, they noted that most day care
administrators are experienced but lack. a theoret 1
rramework ror their knowledge, these administrators .

= stated rurther that the instructor should be able to -
gauge the level of eompetency withﬂthe group and present

' materia.l accordingly

'I'he following section (questions seventeen to

twenty) pertained to the methodology used in the day

, /care administration program.

¢

Question 17 ‘I’he teaching methods of this day care
administration program are directly related to the .

obJectives of the progrsm?

a-

Although some discussion centered upon ravorite

Question 16 Some learnings within the Units CLa

methods " and those methods which work best uith experienced

administrators, ‘all ot‘ the administrators in Sample A, one--'" o

«

hundred percent, accepted the strggested methods ror
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) materials can accommodate the specified audience?

N .

o

: ' N
the suggested methods as being appropriate.' It was added

purpose.

Vo e . P
_
. .. _. . “
“ . ) ’7~ ‘ . €
. S
. ' . B . f _ - + V' "
concenSus of’ opinion on this item affirmed that the in-4
structor should malce the ultimate decision in matching

lmethods ‘to obJectivee. :

»

Question 18, The auggested methods are appropriate

.

to. each topic? '.,"e, 7<z7-~’ ; -_,:' -
v

One-hundred percent or the administrators deemed Lo

L

by several administrators that ar instructo§ could easily

.’ change a. given technique if it were not fulfilling its

Question 19. The methoda chosen for delivery ot‘ the
'I'he evaluators were made aware by this writer that

in relation to adult perrormances also, it was etated to

the evaluators that there were alternative techniques which

/.._,)

v some background research had been done on learning theories .

might be employedeat the discretion of the instructor._ 'l‘he

responees tc question nineteen were~ one-hundred percent

indicated that the suggested methods did accommodate a ,‘ o

specitied a.udience. L S

®
P

Question 20, Surricient support starr haveg been

suggested £6 augment the program? '«7.

\
]

The responses indicated that eighty percent of ‘the

administrators were in agreement the.t the suggested acarr
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R ‘l‘hese administrators questioned not the practicality ol‘ oo

fr"‘.‘-load within the speciried time » esﬁecially i‘cr those 5"':"':" ,
.persons who had rull-time Jcbs snd young ramilies.,._; ' Ly

4 was sui‘ricient however, twenty percent of the admin-

1) . support staff. should be chosen only when the ol
_backgrounds and neegs or the petential trainees wer/e known, .

A

. 2) - support stari’f need not necessarily form part oi‘ '

.'"the main program, but should be thought ot‘ s.s a resource Co f !

('i‘acility which should be available in times oi’ needs or
request, S AR ' 5\ R , .
\' 3) unforeseen problems invariably occur as a result
c}b having %0’ book persons months in advance. I .
\Learning activities o\ccupied the scope or questions
twenty%e to . twenty-three.» *;,’.- o L RO

Question 21. 'l‘he day. care administration prograg | -

wggests 1earning activities which are practical?

Eishty-two percent or'\the evaluators responded HORN

RI

ravorably and stated that the activities were for a pur-".';'_

L e

pose and not J ust 'make-work' Eighteen percent oi‘ the

administrators indicated disagreement with this question.

the activities but rather the practicality or the work
/
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'istrators i‘ound several dericiences in/this item- . The_se L e |

'y‘administra.tors msint ined that° 7‘ '7"" IR




E ‘care program coincide with the iritten goals?

R suppleme t the'day care program? -
‘ .'viewed the suggested materials as being sui'ficie t.

ever s indicated that the rererences were inadequa" e ror

. day care program.

( L ' , .
. R k 8,9;" o
Question 22. The suggested activities ror the day e

-

'I'he reeponses for Otéawa indica.ted that one-hundred

percent ot‘ tt\xe administratOrs ,viewed the suggested
. L e

R -‘ . . - N

',goals o the ro'gr'ar‘n_.-flf."'-, Lol 'f'|.' -

Sufticient references are supplied to

Seventy-six percent ‘af the day care admini trators L

| 'I‘Wenty-t‘our percent or the day care administrator ’ h°"" |

_the tollowing reasons. ' ':"! ':‘ : _‘, ] '.', .:_i’ -'_"'? ' -
1) Provision does not seem te ha.ve been made for
' : the continuous up-dating of materials.- ) ' S PR
. 2) University graduates would. undoubtedly see‘:,ff. X

additional re ference material o

'-""‘ 'f 3) French materials were totelly lacking for t e "'{.'

Y

Question 210. The day care: prpgrem encouragee th

learner to be involved in evaluation and further
/ g N . S

pla.nning of the content ?

eithov.rgh the invoivement or he adminietrators in the

s a.s being appropria.te for the long-term written s T




ar

. Lin Sample A agreed thst the standards in the program

findieated\agreement with g%;e item. Several admin-

- istrators suggested further additions to the program

»fevaluation and planning of the program was suggested
'7ratner than stated, yet, they expected and strongly

“,desired to‘have considersble input into ruture programs ®

designed ror day oare administrators. Eighteen percent

.‘af the evaluators responded negatively to this question..'

These day eare administrators emphasized the necessity orﬁ

=making it olear to program designers that their oontinual-’

';input into suoh a program is crucial ror sound planning

.{and improved programs.

‘:’f"f Question 25, This day care administration program o

requires quality work from its trainees?

One-hundred percent of the sample responded

! d

'Jpositively to this item.‘ Throughout the discussions,
i-views were oonstantly exchanged concerning quality of .
'fwork demanded in a course or program versus quality of

iuork demanded by an instructor. All or the administrators

IS

ishould be high in order to ensure a quality product that
_is, a skilled day care administrator. -

Question 26.: The program makes provision for o

Co lP rsonal expansion and improvements?

Onoe again, the day oare administrators, Sample A,

I-.

B
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Nl

. training in administration. . ', ST ‘ “.‘

kA

l

o

, such as~ governments" role in day ca.re s day care and thefl

‘ variousl units to racilitate persons who have had previous"

Question 27. The day care administratiion program B E

stressed skill-type outcomes?

_-'-lau, ethnic groups. . Other administrators suggested u.sing,_

7"."1:he present oourse as an introductory base and augmenting ' )

All oi‘ the day ca.re administrators, one-hundred .

- : 'percent P responded that the program did indeed seek

the topic that skills e.re the key behind all ei'ficiency' -

that the day care program be expanded and be accompanied

:‘by d gradual progression of: skills.

, : l E ’
- skill-type outcomes. Discussion on this item centered on.:

';-"and cémpetencies. Ms.ny of the adx;dnistrators recommended.

Question 28. Allowance is made for continuous selr-‘

=

development and evaluation as an extension or this

Tep

"program? L o L S '*.'.;”.“o

(S

':"-"lundoubtedly follow. Thirty-seven percent ot' the day csre
“'.ffsdministrstors dissgreed with tnis item. | These admin- }
. 'istrators suggosted that this question waa extremely

: Sixty-three percent of the ssmple expounded that if& . '

) tors in their everydsy work then inevitably selr-develop-,

a

the. 1331‘1\1!188 Within the Prosram were used by a.dministra- R

,ment would occur and the process of selt—evaiua._tion would - .

\
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. -for thie progra.m is not tqy high?

rin the present program euch as. '
.

‘ viewe indicated that the ma,jority of sday care adminis-

".' trators wanted higher standards set for the group.,‘ .

4 [T DUV PR AL PR Ly i,

)y

i

subJecti&a and dirficult to measure, moreover they

~questioned the long-term 1nf1uence of euch a program on |

'Y R

their ruture perrormances.

Quest:l.on 29

'l‘he expectation level of performance -

S

E:Lghty-two percent ef’ the day ce.re adm:lnistratore N

“";"reeponded that the expectation level or performance for SR

the program was not (coo high. In fact ma.ny admin-

B -’fistrators suggested that speciric standards be 1nc1uded :' .

manda.tory pre and post:

teete percentase 1evels be given on assignments, e. g. , A =B

'\a.nd c traineee ahould obtain a grade or eixty percent

ahd above etc. - ’.l‘he gener‘b‘l tone during the inter-

Eighteen percent or the evaluatore voiced their opinions

L

treining ror a 1ong per:l.od or time.

i that the expectation 1evels were too hish espec:l.ally for

pereone who have been away rrom formal educat:lonal

/

- Queetion 3 The proceduree for evaluatio/n for
each unit w’ere appropriate? . ‘ ”

Ninety-two percent or the evaluators reeponded "

popitively to thie 1tem. The remaining eight percent

- of the administretore dlaagreed with thie quest:!.on ror : .

T




o the rollowing re,asons._-’

o L) too meny evaluatio s were required especially EVRGACE

. f when a person was working r&n-time,

L "Jday care program in 1155 pre

the' instruetor a.nd the tra.inees 1n light of the time :

" .day oare administrators, five percent, sugsested that

-, f’pereent refrained trom snswering this question. ", -

2) formal evaluation should not be a camponent of
such a program, ' ' RN C

3) types or eva.luations should be decided upon by

PR

schedule a.nd the given backgrounds o!‘ a particular

'traines group. S o ‘/ -

3
v,

Questions thirty-one tL thirt,v-nine were designed

' 'A.to serve e.s an indios.tor asf to the acceptability or the 0

: B

tsent form. _; -t‘ "

Question 31._ 'rhe length and scope of this program

-.are adequate for the givén!time rrame?

The responses for this question were as t‘ol:l.ows.~ '
{

"“‘-\

T ninety percent of the evalhators arrirmed that the :I.engthn_.lhvo___f:

..... I

f snd scope or the program was quite acceptable providsd ‘
: : each topie was introduced at an introductory level. _ -

These administrators expresssd the opinion that should

v’:?"rthe tOpies be delvsd into at any great 1ensth then the,

: {,frame would. sssuredly hsve to be altered..‘ Other e

"\\

’ ‘.,:fthe prosra.m confs.ined enough material to wsrrant a.n

s

. 'jadditional twenty to roz-ty hours. 'I'he remaining .02 2

™




" ggeetion 3 " The etyle' or wx-iti/ng :I.e clear and

standable once the edueational Jai'gbn or tne obdectivee 'A , e

program allow for maximum rlexibility? S \

*that beeause the program wa.l topieally oriented then

B they roresaw the posaibility ot‘ the inatruotor, upon J

a arre.nging topicé or 1n fact mod:lfyins un:l.ts to meet the

o atudy ete.ge. & R TR / '_ .

h o ’me.tei-j,als_

' r. . . . o . -

.o ~ - N

B TSIt SRR T U U, VI - IIRITREE I L O 5 S
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- { N . - .
"". .,' IR LA P
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conclee in this day care adminiatration program? e , .
s All of the day care administrators, ono-hundred . S 1
porcent, coneidered the etyle to be acoeptable. Several ‘ '

' evaluatore stipulated that the program per ee wae—under-'; -

had been paseed. e j-‘p IR f' RN f IR NIRRT i

ueetiorn; . The minimum restrietione of thie

Eizhty-ﬁhree percent of the evaluators indicated B I

the suggestion of her traineee, eaaily e.nd quickly re-

demande ot the audience.‘ Seventeen percent strongly o
disagreed that the program a.llowed ror maximum S o
flexibility. A ‘I’hese evaluators speciﬁed that 1n their ‘ |
opinion the program appeared extremely rigid with 1te N '. .
given obJectivea, methodologiea and evaluationa. FE _
Furthermore, th:l.a group atated that the program should ' L
rematn rigid untai 1¢: has paeeed at least the pilot ._gf'.".fff s

“r

"ul‘he program contains up-to-date

eat:l.on :

n reeent developmente 1n day eare? f '




f{‘,however, they dieapproved or tlur ract thab m&ny or the

K /r ‘ N RPN . / P v FEGS I L ] , .' ‘L\-"

I

|

. .- l
ST ‘ . . }
Lo R Seony

The reeponlei ;I.n th:l.a area. were aa tollowe. Elghty.l_l ;:'Z."'.‘j'
r:.ve percent asreed that tue ma.terials uere up-bo-dat.e, i,

: °rererencee uere Ameriean. A rew evaluators susgested

.
2

L Theae admihist:rators Ia.uent:ed the'fa.ct: that there uas a’
total lackj or French materiald alao, materials which deai‘a

iprogran?. . ',' oo _~,v.§_

et : di"“ line °°m““1°“1°“ Vith Canadian publiehing E

companiee wonld ensure a conatant up-dating on Canadian

____———

o

’*‘T«-
B materials for. the day cq.ne program. . nruen percent of. :
the administra.tora reeponded negatively to thie :!:tem.-‘,_-"' o

with da.y care 1n Europe and Asia were non-exietent in tt}e

A“.A ~..~. R 4~\

1 PR N v
Q_“E.Eﬂ-.?&_ii The program 1e an uebmctional

' ,.‘p ackage, that 185 1” has . Preecribed media, _boolcs and " L

.control atrategies? o AT - R ’

Seventy-five percent: qt‘ the administrators considered

_ the day care program to. be an dmetruction package, in that

acmities and eva.:l.uatione. 'rwenty-rzve pereem: of the o
. da! ceu-e adm:lnietrators however ldid nct ag:.-ee bhat the e

. pregram ul an inatruetional packlsev The interpretatﬂon

; or e.n 1netmct:lone.1 paekage ror ehis group maant an

o me.terials already auembled anu not merely euggested._
| PR
A .

:i:... TN

""'_:/'~ .

7 1t hea- preaeribed-f obJectives media. booka, mexhodologies, BRI

. . , ",‘ <

-
)
e
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‘ ‘»fqugsgibn‘js This program ilaflexible enough to

;'appeal to both beginning\and advanced trainees?

) The. responses to this question were as follows~“”

ninety-seven perggnt indicated agreement with the

' L)

\question s basic premise. The main question asked by

-‘administrators concerning this item was "when will. the

~

”lprogram be’ avaiiahle"? The response of three percent ofjf
"the administrators however was negative.‘ This group of -
’nevaluators suggested that the program required further
'idivision that is three programs could be formed from
‘“;the one suggested in this thesis.. lf;”‘

o Question 37 This progrﬁm should make you more

4 o

E competent and efficient in your role as 2 day care

M IJ

‘ The data whicﬁ was collected suggested that ninety-?z
"two percent of the evaluators believed that they would |
'\be more competent and skilled ds’ a result-of taking the
: :dsy care»program °0ther administrators, eight percent
. however, disagreed wtth this item. They intimated‘that
'"the course was too elementary for them in its present
f‘form.‘ They added nevertheless, that ‘the program o
'ifwould be: benericial to the maJority or day care admin- =

' istrators and it should be initiated as soonkas possible. S

e il

ot Lk e e
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_ o Question 38 ¥ All maJor areas in the day care
Lo In »,A ) o \ co
~ Lo “-Zradﬁinistration field have been included in- this program? '

Reaponse to this question indicated that fort{-five ;
i‘percent of the administrators were pleased with the

o fdiversity of -the" topics ofrered in: the. program. They

(: _‘knowledge. Thirteen percent of the day care adminis- L
o L trators indicated that” several areas were>not- mentioned
o 7 .
L or they were not given adequate scheduling in the pro-

-—

};“ . gran. Areas which were suggested by this group were.‘ |
lw ‘ ;3if,,; Child Behaviour, Day - Care and the Federal Government Day

Care Parents and the Media, Multiculturalism, Twenty-rour

stated that. their decisions were, made ‘an their limited o

BB vttt -

Hour Day. Care Service, Nation-wide Day Care Training Pro- r,-'
grams. The remaining evaluators, forty-two percent did ;ﬂ
12& not resnond to this question.; The general concensus’ |
ydﬂ:.;"ivi. among the non-respbnding group was that day care is a’ . |
; new and ever-expanding field consequently, they" did n‘”"'.."‘.' L /
”'}g?-}ji.jf'f: feel adequate abdut making such decisions. o ' ‘4 ' éi
'\;3'.?Tf - Question 39. rhistprogram’should be given at a - o
BN university in vour area? .., o 5
SR E 75 B éighty percent. of the day care’ administrators | )
}fl;gfi{:ff"i indicated that they would like the program at-a 2;.—;f _
.: gﬁff : . | . o '.il : ;¢} 
P . | - x g
e L LI i i, R
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. N

~

university in their area as soon as possible. The re—'jir

maining twenty percent of the administrators did not

o

- choose the university .as the center for the day care ‘

program.f This group stated that they would prerer the
program to be offered at community culleges for the :'

following reasons.: lower costs, flexible hours,_

greater access and’lower educational entrance require—‘

7 N

PN

' ments. This group, despite discussions, were~not con- -

Y
N

vinced that the university also caters to- "mature’i'.

students" » ‘.."“;' 5

Sample Group B Responses (Canada Wide)

¢

. Sample B comprised fifty day care administrators

across Canada. This group was given a comment-.

f
A

questionnaire guide comparable to the interview-

. -

questionnaire guide which was given to the Ottawa

A L R

group (Sample A) The administrators in Sample B were :

asked to respond to the questionnaire by circling o
numbers which corresponded to tbeir Judgements (5 =
strongly agree 4 - agree 3 - acceptahle, 2. = dis-
"agree and 1 - strongly disagree) : Within this ‘paper

}

positive and negative responses are grouped ”.2‘

respectively 5, H 3 and 2 l. The raw data for each ;

response can be found ih Appendix M.

".
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e Question 1. ‘The’intent of ‘the program.1is clearly ' .

-

-'-,Stated? R E ‘ " ;

‘,_

Eight—four percent of the day care administrators

~afrirmed that the intent of the program was clear. Many'h;

R

.of the evaluators contended that the program was valid

\

\ - 1

E desperately in need of such a program, however, they

'stated the federal, provincial and municipal governments:t

.\-did not view day care as a priority item, consequently

, chances of obtaining day care administration training

:'were negligible. Sixteen percent or Sample B disagreed

' with question one, they stated that the intent of. the

',broader context.

©  are. clear? o

‘;listrators suggested that “the presentation -of. the specific o

'program was not-clear since the program did not stipulatel

‘ the entrance requirements to take the program, nor did

,'\l

;the program specify the place or this program in a 4 '1
. ) . Y ST

QuestiOn 2 The learning obJectives ofithe'program

A

g The results indicated a highly positive response. 2@3
: R

"Ninety percent of the administrators agreed that the

"learning objectives of the program were well presented

~ dnd clearly stated. Ten percent of the” day eare admin—

;,obJectives according to Bloom*s Taxonomy caused confusion (

'ror‘persons-long remored from the academic sceneﬂ 4

v e e S L . : - L.

Ty

:‘ :in terms of today s society, and that their province was Q".

P
e !’

[ S

P

=
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learning obJectives were well developed and thoroughly
tcovered.- Tbn percent or the administrators commented that '{H
’:the specific obJectives were theoretically based and in—~ )
e volved too much educational Jargon.t These administrators i -
..;“suggested that the overall objectives of the program were | e;fj'y
fmore practical and uere more likely to be used by in- .

structors.'_‘ﬁl"?l,‘g ft.n'ﬁf S e
" 'f,are realistie? ::-"-'.' - 3 A I A S

‘:Sample B, confirmed that the long term objeotives of the. ?:\:’

j ,realistic.. Six percent-indicated that the specific obJec- o

‘:tention ror this group were-f many or the obJectives .
‘:needed rar greater time allotments ror their completion f'

: :than was specified in the program. Also many admin- 'iu’”"fl“fﬁ

o . * !
o 1strators voted that programs were sometimes not a - i
I . ., . .. _' . f
, . f o o K N .v "_,‘. ! ;./ . 1
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. are well developeJ;’ iyt? j<§:§_” } .aj “Jﬁ'»' ;_'»'-Z‘“f_,f' R 3

, Ninety percent of the evaluators agreed that the _“

r

/_ .
~ .n,‘

)
< « PR
: ~
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Question 4. fihe“otJectiveS“statedjin this program” T, .}
"""““1” S S U S S S S S R
: L 3¢ v e U Ty . L e e

» ¢
d - .. - R - N
: 4 R .

All of the administrators, one-hundred percent 1n 3;11<¢§*;1H'f“'

Question 3. The learning obaectives for the program [ PR
e —— }' '.. . B . B

L
.,

o~

Program were realistic, however, the responses for the l'lu;~fj” .
specific obJectives were as follows'- Eighty-eight percent “ﬁ
L [ . -n;: . i s
.of the evaluators stated tHat the specific ObJectives were o e

tives were not realistie ror all persons especially‘roruMAﬂmhf g ?ili

4

. those who had a minimum educatlon.»,other points of con-l, TR % .




i ?-:a1 .

-"::;;t:givenrrcr their rejection of the demands.

qi | - ) .
g ' - 101
- ik CREN C e -
"’.succesaful because instructors lacked the ability to

A integrate recommended obJectives with the teacning

'""t materials.‘ Six percent ‘dtd not respond to this question. S

Question S« The demands required in the COgnitive 7

‘ Area (knowledge) are acceptable? ;.'f g
Ninety percent or the day care administrators
'faccepted the demands made in that area. These admin-j
r‘fdistrators reiterated the importance or covering each of
:'{:these areas and maintaining high aims which would ulti-i;
Jmately result\in improved status.‘ Tbnlpercent of the ;
'ﬁ?“evaluators felt that the‘demands requedted in the cogni— |

e

tive area were unnaceptable. Tbe rollowing reasdns were

L

1) Unit 3 The child has already been covered in anu'd

[Early Childhood Program (level 1).

2) The suggested obJectives would place unnecessary

K3

’ 7ﬁt{stress on- administrators to attain a more credible level L

fﬂﬁ.id.iof cognitive development. ﬂ: ‘_ VLR ',w'

Ve o
(I

3) Tne placing of numerical parameters such aa '

*3';" prescribed in CS(b) (indicate possible directions or

3 Question 6.; The demands atated 1n the Afrective

L

Domain (emotional) are acceptable?
_" .1_:'/ 1 ' Y ‘l' . . Lt .
. - YAl. { o
: . . RPN | s
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day care Trom research) would rcquire "magic solutions" L
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‘vj cent of the sample were in agreément with the demands.u ;”t - o

: ‘,"; demanda of the Affective Domain stated that the objec-.'

Lo . ol PN . . . . . . . o e .. e
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Analysis or this question indicated that ninety per— 5‘“

Hhile many evaluators stated that the obJectives in this

" "l

g

area were common sense yet they noted the importance or

' rerreshing one's mind for motivational purposes.

R r-—.

group also stated the importance of notifying parents or
the philosophies of varioua centers so as to ensure W
harmonious relationships between parents and statfs. The—

ten percent of the administrators who did not accept the \“”'

tives were not measurable and therefore unrealistic or j*” }f

they stated that,this area required too much of a . _f}
commitment towards academic work. f .-;L\ﬁ;h.m C
' Question 7. The oBJectives in this program are

related to broader behavioral patterns over a period of

! . A
‘ B - ke oo . .

. . time?‘ s ’, 1;' 2 = . ~; )

e
1
Iy

b P l,_ ‘ " .'«-. Co . L b
b PRI -

i_*; The Tesults indicated that ninety percent of the ?*fﬁt A

.\J w ot

evaluators recognized and accepted ‘the’ relationship be-x‘ .
tween the. °bJectiV€B and xhe behavioral pattern whereas o
ten percent disagreed and commented that such .a relation- S

®. R

5 ship was idealistic, fon whether or not one transrerred

learnings rrom 2 controlled setting to an uncontrolled, _'J

setting was a very ﬁubjective decision. 1This latter -
\" oup also indicated that they foresaw problems n:f with
£ \\l ‘ - ( .;' ' ST o \
J‘i - ';l‘.‘v‘ ) I . ) ' ' 1
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:fu‘fprovide opportunities ‘and, support ror day care trainins.

l:‘share viewpointe and be supportive of onk another, the.ﬁ‘

r istration program makes provision for learning which is 1ﬁ BT

':Several administrators poted that they greatiy needed to "i L)

'fprogram e obJectivee, they atated, made provisionvror :

: this. Six percent cf the evaluators stated that the
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thhe changed knowledge aapect*or the program,«but within ff'”‘ A

I

-,5ithe changed behavior realm. }Q;f p' - T x“*7 L '1.§y-fj;‘

-i.

Queetion B The etated obJectives in this program ' ‘f;"or‘

3

coincide with yOur needs? ..’i.wr,:g ‘:.;;~:

Ninety-four percent of the adminietrators agreed

“n

thet the objectivee of tne program coincided with their.

'J%ﬁ needs.‘ Thebe administrators afrirmed the importance of‘

training. The gpvernment they atate hae neglected to’*wh

'\

=

&given obJectivee did not coincide with their needs either
beoauee the program was too elementary or because the

requiremente or the obJectives heavily outweighed the " -;

IR

monetary rewarde which would accrue arter the training
-) . . . . . oL Lt . -
period. .- ““"“.z o e 3,‘ e

Al

Queetions nine to: rirteen centered on the content j”

i

ot the day care. adminiatration program., ', <f""~~¥
ggeetion g The material in thia day care admin-r

;V

atimulating and challenging? e T T
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' .hfpositively to this item. The maJority ot the evaluators
-.3fapp1auded the possible 1earnings in the program that could

' 'c.‘, . : e "' g , Ca “__— SR e 30
’” ‘Ninety—rour percent or the admin@gtrators responded

'_be both challenging and stimulating. Seteral administra—_“”'
' tors stated that although all areas“in the program might .
" not provide for new learnings most of the program would

~ undoubtedly make provisions ror personal growth as an";"

'}5administrator. The remaining six percent indicated dis-

- ment .or' a degree oriented program then 1t offered little‘ o

;jon the program. Many of the evaluators expressed the '

.jobJectives of the day care program?

‘ i:’agreement with question nine._ This group or day care
~administrators contended that unless the program was ‘E"ii,-

Lgoing to result in recognized status, a monetary supple-

-'challenge or stimulatidn.l- - jZV,.~f‘, ufuf‘ﬁii

. oA

Question 10. The chosen materials for the day ‘care’

-adninistration program are closely related to the overall;snl

/
-

All or the administrators one-hundred percent ]~:“

"agreed with item ten.. There was a consensus or opinion

among the evaluators that a commendable Job had been done:. .

) ,hope that the research and efrort put into this thesis

‘.would result in @ day care administration program belrg = -

"administrators added that they would like to see French e

~ .

o ofrered at universities or, colleges ror them. The French,hu

.

. FAEIR
\ H .
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'“5istration c%urse 1s. meaningrul in that it relates to the. i:mkfjﬂ

""included the'addition of- a workshop on arts and crarcs,. %ﬁ';'f

- l. or materials? r ”'mv _ - ifw : ’, o

.rv_'f[; - 105

materials a ded to the program to accommodate their

Question ll. The content of this day care &dmin-:}fiﬁgfii«

every day lire situation or the day care administrator?

._ ‘ Once again the response to this item was quite '
/'-favorable. One-hundred percent of the day care admin- '
. istrators accepted the meaningrulness or the compcnents
' ;of the program.‘ Suggesticns ror additions to the program ;fﬁu

were made by\several administrators. These suggestions .

and sessions on efrective 1obbying, writing briefs and ‘:ﬂx, g /’.

‘/ﬁ"

jfn,communicating with government officials. _"‘; i o @E'*,-.'t WA

Question 12_, The. Progrﬁm contained a fair balance Y

. The data collected ror this question indicated that ﬂzg
v eighty-two percent of the evaluators accepted the balance
in the program, whereas eighteen percent maintained that
;o there was not a balance in the materials of the. program. f},.
" This latter group speciried that because today 8 day
care administrators have had dirrerent training and
. administrative experiences then each person was likely
to put emphasis on’ dirferent aspecta of the program..;'

A suggested addendum from a few administrators was a

"‘ section dealing.with the application of day care o
i e o T . -
R il e




G ,}_{*fl_;fﬁ Question 13. The scope of this program 18 broad o

-

e '

'j~:;"‘_ | adult learners through its proposed teaching strategies,

standards and their difrerences from province to province.,}
Also 1t was. recommended by, this group that starf and- 7,4.’.d“
space equipment should not be given equal time since the
starf influences the emotional atmosphere or a center rar

greater than does space and equipment. A

enough £6 allow ror individual dirferences? ;.‘.";:,'.‘agj.}"

One—hundred percent or the day care administrators

LY
: A~

accepted this item as being valid. A f.ff*[f"ﬁ

Question lh : The learning levels are appropriate,;‘;_i E
- to the suggested audience? " '. | LR
The results of this question iﬁdicated that eighty-f'

six percent of the evaluators agreed with this 1tem. _
Many administrators stated that the“program accommodated

suggested activities and stated fOrms of evaluation. Af .
- minority \.06 percent of the administrators did not agree ;_
'i\f': with their cdunterparts. These evaluators speciried that
'I:the learning levels were either-too simplistic or that o

|
o ftoo much(learning was required within too short a time
| rrame ‘ ' “ ‘

Question 15 The program is well organizad and e q,:,,.'

,developed in a coherent sequence? :ﬁjj"“g.""',., e

gL B [ -, - . ) oot ' . o e
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. " . . Q. N B
One-hundred percent of the day care evﬁiuators h'f' ~L
o ! ‘ o | I
'U'expressed the opinion that the prosram was adequately : ' y

',researehed and well formulated.~

ot
) ‘.;;m")’-' .
s,

d\ "U
/

; :percent

© Sk11ls. -

“'__moving from areas of 1ess responsibility to areas of

{administrators in this latter group also stated that wfrfl’“
"Ddespite the 1ack of formal education on the part of some

L 3iday care administrators adults would accept the. ' -° i-f

";suggested in the day eare administration program.- =

P 'obJeetives of the program? ,I".; ~-‘%f;'<* . 5,,.f R ‘fi-

R

These administrators o i
indicated that with minor modifications this particular ?:'.; }“:v
program was not only acceptable but also desirable. AT

‘ Question 16.

Some learnings within the Units require ﬁ

| 'iQprerequisites before other lesrnings can occur?

The results of question sixteen affirmed that eighty
-

1

fftraining Job required a.build-up and reinforcement or ‘53Q ~~fgg"- e#

b4
R

This group also emphasized the importance of

greater responsibility.. Twenty pereent of the administra- a RN

o \ e ‘
: tors disagheed with required P erequisites. These.admiﬁ-;. g

. istrators commented that/’/y/éopic could be brought to a. o

Several Y

N';hadditionally needed research as a challenge..'L o L j;aw;:”

Questions seventeen to twenty examined the methods //-
.. Ay,

Question 17. The teaching methods of this day care

, administration program are Qirectly related to the - _'.ff; :

i

of the day care: administrators agreed that a good ' sfffl:}:;;

.o . ' .
e o ‘, o, B
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4 5:.follow the suggested obJectives or the program, con- u1c3‘

" of the program. ,
'-rpraised the variety or the suggested methods.

"fto each topic?
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— - JE S P U, O . i
; !
* -
0! -,
s -
L g
>
t r b ’

. . . ‘ ‘. - o N N - ' .o . N vt_ _' " T
S . Crh Coh o S - - : 108
. . ‘ N . * . B o .
: SR - . . - ot . LA L, - T . R

, Ninety-six percent or Sample B noted that there was

‘a dirQCt relationship between the objectives and methods K ffl‘ .

Many administrators in this group

Four per- '

ﬁlship hetween the,obJectives and the methods existed on -

f‘paper, there waé no assurance that 1nstruotors would L

‘,sequently the trainee uould suffer..w .. "“;““'ff

[l"',

Question‘la

i
T .‘,.,\

Ninety-rour percent or the administrators approved
of the methods chosen ror the various topics.; Many or
the day care administrators expressed the concern that
orten ihstrucﬁors were apt,to use only one method or thatfe
instructors were not conrident enOugh to choose alter-’5
native methods if the suggested one did not work for a

speciric audience.}

Sample B indicated complete satisraction with the pro-‘ ff o

posed.methods. Six percent refrained from responding to

this item. oo ﬁf~ ‘ﬂ;.t;a "‘. :45 ”' o ol
“-? guestion 19.‘

\

The.methods chosen ror delivery or i

\Lv,,

: -ij_'“ the materials csn accommodate the specified audience?

__2._ b .‘ . . s oot B ~‘ . ,,'_,

g’jcent or the evaluators stressed that although a relation-?w :u;i‘d‘

The suggested methods are appropriate -é.;.'

Hithin the program itselr however,_‘.t'

- - . P R .
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The results from this question indicated that

seventy-two percent of the day care administrators agreed "35~

that accommodation could eaeily be made for speoific :

[

audiences within the program.“ Twenty-eight percent of

the administrators disagreed with this item. Areas which

AR

caused concern for this group were. incoming trainees'f—‘

who possessed 8 minimum of educftioh, incoming trainees ff*j-:f:

nho had already obtained'dbgree etatus scheduling of

:::7 classes for persons who ran day care oenters during the e

" 4

2

- o ‘ ~
day. llf “.,4“7- Lf”‘i *"K Wi'ew“fr~-' v -;x"~lp/ R

Sufficient support staff have been f

N~ mv
R

- suggested to augment t e program? c.ifnjzi- -

Seventy-sig percent of the evaluators accepted the

support staff as heing sufficient for the program, how— j\wlfj,."' "

ever the remaining twenty-four percent of the admin-
istrators took exception to this claim.f Many administra-
tors contended that programs such as the one advocated

here did offer administrators a chanoe to acquire

¢u

important compdtencies, however, seldom can truly ‘fa;!= '

tound problems such as. financing or scheduling invariably

f- arise. Certain administratore also etated that due to ’,"

their locationn, qualified support staff was Just not =
available.~'fg:% “< - L f' | : ps, -

T .
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' learning activities of the day care program R
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Questions twenty-one to twenty-three f’ocused on the .

Question 21.- 'l‘he day care administration program B

":-,suggests learning activities which are practicah?

5.

The,results from this question indicated that sixty-
»-‘-two percent of the administrators found the learning o
. activities relevant particularly those area.s which dealt

"..;'with making budgets and keeping records. Other - . s

-

"evaluators, however > thirty-eight percent, .specified that

the learning activities were not practical 1 that too e

claimed that many or the suggested activities required

'r

many activities were assigned. Also many a.dtninistrators

'experie,nce win the day care field before the assignments«

could be handled successfully. ‘

Question 22. : The suggested activities f'or the day

‘care program coincide with the written goals?f :

-

All of the evaluators, 6ne-hundred percent

;responded tns.t the activities corresponded Well to the

;-3-

' ~.=satisfactorily. ._ Lo ,. K "‘ - T ."",

- L-jobjectives. n'l‘his group felt that the specific objectives

were too numerous to Judge, however they noted that the A S

o aetivities and the general goals complemented each other “'

e

e
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.
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'."'.'supplemenet the day care program?

.:references sufficient, especially in view of the time

[

i :topic for their convenience.

~7_4Padministration program.

——— e 2

'ff:~that seventy percent of the evaluators accepted their

.'l ¥ - : //
] . :
° - !
. ]
o s oo o : . . ' ! ,-.»_".-. . e s e e e . - ‘- ..
i LT reo T A 111 L
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Question 23 Sufficient references are supplied to

One-hundred percent of the evaluators deemed the

.~

. :fframe. $ome administrators commended the technique of
f;flisting the reference pages in each book.g Other admin—-

"ffistrators praised the technique of placing an asterisk ,

fby recommended texts, this they noted would assist

“trainees research more. quickly and efficiently. Althoughlf,««“

) the response to this area was positive, nevertheless,

? the progrmm s list. Also, the French administrators :"”

' suggested that all available materials be listed by each fi~

»

Questions twenty-four to thirty were concerned with .

r,the evaluation-of the various components of the day care

b o

Question ZH The day care program encourages the' —ﬂ.*i.

;learner to bexinvolved in evaluation and further
[

"
nl-
\

Analysis of the results from this question confirmedg

input as adequate.; Thirty percent of the a t: 8. p
specified that although ‘the program made provision or -
e f},ihi' AR -fﬂf Lol
: A el . N N
- o ) N
¢ < L. : .('-'
e 2 :. T -x*.:en-u-u.

,",several administrators suggested other areas be. added to :ff"3f5~ o

g~n{,planning of the content? S "“;;'1‘ ) (*li;ff‘,;»j%f}bﬁ ;;?
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seli‘-evaluati:n provision had not been made for ongoing ;;jJ .'“/
evaluation .of 1the program. Other administrators claimed '

"'tha,t their input was seldom used i‘or the improvement -of

| existing or t‘uture programs. 'I‘his 1atter group indicated_' ‘

tbat experienced administrators' Judgment could play ‘a- 3

\

vital role" in providing quality programming.A

’

Question 25. ' This day care administration prog?gl
: requires quality work from its trainees? . e
e . Eighty-eight percent of Sample B noted that the day B

care program demanded quality work . Some- of these admin-

istrators stated that high standards were essential

Y
T e Y

T especially for those grouaps seeking improved statu.s.,‘

 Six percent of the administrators responded negatively )

to this question, these evaluators indicated that quality»v '
, WOrk is specified more by an} instructor and oneself
B ,rather than a progra.m. A few administrators who had
Judged question twenty. five negatively claimed that one’
calmnot talk about quality work until one has evalu.ated
r the abilities of one a8 audienee. R :
. E ., Question 26” “The program: makes provision f.'or
‘.4. . F l persona.l expansion and improvements? '

»

‘ ‘ ' "The results from this question indicated that

y eighty-six peroent of the administrators strongly g , o

. I - oyt . O ' X . , L N
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'degree persons or they noted that the program was - over-

—

'programﬂ

v ©
. . ‘113
o approved of the attempt made in the program to provide
administrators with.opportunities to fulfill their '
'needs. Fowrteen percent of the evaluators indicated
that the program allowed for very little growth for

'whelming for persons with a minimum education.f

Question 27 The day care administration program‘

. ,stressed skill-type.putcomes? _ '
B 'l‘he feedback from thia question was poaitive. One'-' L

f"'hundred percent of the administrators' responses ranged

from strongly agree to acceptable.» The majority of the

'.:persons throughout Canada, Sample B, whQ had. evaluated
i the day care program advised that the universities or o

’_colleges offer the program in the near ruture to ensure

/ . . J

Canada s centres of obtaining quality day care..‘

Question 28 Allowance is made for continuous R

self-developnmnt and evaluation as an extension of this

<

The results indicated that rorty—eight percent of

the administrators accepted the program as a means or

'-providing for self—development and self-evaiuation.;

fThirty—two percent of the administrators disagreed with

~-this item. They suggested that self—development is

: usually measurable after a program and that although
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Tl .evaluators( omitted answering this question.,

formance in the program._ Forty percent responded

?_;negatively to this question, and eighteen percent re- )

,
e ; .o
f .‘f . .
z .

: [ ! ) E 4 - o

\ be . TR

‘(‘\ °

. L114.
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presented as an ongoing ru.nction. Tventy percent of the P _' ;

o
Il

4 Question 2.9 The expeota.tion level of performance

for this program 1s not too: high? S

- /';

Ma.ny of.‘ the administrators stated that Judgment oi‘ -

ﬁuch an item was very aubJ ective. The Sample 8 -

©3

) administrators accepted the stipulated level of per— ‘

fr,ained t'rom respondinga - A maj or contention of the group

L experiences in the day care field, the 1nstructor 8-

",'.'ability to communicate her: ideas and the trainee 8

‘-"interest level, ha.d to he considered berore ,a. valid

- decision oould be made on this.. topic. o

Question 30. The prdcedures t‘or evaluation for

> \
o '

"""each unit were appropriate? \ , . .\ ‘i' ' \ '

Eighty percent of the day care evaluators agreed

LUt N
s . .

‘_that the suggested evaluation procedures were
l*‘.'appropriate.‘ Twenty percent or the administrators
'greopondedf negativeiy to item thirty. 'I'he following

’ i_suggestions were provided by thia 1atter group'

'/i-‘.‘:" 7
".\responses were as rollows ¢ rorty-two percent of the I

N self—evaluation is mentioned within the prosram At is nc‘t

- who responded negatively was that' «academic backgrounds, .
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o "1) aacertain the level or competence among the :féfgfr“'?5'\
trainees then decide upon evaluation procedures, 4f--xf“ v

‘f' ) allow more trainee input concerning modes of
- . .

'idvevaluation ror the variopa units,'

3) more. flexibility within the: evaluation pro= o
fcedarea would result in a more responsive group of
~‘traineea.'.T’g fm_iieﬁ ': ) R _ ‘

o Questiona thirty-one to thirty-nine rocused on a ,.::

ﬂfgeneral evaluation or the day care program.‘ 'f',_45'

_ Queation 31'. The length and scope of this prograé:;jT Lo
l;are adequate for the given time frame? f*m.x - If
L The responaes to this queation were quite divided.i"i”‘) |
;while forty-eight pereent of the sample aupported the ) s

C program in its preaent form, rifty-two percent of the

U'fevaluators suggested that the time frames indicated'
;_ﬁwithin ﬁhe program were inadequate especially if. the |
jprogram were given in any depth. Many of the administra- '%‘5 T

tors who responded negatively to. this question intimated

\ -

: the importance or thoroughly‘povering the suggested

topics in thie program -8ince’ similar programs were un-

- R
S, Ay
ERISR ARSI

":Tavaiiable in. Canadian universities and collegea. L pf‘u

guestion 3 .- The atyle of writiag ia clear and

""conciee in thia day care. administration program?
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'I‘he ma.jority of the administrators, eighty—two per—

‘ -'cent praised the insight shown to their needs. 'l‘his .

."*‘-—\‘A ': b

f.experience not educational qualifications, conséquently

‘:'-‘."‘clearly def1n8d 1eve1 also, the specific quectives '

. group stated that the program was comprehensive and

©,

desirable. Eighteen percent oI‘ the evaluators disagreed :
}:',with item thirty-two.- ‘A few persons in this latter~group ) A

qualified their response with reasons such as : many

competent directors are in the rield through Job

.programs need to keep directives and assignments on a. ‘

N

;.Qshould be for instructor use only S i'_,,'/"-,_' “".
_ ”Question 33 The minimum restrictions o,f this B
K program allow for maximum flexibility? ' . N

L The results of this que‘stion indica.ted that all of ..

the day eare evaluators, one-hundred percent perceived 3

‘the day ,care program as having invariable fraine but ‘

. .'manipulative and variable components. N ",'

)
- ~
- v

Question 34. The program \contains up—to«-date

-ma.terials On recent developments in day ca.re?

L Fifty-four percent of the day care administrators

| fForty-six percent or Sample B suggested that recent

) - . st
£5as rre A i o sy = - T s e e

o responded tha.t the materials were recent enough, how-",

-’1

o ,ever, they suggested the.t ma.terials dealing with the

va.rious provinces in Cane.da be included in the program.-‘ '

.o- -1:" \.:iﬂ'm
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_canadian ma.terials were not present for many oi‘ the
y.?topics in the program.‘ Many of these administrators .~ .\
: ~_ g pro,gided this writer wﬁh additional aources which may -
. be added to a revised version of this program.’_‘ * The
“French and Itali n aector of the day care commimity

'requested that a greater ei‘fort be made to obtain

4

materials in languages ‘other than English.

,‘/ Questipn 35 ippe program is an instructional

- ,‘package, that is, it has prescribed media, books and
"control strategies? ', Co e _ ;( - o i N §
R ':j'.', . ' One-hundred peroent-of the evaluators across I : '
o ' Canada (Sample Bv) agreed that the program could be con- i |
: sidered aQ an instructional package. Furthermore many o

of these administrators added that the prosram Ce!‘tainly 2

te

‘offered administrators the essential knowledge and S

experience to perform their”J obs succeesfully. -\" _‘
‘ - Q,uestion 36 . 'I‘his program 18 flexible enough to-

R

appeal to both beginning and advaneed trainees?

3 - The results of' the data provided the following - .
. . ) ' ’ A’ M - v
inf‘ormatibn-_ eighty—eight percent of the administraters e

N

Lk agreed that the program could be geared to. accommodate '.. -

' qall levels /or trainees. Twelve percent disagreed with

item thirty-aix. "I‘his seotion or the Bample mentioned s
that they saw two faults with the program : ‘;'_"/ RS
* , ej‘: BRI
P T - s %,
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L l) the program did not m%(e proviaion i‘or admin-
- .

istrators who had taken administrative day care programs L

outside of Canada, ang-

‘e
.

2) no provision seemed apparent i‘or persons Just

entering the day care i‘ield. -

Queetion 37. This progra.m should make ycu more

.‘ competent and ei‘i‘icient in your role as a day care

| administrator? e , 5
- The findinga of this question were eighty-eight
percent ot‘ the administrators stated that this program

would assuredly improve their skills and etatua as day
i

" " care administrators. . Twelv}e percent of the' day dare

evaluators noted that they would not necessarily become -

more competent and efi‘icient as a result of taking this

e

program.'. IR ot

Question 38 All maJ or’ areaa in the day care - '

IR adminiatration rield have been included in this program?

[ Seventy-four percent of the administrators

mentioned that the prcgram adequately covered all oi'

Vv

the maJ or areas and ccncerns ‘of _day care.

suggested the inclusion of areas ouch as. earl"y~3

f identification cr learning diri'iculties, programs “for'.

children with special needs evaluatilm of child

t _I'L‘ e

Ten percent a

o ',118"7
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'respond to this question. P

Q.

of day care. . Twenty percent of the administrators '

_'academic backgrounds. '

(N .'Z".w .

;,‘ °

beﬁavior integration oi‘ handicapped children into -

" regu;ar programs.' Sixteen percent of Sample B did not T

e §
Question 39 This progrem should be given at a

university in your area? S

~

'l‘he data from this question resulted in éighty per-‘

: cent of the administrators strongly advoca.ting that the ’

These administrators reasoned that the universities could

)

I

acquired experiences thus their skills and competencies '

- would sreatly increaSe and this in turn would result in L

qu&lity" day care in Canada. Furthermore, they noted

'_that university training would undoubtedly result in a

recognition by the Canadian community of: the importance :

should offer the program because colleges would appeal

'; to a greater cross section or the Canadian populace.
| .follegea they stated are more accessible since they '

_:ca.ter to. a greater range or persons with variou’!

' day care progra.m be introduced into Canadian universities._ »

, ;oi‘i‘er them a theoretical framework for their already e

"suggested that the community colleges throughout Canada","‘ N

',.1‘1:9
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Day care administrators in Ottawa., Sample A a.nd

'throughout Canada, Sample B,, responded very positively
"to the program evaluation questionnaire (see Appendix M,

-~raw data)

The majority of Sample A, 88 l percent and Sample B

-

: _;86 2 percent accepted fully the total day care program.
i These groups readily accepted the rationale of the

program because i strongly reflected their groups'

. ‘.'.,'g.needs. The day care adminiatrators also approved of the

"obJectives of the program since these obJectives were

directly related to. their current activities. In addi-
.U;

tion the groups recognized the scope of the program s

B content and the variety of suggested methods in the pro- :

. 'that is, 'the ,activities and the evalua.tion complied sub-
-stantially with the’ administrators' neede, however, they
. ,recommanded the following changes in the program. , re-'-. :
scheduling of the time allotments for the units, reduc- '
-. l.tion in the number of assignments and, integration oi“//

* - this’ program into already existing academic programs.

s

L e

N A

i

' gram, subsequently, they strongly endgrsed this portion I

“of the program. The remaining two sections of the program,

T ——p
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"o raise and subsequently maintain the social and economic L

: consequently wauld be e.n expensmre undertaking, never-

SN thelesa, t-hey maintained that the social pay-ofr would e
be enormously important and bene’ficial t:o ,Canada's . R
e ,’ vanious .i:ommunibies.;;_-.f“' ' L . BRI
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This progra.m, y Care Adminietration ia recosnized BALE ‘

- 'by a good crdss section or the day care administration K .

:-populace across Canada ag. being viable a.nd credible.-

\ ~

There are, however, some interesting dif.ferences in the )

way day -care administratox-s perceived the program and » e
i'cs componentso v :‘;‘: L “‘ SIS PICEN T

: ; Nota.bly s this da.y care programﬁim viewed by day

P

R -

ified attack on one of their most vserious problems, B o -

M . . L.

‘e . _—

g standing of day ca.re administrators 1n Canada... s .'

The evaluators of this.,progra.m indicated that they R '."f‘.“'

-
PR
I
-

believed the tra:lning progr&m uould be extremely '. ', "-' P

PN .

dependent upon variaLble gperatora~ a.nd recipientn a.nd o Joe

. "': -

':'_.-_ ca.re administratora as 1) a possiblg mea.ns of making a ,-j"-‘ W H

J.ack. 'of training, and 2) a valuable tool which could ,, ‘;_'if'_

.
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S Althoush the program is n'ewed as being desirable L

by a large portion of the samples (A and B:) yet many
) P administrators assume a: dereatist attitude, in that

£ day care services when compared wi‘.th almoat any other g

-"country with a. comparable living standard., Thus while |

‘ pa.rt of zthe day ca.re problem is untrained personnel/ a.nv

' even greater problem is the low pri‘ority status given - ',‘ :

‘ \ NPT o to da.y care :Ln Canada by federai provincial and

‘ e municipal gbvernments... This low priority status

) 7'invariab1y results 1n lack of support and fina.nces for |
:‘J'any up—grading or professional trainipg for day care

' p personnel. A“ L \_"\ S R

; : : R In the pa,st many training progra.ms in Canada have

\ . '.{;.';been cousidered dysfunctional and ha.ve caused dis-_.- -

e y :building activities at the expense of learning experi-
‘ e encés which a.im to develop sl:i lls in diagnoses, § :
: ."3-:.',_‘."‘-applicatiori and strategy development : This program has
‘ :-',.'. ‘f‘.'_:a.ttempted to overcome such shortcomings by coordinating
tha work and learning experiences of. trainees. A

diverse,:and cha.ngeable.. Thus, the program stresaed

. g -"i’ig_illnsionment due to their over-—emphasis on knowledge- S

o L \they stated that Canada is far- benind in the provision/:’,.—-'—rg

§

Q

LA




bl

':the importance or choosing relevant knowledge and ':t

.‘,“fessional selfnconfidence will be boosted and per-:f”i

c o

',and workshops which would enable administrators to. be-f‘i? '

' ;come acquainted with recent developments—in -day care‘n

"Qnecessary. Once instructional and training programs

“jspecific in terms of class partieipation and - _g

” By using such an approach the administrator s pro—

"formance wiil improve.-'f ,'f‘f~ii '%ii,-u#
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.gh ‘ Of course, training does not attempt to supplement

experience, on the contrary, its main function is to

assﬁit administrators to structure and analyze experi- L

.. * ence and use it. more effectively.- In fact this program

"'weighing the extent anH conditions of‘its applicability.i

\
and theories to complement their experiences.

PN

Naturally, the term,training cqnnotates long

b

This program has already been-accepted by many

iladministrators thrdughout Canada, however, continued

0

9 .

‘ administrators on a regional and national 1eve1 is

A

»'have been designed they must be province and problem

L'\ y ". e B .
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‘ ghandicap, the day care program proposed short seminarsw .

:fsystematic analysis of the training needs oflday care ﬂi'j

‘iﬂwas designed primarily nithﬁexperienced day care admin-'i :

,”isgrators in mind who sought standard academic/formats “ig -

-