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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
‘I
¢
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
. . - ' AT - kB
ST 7 . &t 7.
--'t." R ! :'/ l. . -'ll' ; s
- T % J A '.'_
T . s PN o b
St B Eat’ . - .
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C e R L L
. } o - . ! v I ',., 0
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 . ‘
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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
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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

[—
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‘ response to these findings and partly in response to

Zday care staff demand the National Guidelines for Day

. o -y
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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
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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
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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 . )
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- ' / . ‘ *
P R : RN
' e ALY Ay i N g
- ° .

e
Aty o ¥ b ot -

> . 2 - e M -
. .- . ‘ PR ~ -
. . R s [P R s
R ‘ Aol o ya) g e i -t .. -,
A . voa T - R - L. ) . L . .-, .«
- - : N . - P - - .t
. . . - PP A . L

?
3
o
H
4
E
1
!
'
‘
t
4
H
|
i
s
7
1
:ﬁ.



.;;”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

.
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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

Yot T e At P S T A L
.,.\ e, . , R v R R

. - -
L

@

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

-
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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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L

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 :

g

-
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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

v . A
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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

-
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B

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 .
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oo et
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'_' (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
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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 -
. A
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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 "
L " T The Child R g L R A RO Y
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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;
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'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
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' _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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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' : :%',
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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“
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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

Tt

.
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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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[ P .': - s
. \ 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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S . Table 11
Length

f

LA

'/

of Time Emp;oyed at Present Center .-

- s