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INTRODUCT tON : 3 . ’ .

. oo .7 ‘ = ’

" Community psycholiogy hag come upon hard ground recently and it appears
that with the 1980's and the move towards fiscal and economic conservatism
things are going to becoms even more difficult for community psychology
(McClure (1980); Goodstein end_$andler (1978); Cowen (1978); and Rappaport

1977). For example, McClure and others have polnted out that the" soclal activism
.of th, 1950's Is over, that now we must be accountabis .for the dollars spent =~ -

and that unless empirical demonstrations of the officacy of community interven-

tionsy (such as’ day cars, community menta! health centers,-children and youth

services--in-home services, counseling, homemaksr serviées, foster cars, atc.)’

for promoting human welfare are forthecosing, mnly) psychology's suryival s at
ti

stake. McLlure further states In clarifyling his poslition on wmpirical demon-

- strations that commmity psychology needs to develop an empirical research base

that can clarify the relatlionship between Indiyidusl functioning and organizational

_ and communlty environments. He also feels that--and | agres wholsheartedly with

this next statement and will coms back to this later in greater detall--thls
community-organizational research base must be developed In natural or field settings
if itls to have oxt:;ml or écological valldity (Campbell and Stenley, 1966). °

, Other researchers hnvo‘bun arguing that there.is a need for afll psychologists
and not just comwunity psychologists.to begln to Impact the larger soclal systems.
in our soclety--for example, Bropfenbrenner! has stated that we as psycologists .
must become more pollitically aware and use our knowledge base to imgact regulatory =~
and policy formulation for children and tamillies. Richard Kearsiey’ has.also ssked: .
What have we done on a practicsy level .to Iimgrove the quality of day care? What.
have we done to actlvely Influsnce regulatory agencles? What have we done to promots

standards of quallty for children's services? )
5

The -interesting dilesma with.the above is how community psychologist's have
approached thelr research hased on the study by McClure. They have conceptualized
thelr research at the ecological level but their: Interventions have besp at the
individualistic level with no attempt to impact the larger systems level. However,
this appears to de the result of the fallure to develop a technology to assess the
acolgglc&l or systems level--community and organizstlionsl, and It 'Is not the Inabllity
to conceptualize at this level. . . .

- What will be required? Daveloping a new technology In and of itself is not

enough. 1t Is going to.require & total rethinking--a paradigm shift, the development ,
of a conceptual framsiwork. The Individualistic pr “adigm must be supp lemented with
onc that Is more systems orlented, Interdependent or of an ecological nature,_in
otiner words.an ECOLOGICAL PARADIGM, After glving the ressons for using the term
ecological, | will sttempt to describs a new technology=--dats ut!lizatlon with
state Information system and an assessment technique/methodology (applied multiple
regression) that uses these téchnologles tc generate cost beneflt and cost effectiveneds
analyses. . M ‘ B T

: There are a numker of reasors for ;cloctlng the term Ecologlcal to describe’ :
this paradigm shift. One, 1t Is & term used In psychology by Sronfenbrenner In putting

forth his fmen Ecology Mode! whers he talks dbout establishing ecologlesl validity
checks==to move from the lgboratory to the real world of children and aduits.,

* e )

&

l . . - . - :
1. Bronfanbrennembs srgument for the establishment of igcological validity" will
be -referred to on numercus occ ssions. This concept has grown from Kurt Lewin's
i"action research model" (1958). " - ‘

ERIC 2. Kearsiey and other ressarchers have emphasized recently In an lssus of APA Monltor” -
: the need. for psychologist's to begin asking some very sensitiVe po ical quﬂtions.
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Two, it generally refers to analyses involving individuals in their natural
surroundings--none of the research described in this paper hus been done in &
laboratory. : ’

A

Thres, the term implies a certain Int;rdependonu or systems orientation
which Is at the heart of the technologles | will be describlng.

- Four, the potential social pelicy relevance of the ecological view arduu.
o4 favorably for Its ability to respond to an Increased emphasis on soclal relsvarce
‘( in.the current posture of federal funding. :

.

7 : )
Five, ecology, the term, is not an unccmmon concept in community psychology--
emphasizing the notion of relativism. . : L

| Six, the ecological paradigm views community scrvlfcc as being Increasingly
f " expansive--the professional Is seen as glso a ‘progras planner, consultant, trainer

and not only as a therapist. . p —

Seven, It scccunts for extra-psycnological ‘influences+-1.s. political,
economic, and bureaucrattc. :

Eight, It is a paradigm that accounts for both the advocate as well as the

data user or pursuer.
+*

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK - S : -

Buliding on these ecological principles, in particular those put forth by,
Bronfenbrenner, who has clearly articulated a conceptual framework. for doing “ .
rescarch in the larger social systems, let's Introduce a theoretical model describing
the ccology of chiid care. This model's essence Is borrowsd from Sronfenbrenner's
Human Ecology Mode! (1978). It depicts the various systems that Impatt upon the
«developing individuel, In this casethe child. -The chiid care ecology is on a continuum

_ beginning with the family and moving to other types of soclal Institutions such as
children's services, etc. (See Figure 1). _ - -

Insert Figure 1
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There are four ‘systems that are described in this theoretical model that
provides us with our conceptual framework for developing the scologicdl paradigm--
 the microsystem, the megosystem, the sxosystem, snd the mecrosystem. The microsystem
as defined has the greatest Immediate effect on the child=-It wouid Include the i
child's own homs, the day care classroom or family day care homs or foster howe.}

i in moving sway frem the center, the other systems have a diminishing Impact
on the child in the immediate sense but could have tremendous impact In the long
run. The emphasis required In formulating the Ecological Paxadigm 1s to develop
thosc levels which include the family, school, institution, government, essentlally

. . the moso ‘and exosystem levels. These are the levels that invo)ve the community and
organization most directly which will help to form the assessment methodology. .

-~

H

3. An ,ln-d;pth ‘mal'ﬁli thtt develops 8 conceptual crosswalk between acological
_ theory (child care scology) and state information systems has beer prepared
by Flens () . This shalysis gives examples of how to obtain answers ‘to some

of the hypothlses put forth In the hyman ecology mode!. /

*
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"3 HLTHODOLOGY
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Bronfenbrenner's Conceptual Framswork (1977, 1978, 1979) does not-lend
itself readily to an assessment methodology; therefore there is the need to A
expand upon this concept. In order to describe the assessment methodology more -,
i clearly, the following formula-is yro'untod: . .

EP, = (Ic) (f (2!.(:‘ *r{“z +2£c3 f}.‘,ech et e e

FORMULA 1):
(_R"u ). ‘ .....+Z‘.Ec5+..._...+2£Cn))3'
ﬁhgre: EPy = Ecological Paradigm; 1C « Individual fuﬁctlon_ln&/.conponeéi;
EC = Ecologlical Component; f = factor of; EC1 = Comuunity risk;
EC2 = Commnity abklity; EC3 = Organizational risk; ECh = Organizational
ablllity; EC5 = Family ability/rick; ECn = Othetr ecological. ability/.

risk varlables.: - :
N . . . - L 74
_ Since we will be centering in on the community and organizational .component$ .
_there is the need to-expand them definitlonally: o : .
EC! = Community risk climate providing services to individuals--community \\
) risk climate would b the sumation of factors such as housing
opportunities, educational opportunities, unemployment rates, fnfant t

mortality rates, drop out rates from high school, crime indices, etc,
(Gornelius & Baker, 1980; Diethorn & Fiere, 1900 have developed
ods for assessing this component.)
EC2 = Community abilfty to provide services to individuals--community ability
would be the summetion of Its abillty to pay or provide for certain -
“gervices--social servicss--day care, fosterrcare, protective services,
etc. This would account for the relative wealth of an area. -
EC3 = Organizational risk In providing services to Individusls=-is t
summat fon of such things as.how effective are servicesr-state of the
art and meeting regulations--health and safety.
ECh = Organlzational abllity to provide services to individuals-~-is the ° .
. summatlon of the program’'s aBility to handle Individuals they presently
have without keepling others waiting. . '

4

QUEST10MS_AND INDICATORS

In order to develop the empirical base in community psychology and assess the
relative impact of organizational and community environments on individual . .
functioning, It Is necessary to answer the following questions within theschild
care ecology:

1. Do regulations that OCYF promulgate conécrnlrig foster care, day cars,

gro&p resld::tl:}, d: trutunt;.:dopt:on. etc., hav;‘a’posgtlvc impact on ."t ~
d 1ife--are we or a more stable environment rmanent '
Ind[vidual child'y 11fe=-are we making, (vh \ » pe

’

3a. This general formula was then used to generate the folléwln&fpﬂaulu for
cost benefit and cost effectiveness equations: ‘

(A0

(1) CBR = BX,2 where X, = unit cost and (2) o MX + By (PX = X,) + B,(SF - X
where: MX = 1 rate for day care programs; ch:%progrm average s!ou; 2( . 2)

Xl = |M'uvlitll| program scores: X2 = size of progrem; SF = average size of (pf_ograins.

5 L
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; 2. Are we kceping families together of breaking them apar‘i with@ur
.- . policies and service dallvery?
3. Are we increa 'Q the quality of Ilfe for famlllos through our. supportlve
services? .
b, Are we docruslng rites- of rocldlvlsm for thuo children who are in
placement?
AN 5. What Impact does day caré and child welfare sorvlces have. on the family
functlonlng and at what cost to society and to the community? ) y
6. ‘Does quality.of care Impact ‘the children's development? :
N 7. What Inpact does.custodlal versus high quality care have on children's’
Hves?

8. What are the key indicators that place familles at risk and dotog
their abillty to provide quality child care for their children? i
9.” Uhero should we be allocatlng our limited resources, and to mt servlces?
) Horo‘spoclflul ly In the day care area we can doflno soms additiopal questions
\ that should be ask‘d of the various systems In the ecologlcal conceptual framework or
* theotretical model: :

| Micro S'Eu- ..
‘ . chi Features ‘

. ‘1)’ What are the dlfforoncu between the quality of care provided by the '
. pubHic vs. private sector? N
2) What are the differences betwsen_center and family day care?

What impact does the size of the setting have on tare--small vs. large?
h) Are we isolating chlldren fronr the real wgrld in day care?
S) How much private space do chlldren ‘need? )

<

B. Porsomondkolcs ' : *

1) What Impact do males have on children who are cared for in day care?
2) Whet Impact does the turnover/stability of staff have on chlldun
in day care?
3) How Important are staff qualifications?
4) Doss monitoring of day care centers have any Impact on“child olutcomes?
5) What effect does group- size and adult child ratio have on v
interactional patterns In day caro?

11 Meso System L ) . e R

. A. ﬁ u: ro»ondﬁtﬁﬂon . .
) [ ]

1) "How do parents view themssives? .
Does. uultlple caretakers Influence orientation to adults?™

3) How are roles at-home because of the limited time affected by -
(vaving chlldren In day care?

&) What are the goals and upectations of teachers and parents?

B., Day Care and the School r

i “ -
1) Do day care kids do better In sghool than children reared at home?

1
£ 4

§. Thess questions are borrowed from ’olsky s ot al, tcol of Dey Care
chapter td appear In M. Lamb (Ed.), Chiidrearin tional rami os,
“Hilisdale, N.J.: Lawnnco Eribaum, 1981,

. ERIC T '




111 Exo System’

1) impact of day care on divorcel
'2) Impact of family income and work satisfaction by day care: .

[

>, 3) Impuct of forming friendships and interpersonal contacts In
the communityl ’ .
k) \hat Impact would the elderiy caring for youth have on attitudes
towards the elderly?

h~

N IV Macro System '. ’ . -

L4

[

1) Impact of regulationsl! .
2) Overal) philosophy for families and chiidren--ideology and tax policlies!

’ From the above Iist there are:-thres basic groups of data or overriding .
indicators: What are we doing for ‘people? How effective are wa? How efficlent
are wel But where do we go to get or find answers.to these Indigatqrs and questions?

*

TECHNOLOGY

. It has been argued by ressarchers (Peters 1980) that the natural level for

program evaluation/monitoring and policy formulation Is at the state level. It is

the logical entry point:-for regulations, funding requirements, etc., (this position
appears as If It will be-strengthened politically with the new administration).

However, with the state as the source of. intervention, how doss one manage information

at this level) for this Is an all pervasive system that includes thousands of Individualsi

To manage this large system of Iriformation and to answer these questions
within the chiid care ecology a technology consisting of three systems must be -
constrycted: one Is called a statistical reporting system t are we doing for
people); another 1s a programmatic reporting system (How effective are we?); and
the last is a fiscal ropogtlng system (Mow efficlent are wof). (See Fiene, 1979 for
a detafled presentetion.) . .

-

<

But fow doss this explain the EP. (Ecologigal Paradigm) presented ear!ier?
It does by means of proxy, where the thres systems will give Indications or monitor
the well being of the four components:of the meso and exo systems, in the following .
manner: .o - oo

ECy = Community risk Is monitored by the: .
-statistical .reporting system
EC, = Community ability Is monitored by the:
~fiscal reporting system o
ECy = Orgsnizational risk Is monitored by the:
. . =program reporting system
) =fiscal reporting system €q -
. . ' EC, = Organizational Ability Is monitored by "the:
- , -statistical reporting system
~fiscal reporting system .

-

LU

I
.

5. Definitions of these three systems are the following in the Ecological Paradigm:
- Program Reporting System=~thls Is the program evaluation system of a state .
1 * Information system. Generally It is broken into thres isvels: iicansing, monitor-
ing, and evaluation. This compoent Is slso made up of tworsub-systems: provider -
evaluation systeg snd the purchase of service system; these two sytems make up the

1]
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At the state level and at the local leveltthese three sysiems have remained
relatively separate-~-(Statistical, Programmatic, Fiscal). What Is proposed,
* with the prcper quantification!and measuremsnt techn!ques bullt in, is to have the
- gystems talk to each other--this can bs done, manually or through EDP mians - It is
. ultimately data utilization. - When this occurs (Ses Figure 2) cost benefit and
cost analysis/effectiveness coefflcients can be generated.

Iinsert Flgure 2 . oL .

in order to defline this more clearly with cost benefit and cost analysls; let's
borrow soms systems/evaluation terms. Cost benefit Is the result of -crossing the - '
fiscal and program systems which helps to define the quality of a program by knowilng
.- the inputs and the processes of service dellvery. Ceost analysls is the result of
-crossing all thres systems which definesrthe effectiveness of a program by knowing the
. inputs, the processes of service delivery and the outcomes. The last crossing of .
systems |s the-fiscal and statistical reporting system which results in unlt cost. _ .
This cap be further defined as & measure of effliciency of a ‘program by knowing the '
inputs gnd  outputs of th) program. .
OUTCOME/RESULTS Yo
An interesting phenhomsna was recorded when the Programmatic System data base
was correlated with the Flscal Reporting System Data Base of Pennsylvania Dpy Care

P-ograms. Racher than a linear relatlionship what occurred was a curvilindar
relationship that had a logarithmlic base* (See Figure 3). .

J ’ )
insert Figure 3 .
- . “ ’-------------;
\ ]
-~ in other words, as the cost reached a ca‘rt/aln level (approximately $4000/yr./child

in day care centers) the program quallity did not increase in the same proportion. ,
Other cxamples of Impact measures are the following: s ap

- Impacted the health of children in day care by increasing the levels of
Immun jzations of those chlldren attending day care centers.
Impacting Wigqulatlons--have helped revise.day care regulations basdd on
the results obtained from the program reporting system.- .
Permit sound pollicy declsion making-=resource allocation has been heavily
Influenced by thé results of the systems of Ecopad (Ecojoglcal Paradignm). s
- Ensure tha€May cars promotes chlld development. ..
= The ndol{h sttempting to monitor and to change policy where necegsary
at the state leve!l to keep children from re-entering the foster care system.
Within the Youth Services System it 1§.to monitor the offenses commltted by

youth by race to _ascertaln the length of time for commitments for these

groups. )
Size of Pro’m progrems provided higher quality of care to children-
mid-range 1s defined a#s 50-75 chlldren per site or center. -

. ®

5 (cont) the overall provider mandgement system. .
Statistical Reporting system--thls component is made up of the client management
- system and the following sub-systems: client eligidility determination and
- authorization sub-systems; Information agd. referral sub-system and the management
. information reporting system. ) . . '
Flscal Reporting System--this-component keeps.track of dollars spent and Mas one
major system called the claims reimbursemant system.

CERIC . S .




-»5(1« programs are most uqunslvo--lt was found that this type of
" program was costing Pennsylvania the most money ln tarms of doxllars
o spent. /
- - Tnlnlng doclslons--ln one reglion it helped the reglon to put an RFP
/g;/:./ (loqmt for Propoul) in training. A "

5 foomu. a practtcal Te of how the abovo model was used is In
Pcnnsylvpnla where based on_ rom the program and fiscal reporting systems, Q
cellings on cost for day care services were established. These celilings were -
astablished through the use of the Cost Benefit Curve just described. Based On
the cellings there was a savings of $5,000,000 which was™ then uud to serve In
excess .¢ <1000 add!tlonal children. -

x

[}
@

CONCLUS ION

. There Is nothing new in this presentation. Brofenbrenner and other researchers>
have been saying I¢ for some time now. However, what is new Is the utilization of a
technology, a msthodology, ‘a data base and finally a new conceptual framework that
exists within each state, and local Information and prograw monitoring systeas.
All we feed to do 1s change our frame of reference toshiftour paradige't. one that is
more systems, interuspendent oriented; that Is naturalistically, and ocologlully
valld. 1, therefore, proposs: The Ecological Paradigm (ECOPAD}. It does not o
refiect an abandporment of Interest In the Individual, family or smail group. thhorn/
jt Is a reco’nltlon of the intrigate nlntionshlps botmcn dlmslom of soclal syst
(Cowen, 1977).

-
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5 THE ECOLOGY
3
E
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CHILD

tings containing the developing
person st a particular, point

in his life, . .
f Exoo\ham: extension of the

mesosystem embracing_other

| - specific social structures, both

formel and informal, thet do

** not themselves contain the de-
+ weloping person but tthpinge
. upon or encompass the imme-

diate settings in wifich that
person “is found, snd there
by influence, delimit, or even
determine what goes on there,

Macrosystem: refers to the
oversrching /nstitutionsl pet-
terns of the culture or 3ub-

ture, such ss the economic,

/x‘:h‘!, educational, fegal, and

political systams, of which
micro; meso-, and exosystems
fre the concrete manifesta-
tions. .




_— 7 ' \_ US(TAU) = (1) (x) + (R)(x) + () (s)
{? o ' d | o sre "f "3';:
, :
4

© o Program -
13

LI

, \ \\\;\\‘} cnac - k (1/X,)
A, = KX 4+ B, (PX - X)) 3.8 - x

CHIC = 4.00_(1/Xy)

"’m", e 14

| Q- = X + 0.8763 (41.33-xl)+1.a732'1no7

s ‘,‘

i emmmx?

¢ - - R )
CBR'= 4 /26 x 10° x"l'nz A ‘ ‘
a N . . ; : ‘ i ' - .
—’ i ’ . N . * . ) 2 ) i




wry L
A ASSESSHENTS
 $WADE OF ‘DAY
© CARE PROGRAMS

LW

I
!
|
1

«

O Gmy  Gam Gmee GEme G S Gme Gy Sy
. . l

’ )
A N /’I
" COST BENEFIT THEORETICAL CURVE
\ HIGH =
- = e - - { [N] -
: h RN/ | - -
S [ OPTIMAL FUNDING LEVEL
. ¥ "/ly-,' ; ’
i ]

#

UNIT COST
oF .
DAY CARE PROGRAMS

HIGH




