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ABSTRACT 

An interactional model of the socialization process was used 

to investigate how children develop social competence in the day care 

center. Socialization is a multimodal process through which messages 

about how to behave in socially appropriate ways are communicated to 

children through several modes of communication. The interactional 

model describes one mode of socialization -- the socialization event. 

Socialization events are interpersonal interactions in which the appro

priateness of one or more interactants is explicitly discussed. During 

such events, socialization agents call upon their repertoires of inter

actional strategies and linguistic routines to accomplish culturally 

defined goals of socialization. 

Over six hundred socialization events were recorded in two day 

care centers which served different ethnic groups. Research with Anglo 

and Mexican-American nopulations revealed that cultural values and edu

cational philosophies affected the way social interaction was organized 

and the types of socialization events found in the day care centers. 

Statistical analyses of the socialization events recorded in 

the two centers revealed significant differences in the ways the social

ization process was organized in them. In both centers, there were 

gender differences in the socialization of individual children. At the 

Anglo center, emphasis was placed on the socialization of individual 

boys, while socialization in the Mexican-American center was concerned 

xvii 
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primarily with groups of children. Differences in the behavior of the 

teachers at the two centers during socialization events were found to 

be related to their ethnic background and philosophies of education. 

Contextual variation in socialization events was also found in the two 

centers. At the Mexican-American center, significant differences were 

found in socialization during academic and non-academic contexts. In 

the Anglo center, contextual variation was attributed to differences in 

the size of the group of children involved in the activity and the par-

ticipant structure used to organize interaction during the activity. 

The results of these analyses indicated that the interactional model of 

socialization offers insight into both intracultural and cross-cultural 

variation in the socialization process. 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The research described in the subsequent chapters combined 

several research interests into a single research project. Because this 

project represents several different academic traditions, it is useful 

to understand the circumstances which led to the development of this 

research. An interdisciplinary research project such as this one serves 

several purposes and will make contributions to a number of academic 

areas. This research project was made possible by drawing on several 

bodies of literature for its theoretical and methodological bases. A 

review of this literature and a brief review of the history of day care 

education in the United states will serve as a prologue to the present 

study. 

History of the Study 

The research project described in Chapters 4 through 9 of this 

dissertation grew out of several theoretical interests. One was a fun

damental issue facing all anthropologists; that is, how does the indi

vidual become a member of her or his society? If the differences 

between members of different societies are cultural and not biological, 

then an understanding of the process by which individuals become members 

of their society is critical for an explanation of cultural variation. 

A second theoretical interest represented in this research project was 
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the study of complex societies, specifically American society. Descrip

tions of such societies are underrepresented in the anthropological 

literature. The third theoretical interest which led to the selection 

of this research topic was the anthropological study of educational 

institutions. 

An investigation of possible research topics combining these 

interests suggested that the field of day care education was a fertile 

area for inquiry. Through reading and course work, it became clear 

that day care education had become a vital institution in the American 

social system. In spite of the fact that over seven and one half mil

lion children were being cared for outside their homes when this study 

began, there was little information available about what actually took 

place in day care institutions. A review of the literature, the results 

of which will be summarized in Chapter 2, revealed that previous re

search on day care education had been prescriptive and/or experimental 

in nature. Investigators had been primarily concerned with the effects 

of day care attendance on cognitive development and had paid little 

attention to social processes. There was little information available 

on the social development of children in the day care environment. 

Because of these theoretical interests and the lack of infor

mation about the social development of children in the day care center, 

a research project was designed to investigate the process of socializa

tion in the day care center. 

In particular, the process through which children learned to 

behave appropriately in different social situations as they interacted 

with other persons in the day care center was investigated. This 
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approach to the study of the socialization process was taken for several 

reasons. The social, emotional, and cognitive development of children 

are interactional processes as well as individual processes. In order 

to understand these developmental processes, the role of social inter

action in them must be recognized and investigated. It has been sug

gested (Belsky and Steinberg 1978) that day care attendance has 

important consequences for the social development of children. Previous 

studies (see pages 50-53, Chapter 2) of the effects of day care atten

dance have measured the social development of children as if it were a 

substance, rather than a process. This type of research has revealed 

little about the ways in which children develop and use social skills. 

The place to identify and investigate such skills is in social inter

action itself. An interactional model of the socialization process 

which was developed in an effort to account for the role of social inter

action in the social development of children will be described at 

greater length in Chapter 4. 

Purpose of the Study 

The present study was designed with three purposes in mind. 

The first purpose was to provide an ethnographic description of the 

culture of the day care center. A second aim of this study was to 

develop an interactional model of the socialization process. The third 

purpose of this project was to investigate the range of cultural varia

tion in the socialization process in the day care center. 

Ethnographic descriptions,which could have provided insight into 

the workings of the day care institution had been found to be lacking in 
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the existing literature on day care education (see Chap. 2). Tradition

ally, an ethnography is a complete description of all the aspects of a 

cultural system. While this study was concerned with a particular 

social process in the day care center, it was, nonetheless, ethnographic. 

In order to understand how and why the socialization process in the day 

care center was organized as it was, it was necessary to consider other 

aspects of the American social system and their relationships with the 

day care system. In Chapter 3, the relationships among the day care 

community and the economy, social structure, political system, relig

ious institutions, and ideology of American society will be considered. 

Also in Chapter 3, the relationships among these institutions within 

the community in which the study was conducted will be described. 

Having described the general cultural system in this way, the study 

will proceed, in Chapters 5 and 6, with a detailed description of the 

process of socialization in two different day care centers. 

This study was ethnographic in another sense, as well. It was 

through ethnographic research (participant-observation) in the day care 

center that the researcher became aware of the role played in the 

socialization process by a particular type of social interaction. This 

awareness developed as the researcher first observed and then learned 

how to participate in these interactions. An ethnographic account of 

the social system of the day care center recorded during this period of 

field work served as the basis for the development of an analytic model 

of that type of social interaction, which was labeled the socialization 

event. 
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The concept of the socialization event is an analytic unit which 

was created by the ethnographer to describe a particular class of social 

interactions (see Chapter 4, pageslJO-112). As such, it did not repre

sent a term used by members of the day care community to refer to these 

interactions. However, the patterns of relationships found among the 

features of these events could only be explained by taking the perspec

tive of the teachers in these centers and evaluating those patterns in 

terms of their cultural values, particularly their philosophies of 

education. 

The second purpose of this research project was to develop and 

test a model of the socialization process. During the pilot study de

scribed in Chapter 4, children were observed interacting with other 

persons in the day care center in a variety of situations. It became 

clear that a number of these interactions shared a common feature; they 

all served to communicate with the children about the social appro

priateness of their behavior. These interactions were chosen as the 

basis for a model of the socialization process for two reasons. First, 

they took place during all types of activities in the center. This made 

it possible to compare the socialization process during different types 

of activities. Second, during these interactions, the message about 

what type of behavior was socially appropriate was made directly avail

able to both the child and the observer. As will be described in Chap

ter 4, socialization was considered during this study to be a multimodal 

process; one in which information about socially appropriate ways of 

behaving wan communicated in a number of ways. The social interactions 



described in the interactional model of socialization outlined in Chap

ter 4 represent only one of the ways in which such information was com

municated in the day care center. Because these interactions were 

easily identifiable and contained explicit messages about socially 

appropriate behavior in a number of situations, they were a logical 

starting point for investigating and developing a model of the complex 

process of socialization. 

An interaci:ional model describing the features of these social 

interactions, or socialization events, will be outlined in Chapter 4. 

Using the research methods described in that chapter, a large number of 

these interactions were observed and recorded in two day care centers. 

Chapters 7 through 9 will describe the results of the analysis of those 

events and a test of the relationships among the components of the 

interactional model of socialization. 

6 

A third purpose of this research project was to document the 

extent to which cultural variation in the socialization process existed 

in the day care center. A second center, with an ethnic composition 

different from that of the first center, was added during the second 

phase of the research project. Initially, the comparison of the social

ization process in the two centers was intended to demonstrate that the 

interactional model of the socialization process could be used with 

different ethnic groups or in different cultures. As research pro

gressed in the second center, it became clear that the process of 

socialization in this center was organized very differently than it was 

in the original center. These differences were even more striking 
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because of the similarities between the centers. Both centers repre

sented a particular form of educational institution, the day care center, 

found in American society. FUrthermore, the second center had been 

selected because it resembled the first center in a number of ways. As 

will be discussed in Chapters 5 and 6, the curricula of these centers 

had as their primary goal the promotion of the cognitive and social 

development of children. Therefore, the types of activities included 

in the daily schedules of the two centers were very similar, which made 

it possible to compare the socialization process during the same type 

of activity at the two centers. It was through this comparison that it 

became clear that, in spite of the similarities between the centers, the 

process of socialization in them was quite different. These differences 

are outlined in Chapters 7 through 9. Because these differences have a 

number of implications for the children who attend day care centers 

(see Significance of the Study below), a detailed discussion of them and 

their relationship to other aspects of the American social system, par

ticularly its ethnic diversity, will be presented in Chapter 10. 

Theoretical Bases for the Study 

The interdisciplinary nature of both the interactional model of 

socialization and the present study was made possible by drawing upon 

selected theoretical and methodological approaches to the study of cul

ture. The interactional model was developed and the present study was 

conducted in accordance with an interactionist view of culture and 

society. As described in Chapter 4, symbolic interactionism and ethno

methodology are concerned with the processes through which members of a 



culture create that culture through social interaction. In this case, 

both the model and the study were concerned with the ways in which the 

members of a culture perpetuated that culture by passing on information 

about cultural contexts, how to create contexts, and how to behave 

during them. These interactionist approaches were particularly suited 

to an interdisciplinary investigation of this process because they are 

neither overly mentalistic, nor overly behavioristic in their approach 

to the study of culture. 

Methodologically, the model of the socialization event is a 

direct descendant of Hymes' model of the communicative event. His dis

cussions (Hymes 1972) of the features of a communicative event and the 

relationships among those features served as a starting point in the 

description of socialization as a communicative process. Another 

descendant of Hymes' approach to the study of the communicative process 

was the field of interactional studies of classroom social structure. 

The present study is closely related to, and resembles in many ways, 

studies of classroom interaction done by Susan Philips, Hugh Mehan, 

Fred Erikson, and Jeffrey Shultz. Their research has been concerned 

with a variety of types of classroom interaction, while the present 

study focused on one particular type of interaction, the socialization 

event. The present study was less concerned with microethnographic 

details of the interactional process than some of their research, but 

nonetheless, drew upon their insights and techniques in recording and 

analyzing socialization events. 
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Significance of the Study 

The results of this study were significant in several respects. 

It provided valuable information about the day care center for both the 

academic and lay audience. Events of the past year, particularly the 

accusations of child molestation in a number of day care centers, have 

shown how little Americans actually know about what takes place in day 

care centers. With increasing numbers of mothers working outside the 

home, alternative methods of child care are becoming increasingly 

important in American society. In order for parents, educators, and 

government officials to make informed decisions about these alternative 

forms of child care, they must know what actually takes place in day 

care centers and other alternative child care arrangements. This de

scription of the socialization process in different types of centers is 

a small contribution in this direction. 
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Because this study was designed and conducted from an inter

disciplinary perspective, it serves as a source of information for 

several academic fields of inquiry. The insights it provides into the 

organization of the socialization process will be of interest to anthro

pologists concerned with social and cultural processes in general. This 

analysis revealed the diversity of organization which might exist within 

a single social institution in a single society. This diversity has 

important implications for anthropologists who would generalize about 

entire cultures or societies based on research in a single setting. 

The results of this study indicated that no single factor was 

responsible for the differences in the socialization process in these 
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two centers. These differences were found to be related to the cultural 

values, educational philosophies, educational backgrounds, and social 

class membership of the centers' teaching staffs. These findings should 

be considered in the development of models of social processes and 

research projects employing such models. 

This study is also significant for those interested in research 

design and methodology. It has demonstrated that qualitative, or ethno

graphic, research can be successfully combined with quantitative 

research. The results of this study indicate that the descriptive 

nature of ethnographic research can be preserved while quantitative 

methods allow for statistical analysis of the observations. This study 

also showed that the interactional model of the socialization process 

was a valuable research tool. ~lhile it has been used only in educa

tional institutional settings to date, the general, comparative nature 

of the model allows it to be used to investigate socialization in any 

number of settings. 

The results of this study have several important implications 

for educators, parents, and children. The diversity found in the or~ani

zation of the socialization process in these centers suggests that, even 

in "good" day care centers, there are important differences in what 

children learn. 

This study revealed that the philosophy of education held by 

teachers had an important effect on the ways in which they behaved in 

the day care center. This suggests that faculties of education need to 

carefully evaluate the types of educational philosophies being tau~ht 

in their institutions. It is also a powerful argument for the retention 
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of, and possible expansion of, the role of "theory" classes in colleges 

of education. Both the "back to basics" movement and the call for edu

cational "accountability" have stressed "method" over "theory." The 

importance of the educational philosophy of the staff in determining 

the types of learning in the day care center has important implications 

for parents selecting a center for their children. Many guides to day 

care selection emphasize health and safety issues, the types of edu

cational materials available in the center, and the types of activities 

found in the center. All of these are important considerations in the 

selection of a center. The results of this study have shown, however, 

that the "same" activity can be very different in centers with different 

philosophies. Parents should talk with the center's staff, especially 

the person or persons who will care for their children, about their 

views on child rearing and the process of education. 

The findings of this study about the types of behaviors bein~ 

socialized in the day care center will also be of interest to parents 

and educators. The types of social rules children learn in the day care 

center have important implications for their later school performance. 

The degree to which such rules match those found in later educational 

settings may help or hinder the child's attempts to master the social 

rules of her or his new classroom. As the literature reviewed in Chap

ter 2 will show, in order to be a good student a child not only must 

learn the required knowledge, s/he must also learn how to demonstrate 

that knowledge appropriately in the classroom. 

Finally, parents and educators should consider the differences 

in the socialization process during different types of activities when 
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planning curricula and selecting a center. Because different types of 

behaviors are socialized in different ways during different activities, 

educators should consider the types of behaviors they wish to promote 

when planning preschool curricula. Educational philosophy should al~o 

be considered, since it, too, affects what takes place during an 

activity. Parents should observe a variety of activities in a center 

and note what types of interactions take place during them, when select

ing a center for their children. 

Overview of Dissertation 

The next chapter, Chapter 2, will summarize the results of a 

review of several areas of literature which were importa~t in developing 

the interactional model of the socialization process and in interpreting 

the results of the present study. Chapter 3 will describe the relation

ship of the day care community to other aspects of the cultural system 

of American society and the community in which research was conducted. 

In Chapter 4, the interactional model of the socialization process used 

during this study will be outlined, along with a research design for 

testing it. Chapters 5 and 6 will present the results of an ethno

graphic investigation of the socialization process in two different day 

care centers. A comparison of the organization of the socialization 

process in these centers, as revealed through statistical analysis of 

socialization events recorded in the centers, will be presented in Chap

ters 7 through 9. Finally, in Chapter 10, conclusions about the factors 

responsible for those differences in the socialization process will be 

summarized. The implications of the results of this study and the 



conclusions drawn from those results for both lay and academic audi

ences concerned with educational processes will also be discussed in 

Chapter 10. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

Because of the interdisciplinary nature of this study, several 

diverse areas of literature will be discussed here. This literature 

review consists of five major sections. The first section (pp. 16-19) 

will summarize traditional anthropological studies of socialization. 

Several areas of literature were important in the development of the 

interactional model of the socialization process described in Chapter 4. 

The second section of this literature review (pp. 19-22) will describe 

symbolic interactionist and ethnomethodological studies of socialization. 

In the third section of this chapter (pp. 22-50), sociolinguistic re

search of the development of communicative competence will be discussed. 

Previous research on socialization in day care and preschool settings 

will be reviewed in the fourth section (pp. 50-53) of this chapter. The 

fifth and final section (PP. 53-61) will describe the results of pre

vious comparisons of Mexican American and Anglo child rearing practices. 

The present study was, first and foremost, an investi~ation of 

the process of socialization. From the earliest days of anthropology, 

studies of the socialization process have been an integral part of 

anthropological inquiry. This study owed much to this tradition of 

research, while it differed in several important ways from it. For 
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this reason, the first section of the literature review will summarize 

these traditional studies of socialization. 
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The second and third sections of this chapter will review sev

eral areas of literature which were influential in the development of an 

interactional model of the socialization process. The second section of 

this review of the literature will describe the contribution of two 

interactionist approaches, symbolic interactionism and ethnomethodology, 

to the study of the socialization process. The third section of this 

chapter will discuss several areas of sociolinguistic research which 

have offered important insights into the process by which children be

come competent members of their societies. In addition to the develop

ment of a comparative approach to the study of communicative competence, 

sociolinguists have documented the complex nature of classroom inter

action and the conflicts which can arise when the communicative compe

tence reouired in the classroom is different from that acquired in the 

home. The concepts of the communicative event, interactional strategies, 

and linguistic routines which are so important in the interactional 

model of the socialization process were first described by sociolin

guists interested in the role of language in the socialization process. 

The interactional model of the socialization process was developed to 

describe variation in the socialization process in different social 

contexts. Research conducted by classroom ethnographers on the pro

cesses of creating and maintaining social contexts in the classroom was 

influential in formulating the model and developing a research design 

to test it. 
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The fourth and fifth sections of this chapter will review two 

bodies of literature which were important in the analysis of the 

results of this study. Chapters 7 through 9 of this dissertation 

describe the results of testing the interactional model in two day care 

centers. For this reason, previous research on the socialization pro

cess in day care and preschool settings will be reviewed in the fourth 

section of this chapter. Such research has largely been experimental 

and prescriptive in nature and was concerned primarily with cognitive 

processes. In Chapter 7, differences in the socialization process at 

the two centers will be related to differences in the ethnic background 

and social class membership of the centers' clientele and staff. There

fore, previous comparisons of Mexican American and An~lo child rearing 

practices will be reviewed in the fifth section of this chapter. These 

studies, like the studies of socialization in the day care center, have 

generally involved experimental situations or interviews rather than 

ethnographic research. Most of the studies of Mexican American child

rearing have concentrated on their cognitive development, rather than 

their social development. 

Traditional Studies of Socialization 

Anthropologists have a long-standing interest in the process by 

which individuals come to be competent members of their culture. Along 

with other social scientists, particularly psychologists and sociolo

gists, they have put forth a number of theoretical models to explain 

this process. Traditional anthropological and psychological models of 

socialization have pictured it as a process of "replication of 
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uniformity" (Wallace 1970). Replication of uniformity theorists empha

sized similarities in the personalities and behaviors of the members of 

a particular culture. 

The vast majority of the replication of uniformity theorists 

have concerned themselves with investigating the psychological processes 

by which a culture's members come to share particular personality traits. 

Psychological theories as diverse as Freudian psychoanalysis, social 

learning theory, and cognitive-developmental psychology have served as 

the bases for socialization theories. Members of the "Culture and 

Personality" school of anthropology used Freudian theory to explain how 

individuals developed the modal personality of their culture. Social 

learning theory served as the basis for Whiting and Child's 1953 study 

of the relationship between child training practices and personality. 

Cognitive-developmental models have been used by Jerome Bruner and 

Lawrence Koh1berg to explain cultural variation in the development of 

cognitive structures (Bruner, Olver and Greenfield 1966; Kohlberg 1969). 

Anthropolo~ical models of the socialization process also con

centrated primarily on cultural variation in personality traits. 

Instead of psychological explanations for that variation, they put forth 

social explanations. Social role theory was based on the premise that 

individual personality and the social system intersected in the concept 

of social role (Spiro 1961b). The cultural system of norms, the social 

system, and the personality system of the individual were integrated 

into a functional system through the process of socialization (Spiro 

1961a). Cultural ecologists, particularly Berry, Edgerton and LeVine, 
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have stressed that variation in personality traits served to adapt cul

tures to different ecological systems (Berry 1967, 1976; Edgerton 1971; 

LeVine 1969, 1977). The psychocultural model of socialization developed 

by the Whitings and their colleagues at the Laboratory of Human Develop

ment at Harvard, similarly emphasized the adaptive value of socializa

tion practices (B. Whiting, 1966; Whiting and Whiting 1975). 

Several theories of cultural transmission have been proposed by 

anthropologists in an attempt to relate social and cultural processes 

to the individual's psychological and cognitive processes. Cole and 

Scribner, the Spindlers, and Solon T. Kimball have all explored the 

relationship between individual cognitive processes and culture (Cole 

and Scribner 1974, 1975; G. Spindler 1974a, 1974b; Spindler and 

Spindler 1965; Kimball 1974). Other cultural transmission theorists 

have concentrated on the interpersonal interactions involved in the 

cultural transmission process (Gearing 1973; Gearing et ale 1975; 

Gearing et ale 1979; Dobbert 1975). 

Except for the cultural transmission theories of Gearing and 

Dobbert and, to some extent, of the Spindlers, traditional anthropologi

cal and psychological theories of socialization have depicted it as a 

process of replicating culturally selected personality traits in the 

individual members of that culture. These theories have overlooked the 

diversity of personalities and behaviors found within any culture. They 

have also failed to address the major issue facing socialization re

searchers. That is, regardless of whether socialization serves to 

replicate uniformity or to organize diversity, how are individuals 
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socialized into competent members of their group? If pastoralists were 

more aggressive than agriculturalists as Edgerton (1971) suggested, how 

did they come to be so? Traditional models of the socialization process 

have suggested a number of interesting correlations between individual 

personality traits and cognitive processes and social structural and 

cultural features. What remains unclear, however, are the processes by 

which those correlations have come to exist. 

Interactionist Studies of Socialization 

Two interactionist approaches to the study of social processes 

which were influential in the development of the present study were 

symbolic interactionism and ethnomethodology. Symbolic interactionism 

has grown out of the works of G. H. Mead and Georg Simmel who suggested 

that society and its components were ongoing accomplishments, produced 

through interactions, and mediated by symbols (Rock 1979). Culture, 

according to symbolic interactionists, consists of shared symbols, in

terpretations and definitions which both shape the situations in which 

people interact and provide the means for interpreting those situations 

(Blumer 1962). Ethnomethodologists are also concerned with the role of 

interaction in creating and maintaining the social system. Instead of 

focusing on the role of symbols in mediating interaction, they are con

cerned with the nature of the interpretive procedures used by social 

interactants. By studying everyday situations, ethnomethodo10gists 

hope to uncover the interpretive rules and procedures that are taken 

for granted by the interactants (Denzin 1970:270-272). 
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Few social scientists have applied these models to the study of 

socialization. Those who have done so, however, have made important 

contributions toward a model of socialization as an interactive process. 

Norman K. Denzin has taken a symbolic interactionist perspective in his 

analyses of several aspects of childhood socialization (1977). Denzin 

has described playas "the work of little children," a crucial part of 

the socialization process which provided interactional experience neces

sary for the development of patterns for social interaction and behav

ioral repertoires (Denzin 1977:167-188). 

Aaron V. Cicoure1 employed the ethnomethodo10gica1 framework to 

demonstrate the role of adult-child interactions in socialization. His 

model of the ways interactants use interpretive procedures to link 

interactional situations with the general rules of the social group 

played a key role in the formulation of the model of socialization as 

an interactive process which will be presented in Chapter 4. Cicoure1 

(1970, 1972) suggested that the acquisition of social structure began 

with the child learning those interpretive procedures as the child 

interacted with adult members of the society. His comments indicate 

that students of the socialization process should pay close attention 

to the type of interpretive procedures that occur in adult-child inter

actions and the ways in which they are used. 

Because of their different interests, symbolic interactionists 

and ethnomethodo10gists have developed different methodological 

approaches to the study of social interaction. Working within the sym

bolic interactionist framework, Denzin (1979:28-56) has advocated the 

use of "naturalistic inquiry" in the study of social phenomena. 



According to Denzin, this type of inquiry begins with participant

observation, during which the researcher becomes embedded in the 
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native's perspective. The researcher then moves out of that world into 

the realm of social theory (Denzin 1979:43). This is done by identi

fying and sampling a class of interactions of interest to the researcher. 

The decisions about how to stratify and divide up the subject's behavior 

into analytic units is based on the researcher's awareness of the 

native's perspective gained through participant-observation (Denzin 

1979:44-46). Finally, naturalistic inquiry combines multiple data 

sources, research methods, and theoretical schema to test the research

er's analysis (Denzin 1979:49). 

Ethnomethodo1ogists try to reveal the nature of the interpre

tive procedures used by social interactants by recording and analyzing 

everyday conversations and interactions. Descriptions of everyday 

situations are examined in order to identify the categories used by 

members of the social system to segment their world. Once these cate

gories have been identified, the criteria by which instances are 

assigned to different categories are analyzed (Garfinkel 1972:302). 

Garfinkel has been able to identify interpretive procedures such as 

"ad hocing" which may be found in all societies. The concept of "member

ship categorization devices" (Sacks 1972:332) can be used to describe 

the categories and criteria used by interactants as they classify and 

interpret social interaction. This type of analysis has been used by 

some ethnomethodo1ogists (i.e., Garfinkel 1972; Sacks 1972) to identify 

general properties of the interpretive process. Other ethnomethodo1o

gists, such as Schege10ff and Jefferson (Sacks, Scheg10ff and Jefferson 
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1974), have taken a structuralist line of inquiry in an attempt to 

identify the structural principles underlying the organization of social 

interaction. 

§ociolinguistic Studies of Socialization 

Linguists have studied the process of language acquisition for 

many years. In recent years, some linguists have turned their atten

tion to the ways in which children develop communicative competence. 

The concept of communicative competence, which will be discussed in 

greater detail below, has played an important role in recent studies of 

the socialization process, and in this study in particular. This field 

of inquiry is one of several that have grown out of that branch of 

linguistics known as sociolinguistics. Sociolinguistics is a field of 

linguistics concerned with the relationship between linguistic forms 

and social meaning (Ervin-Tripp 1974). Because of this interest, socio

linguists study interaction in order to uncover the relations among the 

linguistic forms used and the social components of interactions. 

Communicative Codes and Social Control 

The earliest sociolinguistic studies of the socialization pro

cess were concerned with social class variation in the types of lin

guistic codes used during the socialization process. Basil Bernstein, 

in a series of articles (1960, 1962, 1965, 1971, 1974), outlined a 

model of the socialization process which was based on the concept of 

code. Code was used by Bernstein to refer variously to speech, lin

guistic code, and sociolinguistic code. That code, according to 

Bernstein, existed in the mind of the speaker as a set of rules for 



matching verbal acts with social situations (Cook-Gumperz 1973:8). 

Different codes symbolize social relationships and organize knowledge 
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in different ways. As a child learned language through speech events 

with adulte, the child learned the code spoken in the home, along with 

the patterns of social relations and making meaning implied by the code. 

A restricted code form oriented its speakers to particularistic mean

ings which were tied to the local social structure and were context 

bound. On the other hand, an elaborated code oriented its speakers to 

universalistic meanings that were less tied to the local structure, were 

less context-dependent, and contained the potential for change in prin

ciples (Bernstein 1971:176). The use of an elaborated code allowed the 

speaker to select from a wide range of syntactic alternatives, which 

could be flexibly organized. A restricted code involved a narrower 

range of alternatives and a more rigid syntax (Bernstein 1972:474). 

Bernstein then went on to outline a theory of socialization 

which related these differences in linguistic code to differences in 

the organization of social roles (Bernstein 1971). Socialization was 

defined by Bernstein as a complex process in which the child acquired 

a particular moral, cognitive and affective awareness. Linguistic per

formances in the family were of critical importance in this process. 

Different codes embodied different types of roles; a restricted code 

embodied restricted social relationships based on communalized roles. 

Elaborated codes, on the other hand, embodied individualized roles 

(Bernstein 1971:174-177). Access to both the codes and the roles was 

related to the social class system. All children had access to re

stricted codes and universal roles, but access to elaborated codes 



24 

and individualized roles was limited by the class system. Within social 

classes, differences in family type also caused differences in the 

socialization process. Positional families, where authority was based 

on unambiguous definitions of status, instilled in the child a strong 

sense of social identity, at the expense of autonomy. In person

centered families, where status differentiation was based on personality 

differences, the child acquired a strong sense of autonomy with a weak 

sense of social identity. An elaborated code could either be used to 

focus on persons or on positions. The same was true of restricted 

codes (Bernstein 1971:184-185). 

Specific strategies of maternal control used to accomplish 

these different purposes have been investigated by Jenny Cook-Gumperz 

(1973). Three types of strategies of social control were outlined by 

Cook-Gumperz. These strategies make social rules available to children 

both explicitly and implicitly. Personal strategies of control make 

the rule individually available to the child with lots of verbal detail. 

A parent using this type of strategy might say to the child, "If you 

take things without paying, the shopkeeper will lose all his money and 

he won't be able to serve people" (Cook-Gumperz 1973:68). Positional 

strategies stated the rule as it applied to a class of objects or per

sons and involved less linguistic elaboration. The statement "Children 

don't take things from shopkeepers," is an example of this strategy. 

Imperative strategies were direct methods of control (imperatives, 

verbal punishment, physical punishment, and indirect punishment), which 

reduced the options available to the child (Cook-Gumperz 1973:15-16, 
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64-74). Interview and questionnaire data from 236 mother-child pairs 

revealed that middle class mothers used more personal controls, particu

larly person-oriented cognitive controls. Working class mothers were 

found to use more imperative controls (Cook-Gumperz 1973:83). In other 

research conducted by the Bernstein group, middle class mothers were 

found to use more positional controls with girls than they did with 

boys. They also used more affective personal control with their daugh

ters. For both social classes, boys were shown more personal control 

and middle class boys received most of the complex personal appeals 

(Bernstein 1971:143-166). Cook-Gumperz also found that mothers of all 

classes varied their strategy of social control according to social con

text. Middle class mothers seemed to vary their strategies more than 

workin~ class mothers. The middle class mothers expanded their use of 

positional controls to include child-oriented cognitive appeals, while 

working class mothers alternated between imperative and positional con

trols. Cook-Gumperz suggested that the middle class mothers may have 

had a greater range of strategies from which to choose (Cook-Gumperz 

1973:104). The general pattern of class differences in socialization 

which emerged from Cook-Gumperz's research was one in which middle 

class maternal control was more context-dependent, with mothers explain

ing social rules in light of particular attributes of the problem, 

context, and child. Working class social control was aimed at constrain

ing the child and was oriented toward general attributes of the problem, 

context, or child (Cook-Gumperz 1973). 

Bernstein's theory has been a major influence on subsequent 

research on the socialization process, for it called attention to the 



26 

fact that language played an active role in the socialization process. 

Along with Dell Hymes, whose contributions will be considered below, the 

approach taken by Bernstein and Cook-Gumperz to the study of language 

and socialization was important because it demonstrated that a range of 

linguistic codes and interactional strategies were used in the sociali-

zation process and were organized differently in different social set-

tings. Bernstein was also among the first to call attention to social 

class differences in the socialization process. The idea that sociali-

zation occurs through language is the cornerstone of the interactional 

model of the socialization process outlined in Chapter 4. A key com-

ponent of that model is the concept of the socialization strategy, which 

has its antecedents, in part, in the strategies of social control 

described by Cook-Gumperz. In Cook-Gumperz' discussion, and language 

forms used during the socialization process are discussed as part of 

the various strategies of social control. In the interactional model 

outlined in Chapter 4, the interactional strategies and linguistic 

routines used to socialize children in the day care center are analyti-

cally distinguished. 

Acquisition of Communicative 
Competence 

A second tradition of sociolinguistic research into the social-

ization process has developed along somewhat different lines. Building 

upon Hymes' (1968, 1971) definition of communicative competence, other 

sociolinguists have concentrated on how children acquire communicative 

competence. The focus of these studies was not on code but, rather, on 
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how children acquired the communicative competence required of members 

of their cultures. Reacting to linguistic models which distinguished 

competence from performance (e.g., Chomsky 1965, 1968), Hymes suggested 

that in order to be a competent speaker of a language, the individual 

not only had to acquire the grammatical structure of the language but 

also had to master the social rules for communicating with that language 

in her/his society (Hymes 1968). Hymes called for a comparative study 

of communicative competence, in order that a theory of competence could 

be developed which would " ••• show the ways in which the systemati

cally possible, the feasible, and the appropriate are linked to produce 

and interpret actually occurring cultural behavior" (Hymes 1971:17). 

Using the concept of communicative competence, anthropologists 

and linguists have studies the processes of lan~uage acquisition and 

socialization in a number of societies. Their work, the results of 

which will be summarized here, has produced a comparative perspective 

of the social processes involved in the development of social and com

municative competence. One result of this line of research has been 

the recognition of the role played by interactional strategies and 

routines in the development of communicative competence. The notion of 

communicative competence also had an important influence in the study 

of ethnically and socioeconomically diverse children in the classroom. 

By comparing the nature of the communicative competence acquired at 

home and in the community with that required in the classroom, research

ers such as Philips (1972), Erickson (1977, 1982), and Heath (1983) have 

offered a number of insights into the factors affecting the performance 
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of such children in educational settings. The findings of these two 

lines of inquiry and their contributions to the understanding of the 

socialization process will be reviewed below. 

Cultural Variation in the Acauisition of Communicative Compe-

tence. Studies of the development of communicative competence in a 

number of societies have revealed that cultural beliefs and values and 

social structure influence the nature of caretaker-child interaction 

and, ultimately, the social and linguistic development of the child. 

Ochs and Schieffelin (in press) have summarized the relationship between 

language acquisition and socialization as follows: 

i. The process of acquiring language is deeply affected by 
the process of becoming a competent member of society. 
11. The process of becoming a competent member of society is 
realized to a large extent through language, through acquiring 
knowledge of its functions, its social distribution, and in
terpretation in and across socially defined situations, i.e. 
through exchanges of language in particular social situa
tions (Ochs and Schieffelin in press, pp. 2-3). 

Research on the acquisition of communicative competence has 

been conducted in a number of societies, both Western and non-Western 

societies. Bambi B. Schieffelin (1979, 1982) has described how care-

givers among the Kaluli of New Guinea organized face-to-face interaction 

with young children so as to teach them culturally appropriate styles 

of interaction. Kaluli children learned strategies of assertion and 

appeal as their mothers instructed them in what to say and how to say 

it in ongoing interactions. Schieffelin found that Kaluli children were 

taught to identify teasing and shaming speech acts, which were part of 

the assertion strategy. As they interacted with their care~ivers, they 
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learned how to identify these strategies and how to use them in cul

turally appropriate ways. Kaluli caregivers taught these strategies to 

their language learning children during triadic interactions in which 

the mothers instructed the youngsters on what to say to a third party. 

Mothers used the elema imperative, meaning "say like that" to teach 

young children to tease and shame other members of the household, 

usually a sibling of the child (Schieffelin 1982:5). The ability to 

use the teasing and shaming strategies was considered a sign of social 

competence among the Kaluli, where individual autonomy, assertiveness, 

and directness were important cultural values (Schieffelin 1982:9). 

Watson-Gegeo and Gegeo (1982, 1983) found that two interrelated 

routines, calling out and repeating, were key features in the develop

ment of communicative competence among Kwara'ae children. Research con

ducted among the Kwara'ae of the Solomon Islands indicated that the 

calling out and repeating routines were used to teach young children 

socially appropriate ways of behaving as well as to teach language 

structure (Watson-Gegeo and Gegeo 1982:11). Their research indicated 

that there was intra-cultural variation in the use of these routines 

and other strategies used in the socialization and language acquisition 

processes. A comparison of five Kwara'ae families revealed that they 

differed substantially in the types of routines used in language in

struction, how frequently the routines were used, and their reasons for 

instructing their children in language use (Watson-Gegeo and Gegeo 1983: 

9). Based on their findings, Watson-Gegeo and Gegeo (19R3:10) suggested 

that future research on the acquisition of communicative competence 



should look systematicallY at the range of variation within a cultural 

group. 
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Elinor Ochs has used her research on Samoan language acquisition 

and her knowledge of American middle class child rearing to make some 

comparative statements about the acquisition of communicative competence 

in different societies (Ochs 1982; Ochs and Schieffelin in press). She 

demonstrated that Samoan concepts of human nature and social status 

affected the ways in which caregivers interacted with Samoan children. 

Because adults had higher status than children, Samoan mothers did not 

usually expand on children's utterances. Instead, Samoan mothers 

addressed their remarks to another individual (usually the child's older 

sibling) who was expected to attend to the child. This type of caretaker

child interaction was quite different from the style of middle class 

Anglo-American mothers who spent a great deal of time in one-to-one 

verbal interactions with their young children. Anglo-American care

takers, unlike Samoan caretakers, take the perspective of the child and 

modify the social situation to meet the communicative abilities of the 

child (Ochs and Schieffelin in press, pp. 20-22). 

Willaim A. Corsaro (1977) found that adult-child interactions 

in American society were characterized by the use of clarification re

quests. Corsaro found that the adults' use of clarification requests, 

such as "You're going to do what?", grew out of specific features of 

the social context of adult-child interactions. Those features were 

the absence of background cues, the absence of shared cultural inter

pretations, and the higher status of adult interactants. Corsaro 
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suggested that the use of clarification requests was linked to the sus

pension of interpretive procedures (see discussion of Cicollre1 1970, p. 

20). Because of the communicative demands of interacting with young 

children, adults suspended the interpretive procedures used in the 

interactions with other adults. By using clarification requests, the 

adults were exposing the children to the necessity of providing the 

background cues that were necessary to smooth social interaction. Pro

viding appropriate background cues was one aspect of the communicative 

competence required of speakers in American society. 

William A. Corsaro, along with Jenny Cook-Gumperz, have ana

lyzed how children's speech revealed their developing social and communi

cative competency. Corsaro (1979) showed that the speech styles used by 

children in role play reflected their concepts of status and role. 

Status as power and authority was represented in children's speech 

through the use of imperatives. Subordinate roles were marked by the 

use of requests for permission. Cook-Gumperz and Corsaro (1977) found 

that children possessed a range of communicative strategies which varied 

according to the social context. When adults were present, the child

ren allowed the adults to take the interactive lead and attempted to 

please the adults by responding to their questions. In peer interac

tions, however, the children used a range of communicative strategies 

including the use of intonation and imperatives to mark status and 

authority, the use of tag questions to suggest plans of action, and 

membership categorization devices (naming, etc.) to gain agreement on 

the social alignment of participants. Cook-Gumperz (1977) found that 
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children's instructions to other children in an experimental setting 

reflected their acquisition of verbal strategies for instruction-giving. 

The children's strategies for instruction differed from adult strategies 

in their use of prosodic features to convey information, rather than 

lexicalizing that information. The children used primarily direct im

peratives and imperatives containing pronouns to guide the action. 

Cook-Gumperz felt that the children's instructions were less elaborate 

linguistically than adults' instructions because the children could draw 

on a shared background of knowledge in interpreting instructions given 

to them. These studies have shown that children's speech in role play, 

instructional situations, and other social contexts reflects their 

knowledge of the social rule system for using language. Children at 

different ages and different levels of interactional experience have 

different communicative strategies. As they become older and more in

teractionally experienced, their strategies come to resemble the adult 

models for the different speech events. 

Studies such as these of the acquisition of communicative com

petence by children in a number of different societies have produced a 

number of insights into the role played by interactional strategies and 

routines in the development of social competency. Peters and Boggs 

(1982) used the results of several of these studies to illustrate the 

role played by interactional routines in the linguistic and social 

development of children. They suggested that the use of linguistic 

routines facilitated the acquisition of language by children because 

they were so predictable. Because routines tended to be repeated, 



33 

their use could lead to improved perception of the utterances as pre

viously missed or poorly perceived pieces were filled in. The predict

able structure of routines allowed children to practice and reinforce 

their language skills and provided data on which the child could per

form an internal analysis of the memorized chunks. Within routines, 

exaggerated stress and segmentation by adult speakers served to make 

specific aspects of the language salient for children (Peters and Boggs 

1982:7-11). Interactional routines were important in the language 

acquisition process because they specified the content and kind of 

utterances to be produced. They were also important in the acquisition 

of social competency because they also specified who could say what to 

whom. Knowledge of the social organization of speech and the partici

pant structures (see Philips 1972 and pp. 34-35 below) appropriate for 

different social situations, is an important part of the communicative 

competence required of social interactants. Interactional routines 

provided an opportunity for children to develop cultural specific modes 

of speaking which reflected the social roles of the family, class, and 

political structures of the society (Peters and Boggs 1982:21-22). 

Gleason and Weintraub have stressed the distinctive nature of such 

routines. They suggested that the appropriate use of such routines 

depended more on saying the right things at the right time than it did 

upon deeper cognitive structures; with this type of language, perfor

mance preceded competence (Gleason and Weintraub 1976:134). 

V/atson-Gegeo and Gegeo (1983) have pointed out that the use of 

these interactional routines reflected the caregivers' strategies of 



socialization (Watson-Gegeo and Gegeo 1983:4). They found that some 

Kwara'ae families used routines for teaching language and social skills, 

while others used them primarily for entertainment. The differences in 

the families' strategies of socialization results in differences in 

their children's communicative competence and hence, the ways the 

children were perceived by their fellow Kwara'ae (Watson-Gegeo and Gegeo 

1983:10). While the Gegeo's use of the term is somewhat different from 

Cook-Gumperz' concept of strategies of social control, all are inter

ested in the ways in which adults organize social interaction with 

children so as to further t~eir development of socially appropriate 

ways of behaving. Watson-Gegeo and Gegeo have been primarily concerned 

with the ways in which adults structure discourse with children, while 

Cook-Gumperz included both verbal and nonverbal forms of control in the 

concept of strategies of social control. Their work is similar, however, 

in the fact that they have been concerned with intra-cultural variation 

in the use of such strategies. 

Communicative Competence in the Classroom. The communicative 

competence required of a competent member of society includes knowledge 

of socially appropriate ways of speaking and behaving in different 

social situations. Research such as that reviewed above has prompted 

some researchers to consider the nature of the communicative competence 

required in the classroom and the consequences of cultural variation for 

the performance of children of different cultural backgrounds in th~ 

school. Ethnographic studies of classroom interaction have revealed 

that it is a highly structured process. In a study conducted on the 
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Warm Springs Indian Reservation, Susan Philips (1970, 1972, 1983) iden

tified several variations in the structural arrangements of interaction, 

which she referred to as participant structures. Teachers used dif

ferent participant structures to communicate different types of educa

tional information and to hold the children's interest during their 

presentation of that information. In one type of participant structure, 

the teacher interacted with all of the students. In this type of 

interaction, student participant could be either voluntary or involun

tary. In a second type of participant structure, the teacher interacted 

with only some of the children, whose participation was mandatory. 

Activities with this type of participation structure, such as reading 

groups, required the children to perform verbally and to respond indi

vidually rather than as a group. Philips identified a third type of 

participant structure in which all the students worked independently at 

their desks, but could initiate interaction with the teacher by raising 

their hands or approaching the teacher's desk. A fourth participant 

structure found in classroom interaction was one in which the students 

were divided into small groups which were run by the children themselves 

(Philips 1970:83-84). Philips found that the communicative competence 

acquired by Warm Springs children at home and in the community involved 

conditions for participation which were found infrequently in the par

ticipant structures found in the classroom (Philips 1970:95). Her 

discussion of the consequences of differences in the participant struc

tures found in the community and the home will be considered in greater 

detail later in this chapter. 



Another researcher who has contributed to the understanding of 

the organization of classroom interaction is Hugh Mehan. With his 

colleagues, he has developed the process of constitutive ethnography, 

through which the organization of classroom events can be revealed. 
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The analysis of videotapes and transcripts by Mehan revealed that class

room events had a hierarchical structure as well as a sequential struc

ture (Mehan 1979, 1982). Each event could be analyzed into its 

constituent parts or phases. For example, a lesson was composed of an 

opening phase, an instructional phase, and a closing phase. During the 

instructional phase, interactional sequences were organized into topi

cally related sets which introduce a topic. Phases, in turn, were 

composed of topically related sets of interactional sequences. Inter

actions during the various components of classroom events were governed 

by social rules for turn allocation. Different contexts had different 

turn-taking rules, however, and effective participation in the classroom 

required the student to recognize those differences and to produce 

behaviors appropriate for each context. Seen in this light, it was 

clear that classroom interactions were mutually constituted as teachers 

and students worked together to produce and interpret behaviors in ways 

that were acceptable to others. How a particular event unfolded de

pended on the teacher's academic agenda, the classroom situation, and 

the interactional competencies of the participants. Mehan (1979:133) 

has stated that classroom competency involved interactional skills as 

well as academic knowledge. It was not enough to know the answer; a 

child also had to be able to interpret the implicit classroom rules 

which governed when and how that answer might be supplied. 
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The nature of instructional contexts h~s also been investigated 

by Judith Green and Cynthia Wall at (1979a, 1979b). They found that 

instructional contexts were created by participants using a number of 

strategies. Participants knew what context they were in from contex

tualization cues that occurred during social interaction. Teachers used 

changes in voice tone, tempo, gaze direction and body motion to signal 

changes in the context (Green and Wallat 1979a:277). Other cues in

volved shifts in sequence, modality, situation, participant structure, 

style, register, and audience (Green and Wallat 1979b:161). Their re

search showed that children were aware of the rules for interaction in 

the different classroom contexts. When Green and Wallat (1979a:279-2RO) 

showed a videotape of their classroom to the kindergarten children in 

their study, the children were able to identify contextualization cues 

marking a shift in context and to state the social rules for behavior 

in the new context. 

Contextualization cues were one of many features considered by 

Fred Erickson in his discussion of the relationship between the academic 

task structure and the social participation structure of classroom 

lessons. Erickson (1982) suggested that school lessons be viewed as 

encounters, jointly produced by teachers and students drawing on their 

knowledge of both academic task structure and social participation 

structure. Erickson used academic task structure to refer to a "pat

terned set of constraints provided by the logic of sequencing in the 

subject matter content of the lesson." Social participation structure 

was defined by Erickson as a "patterned set of constraints on the allo

cation of interactional rights and obligations of various members of 



the group" (Erickson 1982:154). The production of classroom lessons, 

according to Erickson, involved both cultural norms for behavior and 

situational improvisations. By examining a number of instances of the 

performance of a lesson sequence, Erickson inferred an underlying ideal 

model from which participants created variations adapted to their 

immediate circumstance. Erickson pointed out that adaptive changes in 

either the academic task structure or the social participation structure 

affected the other. To accommodate slower learners, a teacher might 

modify the usual turn-taking procedure in a math lesson to allow choral 

responses to her questions. By permitting variation in the social 

organization of discourse, the teacher has simplified the academic task 

structure (Erickson 1982:174). 

Anothp.r aspect of the relationship between academic task struc

ture and the social competency of children has been explored by Kathryn 

M. Borman. Her studies of kindergarten children in different types of 

academic programs indicated that classroom curriculum influenced the 

ways in which children developed situational competency. One aspect of 

situational competency was the production of language forms appropriate 

for the ongoing social context. Borman investigated four types of 

language forms. Two language forms which were associated with the 

instructional domain were forms which exchanged information and forms 

which described knowledge. Regulative language forms were used to 

regulate ongoing or future behavior. Interpersonal language forms were 

expressions of an affective state or descriptions of feelings. Three 

functions were served by language in the imaginative-innovative

expressive domain. These forms included expressions of fantasy during 
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play, play with language, and spontaneous reactions to provocative 

situations (Borman 1978:299) Borman's (1978) initial study revealed 

that children's language production in a traditional classroom setting 

was significantly different from that produced in an open classroom. As 

the school year progressed, open classroom children increased their pro

duction of language with instructional and interpersonal functions. 

Traditional classroom children, however, increased their production of 

language with regulative and imaginative-innovative-expressive functions 

(Borman 1978:319). Borman felt that her results showed that different 

school programs gave rise to different types of social contexts which, 

in turn, required children to develop different situational competencies. 

This process was further illustrated in a second study by Borman (1979) 

in which she compared children's conversations during teacher-centered 

activities, child-centered activities, and task-centered activities. 

Teacher-centered activities, such as readin~ groups, offered reduced 

opportunities for the children to interact because many children were 

involved and the teacher controlled the activity. During child-centered 

activities, such as puzzle play, children worked independently, occa

sionally conferring with their peers. Task-centered activities, such 

as peg-board math, involved pairs of children who had to interact and 

share information in order to complete the task (Borman 1978:95). 

Borman found that child-centered and task-centered activities involved 

more interpersonal and regulative langua~e than did teacher-centered 

activities. Teacher-centered activities involved more use of instruc

tional language by children than did the other two types of activities 

(Borman 1978:101). 
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A different approach to the study of the social structure of the 

classroom was taken by R. Timothy Sieber. Sieber has explicitly con

sidered the ways in which classroom interaction was structured by 

teachers in order to socialize American children into the types of 

behavior required of competent interactants in the bureaucratic set

tings found throughout American society. He suggested that the school 

itself was a bureaucratic organization which served t~ socialize chil

dren into work roles (Sieber 1979:207). In his research on the process 

of socializing children into such roles, Sieber has concentrated on a 

particular type of classroom interaction, which he called discipline 

incidents. He found that teachers were particularly concerned with 

disciplining behaviors related to listening, sitting nicely, being 

quiet and keeping one's hands to oneself (Sieber 19R1:21-27). Sieber 

recorded over nine hundred (909) discipline incidents in three New York 

City elementary schools. Forty-two and one-half percent of the be

havior reprimands used by teachers during these incidents were simple 

reprimands (linguistically restricted forms) and another forty percent 

were linguistically complex forms. The linguistically complex forms 

either described the proper behavior, contrasted the inappropriate act 

with the proper behavior, or labeled a particular act as inappropriate. 

The majority of teacher reprimands (89.2%) expressed reactions to the 

child's behavior or its consequences, while only a few (10.8%) focused 

on the personal character or moral traits of the child. Some of the 

teachers' reprimands (12.8%) took the form of positional appeals. 

These appeals explicitly justified the teachers' expectations by link

ing expected behaviors with status obligations of the role of "pupil" 
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in the school's social structure. In addition to verbal reprimands, 

Sieber found that teachers sanctioned misbehavior by selective manipula

tion of classroom structures and resources (Sieber 1981:27-31). Sieber 

suggested that socialization in the classroom instilled in children the 

same norms that operated in large scale organizational contexts found 

throughout American society (Sieber 1981:38). 

The fact that the communicative competence required of children 

in the classroom includes knowledge of a complex system of academic 

tasks, each with its own participant structures and rules for appro

priate behavior, has important consequences for students from cultural 

backgrounds which stress social rules and participant structures dif

ferent from those found in the classroom. Cultural differences in the 

nature of communicative competence may result in children being labeled 

underachievers or slow learners and/or in their behavior being labeled 

as "misbehavior." 

In a comparison of the behavior of Indian and Anglo children 

in the classroom, Philips (1983) found that Indian students withdrew 

from classroom interaction because the participant structures used by 

Anglo teachers required them to behave in ways that were incompatible 

with the Indians' ideas about socially appropriate behavior. They paid 

more attention and were more verbally responsive during those partici

pant structures that organized speech in ways similar to those found in 

the Indian community. Indian children's verbal participation was at 

its greatest in group projects which involved no teacher participation 

and had no designated leader. Indian children also initiated one-to-one 
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interactions with the teacher by raising their hands or approaching the 

teacher's desk far more often than did Anglo children (Philips 1983:118-

121). These differences in communicative style had an important effect 

on the teachers' evaluations of the Indian children's academic perfor

mance because individual, public demonstrations of knowledge were the 

primary means available to the teachers for such evaluation (Philips 

1970:86-87). Some teachers accommodated the "shyness" of the Indian 

children by spending less time in front of the class, requiring fewer 

individual performances by children, and by increasing the number of 

group projects (Philips 1970). 

Following in the tradition of Philips' work with the Indian 

students of the Warm Springs Reservation, Shultz, Florio and Erickson 

(1982) suggested that· one explanation for children's "misbehavior" in 

the classroom was a mismatching of the rules governing social participa

tion structures at home and at school. By comparing classroom lessons 

with meals in the home, they illustrated one possible source of that 

mismatching. Functional similarities existed between the classroom 

lesson and other events, such as mealtime. Both activities were com

posed of three constituent phases ("set up," "focused activity," and 

"wrap up") and involved one or more adults and a group of children in 

the completion of an instrumental task. Slightly different, but func

tionally equivalent, kinds of participation structures were found in 

the home and the classroom (Shultz et ale 1982:94-95, 104). More 

important in the understanding of behavioral mismatch was their finding 

that these functionally equivalent participation structures were 
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differentially distributed across the constituent phases of the two 

events (Shultz et ale 1982:106). They suggested that students, during 

the transition between two phases, might interpret the ongoing inter

action according to norms for interaction learned at home and, following 

those norms, might produce behavior that was inappropriate according to 

the norms of classroom culture. For example, at the dinner table, sev

eral persons could speak at the same time during the transition between 

the preparation phase and the focused phase. A child who applied this 

rule during the same transition in a math lesson would be sanctioned 

for speaking out of turn (Shultz et ale 1982:117). 

Heath's (1983) study of language socialization in two rural 

Carolina communities was concerned with yet another aspect of the de

velopment of communicative competence. She explored the differences 

in the ways in which children from two working class communities, one 

Black and one White, learned to use spoken and written language. As a 

consequence of school desegregation in the 1960s and 19706, children 

from these two working class communities came to be educated in the 

classrooms of a nearby town, which organized interaction along the lines 

found in most middle class Anglo classrooms. The ways in which the 

working class children used oral and written languages in their com

munities were very different from the ways in which they were expected 

to behave in the classroom. These differences had important conse

quences for the ways in which teachers evaluated the children's academic 

and social behavior (Heath 1983:268-269). Of particular importance in 

the children's classroom performance were the differences between the 
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concepts of "story" the children had acquired at home and the types of 

stories found in the classroom. The White children of Roadville had 

learned to tell only non-fictional stories at home, while the teachers 

expected them to produce fanciful, imaginative accounts which would be 

considered lying or exaggerating at home. The Black children from 

Trackton faced a different set of problems when asked by their teachers 

to tell a story in the classroom. Requests for stories which recounted 

facts accurately had no parallel in their community (Heath 1983:294-

296). These differences in their communicative competence had important 

effects on the ways they responded to their teachers' requests for dif

ferent types of stories in the classroom. 

In work that was similar in some ways to Heath's, Michaels and 

Collins (1980) found that differences in the discourse style of Black 

and White children affected their access to literacy in a first grade 

classroom. Michaels (1981) reported that differences in the narrative 

styles of Black and White children affected their participation in 

"sharing time." Sharing time was important in the development of 

literacy because it allowed the children to practice literate discourse 

features which would be required in written communication (Michaels 

1981:425). The Black children studied by Michaels had acquired a dis

course strategy at home which she called "topic associating." Their 

narratives consisted of a series of anecdotes which were topically 

related but contained no explicit overall theme. The discourse style 

of the White children, on the other hand, tended to be tightly organized 

and centered on a single, clearly identifiable topic (Michaels 1981: 
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428-429). Because the discourse style of the White children matched the 

teachers' expectations for sharing time performances, they had more 

opportunity to practice literate discourse features. Such differential 

treatment may ultimately affect the children's acquisition of literacy 

skills. It is important to note that the differential access of the 

White and Black children in Michaels' study was due to the mismatch 

between the conversational style of the White teacher and Black students 

and not to prejudice or incompetence on the part of the teacher (Michaels 

1981:440). Discourse strategies for presenting a narrative account are 

one aspect of the communicative competence acquired by children at home 

and in the community. Differences in these strategies and those ex

pected in the classroom have important consequences for teachers' evalu

ations of students' behavior and the students' development of basic 

academic skills, such as reading and writing. 

While much of the research on the organization of classroom 

interaction has concentrated on cultural differences in ways of organiz

ing speaking, Malcolm Collier (1983) has pointed out that nonverbal 

aspects of interaction are also culturally diverse and affect the learn

ing process in the classroom. In research conducted in twelve San 

Francisco classrooms, Collier found that differences in the organization 

of interpersonal space affected the learning experiences of Chinese

American children. Interpersonal distance is both situationally and 

culturally variable, and Collier found that Chinese-American children 

functioned best in the classroom with interpersonal distances of zero 

to one foot (Collier 1983:11). Teachers in the study used several 
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different seating arrangements in the classroom: small single row semi

circles, large half-circles, and clusters or "clumps" of children. The 

Chinese-American children were most attentive and participated most 

actively in situations where they were clustered closely together or 

were seated closely together in small semi-circles (Collier 1983:14-15). 

Collier also found that the language of instruction was related to dif

ferences in the nonverbal arrangement of space and time in bilingual 

Cantonese English classrooms and to the pacing of activities (Collier 

1983:35). 

Most studies of cross-cultural differences in communicative 

competence in the classroom have concentrated on culturally diverse 

children in classroom organized according to mainstream Anglo-Amp.rican 

norms for interaction. Research conducted by Mohatt and Erickson (1981) 

has shown that the ethnicity of the teacher, as well as of the child 

affected the socialization process in the classroom. They found that 

the teaching style of an Odawa Indian teacher was very different from 

the style of a non-Indian teacher. The Indian teacher seldom called 

across the room to a child, rarely referred in public to the behavior 

of a child, and spoke to the majority of the children individually. 

The non-Indian teacher often called across the room, corrected the be

havior of children he was not directly teaching, and singled children 

out more in all contexts (Mohatt and Erickson 19~1:113-l15). The native 

teacher compared her teaching style to that found in the Odawa home, 

where children's behavior was not continually monitored and children 

gained attention through interrupting the adults' interaction. While 
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this type of behavior violated the Anglo rules for classroom behavior, 

it was culturally appropriate for Odawa children (Mohatt and Erickson 

1981). The Odawa teacher had adapted culturally appropriate patterns 

of adult-child interaction to the classroom setting. Her students were 

socialized into the social system of the classroom in very different 

ways than were the students of the non-Indian teacher. 

Research conducted in classrooms serving children from a variety 

of ethnic backgrounds has shown that a number of features of communica

tive competence differ cross-culturally. Cultural differences in 

socially appropriate participant structures, uses of oral and written 

language, narrative style, and interpersonal space have all been found 

to affect the organization of classroom interaction. 

Sociolinguistic research has made a number of methodological 

and theoretical contributions to the study of the socialization process. 

The work done by the British researcher Basil Bernstein and his col

leagues has been more experimental in nature and concerned primarily 

with social class variation in code. Followers of Hymes, such as Ochs, 

Schieffelin, Watson-Gegeo and Gegeo, have taken an ethnographic approach 

to the study of communicative competence in a number of societies. Re

search conducted in classroom settings also has ranged from the pri

marily ethnographic approaches of Philips (1972, 1983) and Heath (1983) 

to the more experimental techniques used by Corsaro, Green and Wallat, 

and Borman. Ethnographers of classroom interaction have also addressed 

themselves to differing levels of organization of interaction. Again, 

the work of Philips and Heath is similar because they were interested 
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in a more general level of interactional organization in the classroom 

and community. Researchers such as Borman, Green and Wallat have com

pared the ways in which interaction is organized during different 

classroom activities. The organization of interaction within a class

room activity has been investigated by Shultz, Florio, Erickson, Mehan, 

and Collier. The terms macroethnographic and microethnographic have 

often been used to describe these differences in the level of analysis. 

Classroom ethnographers and ethnographers of communicative competence 

generally use similar techniques of data collection, including audio

and video-taping of interaction, interviews, and participant-observation. 

The differences among these studies come from differences in the inter

actional units being investigated and the types of explanations offered 

of those differences. 

Theoretically, sociolinguistic research has made several major 

contributions to the study of socialization. First, it has demonstrated 

that the acquisition of language and culture go hand in hand. Second, 

it has documented the range of cultural variation which exists in the 

nature of communicative competence. Sociolinguistic research of cul

tural differences in the organization of classroom interaction has had 

a major effect on educational research. It has shown that the classroom 

behavior and academic performance of children from culturally diverse 

backgrounds must be understood and evaluated in terms of the communica

tive competence they have developed at home and in the community. As 

Heath's work has shown, when teachers and administrators do ethnog

raphies of communication in their students' communities, they develop 
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can use to improve the education of their students. 
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The investigation of the socialization process in the day care 

center described in Chapters 5 through 9 of this dissertation owed much 

to this tradition of research. It was concerned with the role of one 

particular type of social interaction in the development of the com

municative competency required in the day care center. That level of 

analysis falls somewhere in between macroethnographic analyses of gen

eral interactional processes and microethnographic analyses of the 

organization of interaction in a particular type of activity. A com

parative analysis of the socialization process durin~ different types 

of activities in ethnically different day care centers made it possible 

to discuss both intra- and inter-cultural variation in the socialization 

process. In that respect, it was similar to the work done by Bernstein 

and Cook-Gumperz on social class variation in the socialization process. 

Methodologically, however, this study used an ethnographic approach 

rather than an experimental one to describe that variation. An attempt 

was made in the present study to combine the ethnographic methodology of 

participant-observation with quantitative techniques of data collection 

and analysis. This was done in an attempt to document the ways in which 

general cultural values and social structure affected the organization 

of interaction during a specific type of social interaction which, 

ultimately, affected the types of information acquired by children 

during that type of social interaction. The next two sections of this 

chapter will describe previous research on socialization in the day 
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American child-rearing practices. A review of this literature will show 

that the role of interaction in the development of the social competency 

required of children in the day care center has been little documented. 

It will also show that few ethnographic studies have been done of 

Mexican-American child rearing practices and the studies that have been 

done have concentrated on the effects of those practices on the cogni-

tive development but not the social development of these children. 

Research on Socialization in Day 
Care and Preschool Settings 

Only a handful of anthropological or ethnographic studies of 

day care or preschool settings have been done. William A. Corsaro, who 

has conducted this type of research, believes that there are both theo-

retical and methodological reasons for the sparsity of such research. 

He has pointed out that the major theories of human development view 

socialization as a process through which the child becomes adult 

(Corsaro 1981:118). Researchers have been concerned with describing 

the developmental process of becoming adult instead of investigating 

the daily experiences of childhood culture. Corsaro also pointed out 

that there are methodological problems with conducting ethnographic 

research in preschool settings. The researcher, as an adult, may have 

trouble gathering data unobtrusively in peer settinGs (Corsaro 1981). 

Even though ethnographic descriptions have been lacking, there 

is a small, but growing, body of information on the socialization 

effects of day care or preschool attendance. This topic first came to 
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the attention of researchers in the 1930s and 1940s, when nursery 

schools became. popular (see Smith and Connolly 1972, for references). 

More recently, with the growth of the day care industry, it has re

emerged as a research interest. Many arguments for and against day care 

have been made (see, for example, Highberger and Teets 1974), but few 

have empirical data to back up their claims. The small body of data on 

the effects of day care had a. number of shortcomings. It has been 

almost exclusively restricted to high quality, center-based care 

(university-based or -connected). There have been almost no follow up 

studies and there is little comparability of the samples. Also, many 

studies employ artificial settings and activities which bear little 

resemblance to actual child care settings (Belsky and Steinberg 1978). 

In a review of this literature, over two thirds of the studies of 

socialization or social development were found to be prescriptive and 

normative. That is, they started with a standard for "positive" social

ization or social development and then measured the attainment of that 

goal in various samples. Much of the research involved experimental 

programs to enhance socialization. There was little research into the 

processes of socialization in child care institutions or comparisons 

with socialization in other settings. 

Studies of socialization in preschool or day care settings have 

been about eqUally divided between experimental and observational re

search designs. Most studies have compared different groups of children 

in day care settings. Very few studies (2 out of 15) included non-day 

care children as a control group. Only one compared day care centers 
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with family day care homes. Most researchers have concentrated on the 

effects of various programs on the social development of young children. 

This research has ranged from a comparison of the school achievement of 

day care versus Headstart children to a study of the effects of hetero

geneous age and social class groupings on lower class children in day 

care centers. Other researchers (Boger and Andrews 1975; Boger and 

Cunningham 1972; Finkelstein 1982) have introduced curricula to stimu

late the development of social skills. Hendrickson et ale (1981) found 

that the frequency of children's social interactive behavior was related 

to types of toys and other educational materials. Day care attendance 

has been linked to better school achievement (E. Handler 1972) more posi

tive self-concept and social behavior (Harper and Ault 1976), more 

prosocial behavior (Howes and Rubenstein 1978), more social, interactive 

and advanced play (Siebel 1973), less activity, especially that initi

ated by the child (Boger and Cunningham 1972), and more a~gressive 

behavior, more motor activity, and less cooperation with adults (Schwartz, 

Strickland and Krolick 1974). Day care children showed more pairing and 

clustering than total care children in Israeli kibbutzim (Lakin 1979). 

They talked less but had more prosocial behavior than children in 

family day care homes, where agonistic behavior was more common (Howes 

and Rubenstein 1978). Lower class children were found to be more asser

tive in heterogeneous class groupings but had more positive directive 

influence and modeling with adults in a heterogeneous age grouping 

(Beller 1974). Honig and Wittner (1981a, 1981b) have investigated the 

role of caregivers in the socialization process. Their research has 
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indicated that girls are socialized by adults' questions into a nur-

turant and expressive social role. They have also noted that caregivers 

reacted to noncompliance by boys at a significantly higher rate than 

they did to girls' noncompliance. Belsky and Steinberg (1978) reviewed 

the research on social development of children in day care programs and 

noted that this development reflected the American values of aggressive-

ness, impulsivity, and egocentrism. Comparative studies by Bronfen-

brenner and his colleagues have identified these values as characteristic 

of socialization in age-segregated peer groups in America in general 

(Belsky and Steinberg 1978:940-942). 

Until recently, most research on day care institutions has con-

centrated on cognitive development. There has been little consideration 

of the effects of day care attendance on other aspects of the child's 

development. There has been even less consideration of its effects on 

parents or other social institutions. Day care has been studied as if 

it existed in a cultural vacuum. Based on comparisons of day care and 

non-day care children, the socialization process would seem to be differ-

ent in the day care institution than it is in the family. There is not 

enough data to draw a conclusion, however. Studies of socialization in 

day care settings have not examined the processes involved; they have 

been restricted to measuring the effects of attendance on the individual 

child. 

Comparisons of Mexican-American and Anglo
American Child-rearing Practices 

The effects of ethnicity as well as socioeconomic status on 

socialization have been analyzed over the years by a number of 
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researchers. The results of this research were reviewed by Robert D. 

Hess (1970). The literature reviewed by Hess was primarily concerned 

with social class variation, rather than ethnic variation in the social

ization process. The. overwhelming majority of the studies were conducted 

by psychologists who were not interested in the socialization process 

per~. The socialization process was viewed as an intermediate vari

able through which class or ethnicity was correlated with intelligence 

or personality traitso Much of the literature was devoted to the 

analysis of class and ethnic differences in intelligence as measured by 

standardized tests. Hess noted that there was a limited amount of in

formation available on the intelligence test performance of American 

ethnic groups other than the Blacks. Three studies cited by Hess 

(Garth, Elson and Morton 1936; Lesser, Fifer and Clark 1965; Coleman 

1966) indicated that minority children scored lower than Anglo children 

on standardized achievement tests. However, the results of intelligence 

tests of Spanish-American children was contradictory, indicating that 

biases in the testing instruments may have been responsible for these 

differences (Hess 1970:570). 

The results of studies such as these have contributed little to 

our understanding of the socialization process. Indeed, Hess concluded 

that many of the studies he had reviewed were not really studies of 

socialization. He pointed out that often the researchers had used socio

economic status as a variable in their studies with little regard for 

socialization theory (Hess 1970:533). A discussion of this research has 

been included in this literature review in order to illustrate the 
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nature of the body of research which is often called "the socialization 

literature." Most of the literature does not deal with socialization 

process at all. Padilla and Ruiz (1973) concluded that many of the 

nearly 500 studies of Mexican-American child-rearing they reviewed were 

seriously flawed. More telling than the methodological problems with 

these studies was the fact that many of them relied on psychoanalytic 

theory to generate hypotheses and/or explain their findings. Padilla 

and Ruiz pointed out that the problem with this approach was that em

pirical research to support such assumptions was lacking. Such studies 

Were based on speculations about child-rearing practices and family 

interactions and their effects on personality development (Padilla and 

Ruiz 1973:39-40). 

While ethnic variation in the socialization process is still 

little understood, a small body of literature has accumulated which 

compares Mexican-American child-rearing practices with those of other 

ethnic groups. Some of these comparisons are only tangentially related 

to the process of socialization of the Mexican-American child, but it 

does provide occasional insights into the workings of that process. 

With a few notable exceptions, this research has taken place in experi

mental settings or used interviews with parents to gather information 

on child-rearing practices. 

The majority of this research has been concerned with the con

sequences of socialization practices for the cognitive development of 

the child. One aspect of the socialization process assumed to be a 

major factor affecting cognitive development has been maternal teaching 
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styles. Steward and Steward (1973, 1974) found that Mexican-American 

mothers employed different teaching strategies to teach their three year 

old sons a game than did Chinese-American and Anglo-American mothers. 

Four steps (alerting, mother's instruction, child's response, and 

mother's response) were identified in the teaching "loops" or sequences 

used by the mothers. The Mexican-American mothers used more negative 

feedback than the other mothers. They also used the fewest number of 

teaching loops and took a long time to complete them. Monolingual 

English- and monolingual Spanish-speaking Mexican-American mothers used 

nonverbal as well as verbal instructions, while bilingual mothers hardly 

used any nonverbal directions. Mexican-American mothers stated that 

they felt they were mothers, not teachers, and that teaching was the job 

of the school. The Chinese-American mothers considered teaching to be 

an important part of their role and they used a great deal of positive 

feedback. Anglo-American mothers saw teaching as one of several roles 

they played and adopted a more proactive teaching style, involving a 

lot of preparation, elaboration, and feedback (Steward and Steward 

1973). When Anglo-American and Mexican-American mothers were asked to 

teach children other than their own, they used an increased number of 

questions. Middle class mothers of both groups became more specific 

with other children, while lower class mothers became less specific. 

All the mothers used more positive feedback with the other children but 

the Mexican-American mothers continued to use more negative feedback 

than the Anglo-American mothers (Steward and Steward 1974). 
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Garcia and Carrasco (1981) examined how the instructional pro

cess of bilingual Mexican-American mothers varied according to the lan

guage of instruction. When bilingual mothers interacted with their 

preschool children in English, the interactions were shorter and there 

was less repetition. In English, the mothers would elicit a response 

from the child, the child would reply and the interaction would come to 

an end. Spanish language interactions more often contained a reply by 

the mother, followed by a new elicitation. Garcia and Carrasco feld 

that the Spanish interactions were more like teaching, while the English 

interactions were more like informal conversations (Garcia and Carrasco 

1981:262-263). 

Redlinger (1976, 1977) interviewed bilingual Mexican-American 

mothers about their situational use of the Spanish and English languages. 

Eighty percent of the mothers reported that they were more likely to use 

Spanish in a scolding context. Only forty-four percent said they would 

use Spanish in a consoling context and thirty-two percent reported 

they would use Spanish in praising a child. Redlinger felt these three 

situations represented a descending scale of emotional involvement 

(Redlinger 1976:125). Two other contextual situations, according to 

Redlinger, placed the mother more directly in a teaching role. In 

labeling contexts, only sixteen percent of the mothers indicated that 

they would use Spanish, another sixteen percent said they would use 

English, and sixty eight percent said they would use both languages 

(Redlinger 1976). The mothers' responses indicated that language 

choice in explaining contexts was dependent upon the language competence 

of the individual child (Redlinger 1977:107). 
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Lindholm and Padilla (1981) were interested in the subject mat

ter content of adult-child interactions rather than their form. In a 

study of twelve Mexican-American families, they investigated the lan

guage patterns used by parents, siblings, and peers in the socialization 

process. In particular, they were interested in the communication of 

mastery skills: the behavior and underlying knowledge implied by 

socialization practices. Mastery slci11s included academic skills 

(skills and knowledge characteristic of classroom learning); adaptive 

skills (skills necessary to meet physical and environmental demands); 

social skills (skills which help the child meet and accept interpersonal 

demands); cognitive skills (skills manifested through higher order pro

cessing); language skills (knowledge about language structure and use); 

and moral skills (internalization of authority and judgments of proper 

conduct (Lindholm and Padilla 1981:274). Communication about these 

skills accounted for thirty percent of the speech mothers directed to 

their children. Older children devoted only twenty-eight of their com

munication to mastery skills and twenty-four percent of the communica

tion of younger children was related to these skills. Over half (7~) 

of mothers' mastery skill communication was about academic skills. 

Adaptive skills accounted for only four percent of mothers' mastery 

skill communication. Social skills related to interpersonal interac

tions made up six percent of the mothers' communication. Language 

skills accounted for only one percent of their mastery skills communi

cation, but cognitive skills were the subject of thirty percent of that 

communication. Finally, moral skills accounted for four percent of the 
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mothers' mastery skill commullication (Linholm and Padilla 1981:274-281). 

Mastery skill communication most frequently was accomplished through 

declarative statements; there were far fewer questions than the re

searchers had expected. Imperatives were also used to communicate mas

tery skills, except for academic skills which were communicated through 

declarative and WH- questions (Linholm and Padilla 1981:290). Tape 

recorded interactions in the subjects' home revealed that the first 

generation families communicated almost entirely in Spanish, while the 

third generation families communicated almost entirely in English 

(Linholm and Padilla 1981:2R7). 

Child-rearing practices such as maternal teaching and inter

actional styles are assumed to shape both the cognitive style and 

development of minority children. A number of researchers (Buriel 1975; 

Ramirez and Price-Williams 1974; Ramirez and Castaneda 1974) have con

cluded that socialization practices cause Mexican-American children to 

be more field dependent than Anglo- or Black-American children. Ramirez 

and Castaneda (1974) identified three types of Mexican-American communi

ties, each of which had different values and socialization practices. 

In traditional communities, children were socialized to identify with 

the family, community, and ethnic group. They were also socialized to 

achieve cooperatively, to be sensitive to social cues, to demonstrate 

respect for others, to respect convention, to exercise self-control, and 

to emulate adults. Children in these communities were generally field 

dependent in cognitive style. In dualistic communities, there were 

pressures to retain traditional values and to incorporate mainstream 

American values. Children in these communities were socialized to be 
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more competitive and more individualistic than children of traditional 

communities. Cognitive style was more variable in these children and 

they were more field independent. Finally, in traditional communities, 

children were socialized to achieve identity independent of the family, 

to be competitive in interpersonal relations, to value academic achieve

ment over social skills, and to give more attention to their personal 

needs. Cognitive style among these children was predominantly field 

independent (Ramirez and Castaneda 1974:91-98). Ramirez and Castaneda 

attributed this intraethnic variation in cognitive style to differential 

incorporation of middle class Anglo-American values. While traditional 

Mexican values led to socialization practices emphasizing respect for 

social convention, protectiveness and close ties with the mother, Anglo 

values were presumed to lead to socialization practices encouraging 

aChievement, competition, and individuality. Mexican-American children 

did behave less competitively than Anglo-American and Black-American 

children in games designed to measure competitiveness (Kagan and Madsen 

1971; Madsen and Shapiro 1970). 

Durrett, O'Bryant and Pennebaker (1975) found that lower class 

Mexican-American parents reported different child-rearing attitudes and 

behaviors than did lower class Anglo and Black parents. Both Anglo and 

Black parents reported being more authoritative than the Mexican-American 

parents. Black and Anglo fathers were more success and achievement 

oriented, while Mexican-American parents were more protective. Mexican

American parents scored lowest of the three groups on the emphasis of 

individual responsibility and stressed greater control of emotions. 
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While the three groups reported differences in child-rearing attitudes, 

few differences in child-rearing practices emerged. The Mexican

American parents were the most consistent. Black fathers used more 

strict, arbitrary rules, while Anglo and Mexican-American mothers used 

guilt more often than Black mothers. 

With the exception of some of the research on maternal teaching 

styles, research on class and ethnic variation in the socialization 

process has been experimental. The socialization process by which 

minority children come to behave in culturally diverse ways is still 

little understood. Data collection has been biased toward documenting 

general cultural values and individual cognitive style. The interac

tional processes presumed to connect these two phenomena have not re

ceived much attention. This interest in the cognitive development and 

style of minority children grew out of their difficulties in American 

schools. The problem was presumed to lie with the culture of the home, 

and so cultural values came under close scrutiny, along with the 

children's learning styles. 

Summary 

A review of the literature has shown that traditional studies 

of the socialization process have concentrated on cultural variation in 

psychological traits. While the present study owes much to this tradi

tion of research, it focuses instead on the actual interactions which 

make up the socialization process. The works of symbolic interaction

ists, ethnomethodologists, sociolinguists, and classroom ethnographers 

served as the basis for the interactional model of the socialization 
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process which will be outlined in Chapter 4. The concepts of interpre

tive procedures, the communicative event, interactional strategies, and 

linguistic routines which are major components of the model had their 

origin in this literature. Chapters 5 through 9 will discuss research 

conducted in a Mexican-American and an Anglo day care center, using the 

interactional model. In order for the results of this study to be more 

fully understood, previous research on the socialization process in day 

care and preschool settings was reviewed. It was found that this re

search had largely been experimental in nature, with little considera

tion given to the interactional processes involved in socialization. 

Because this study involved different ethnic groups, the literatUre on 

class and ethnic differences was also reviewed. It was found that much 

of this literature was based on speculations about child rearing prac

tices and family interactions. Researchers who have investigated such 

practices have primarily been concerned with their effects on the 

cognitive development of the child. 

As will be seen in Chapters 4 through 9 of this dissertation, 

the present study had something in common with each of the different 

areas of research reviewed above. It will also be clear that, in spite 

of these similarities, it differed in some ways from these previous 

studies of socialization. The interactional model of the socialization 

process was based on several aspects of the symbolic interactionist and 

ethnomethodological theories of culture and social interaction. While 

both Denzin (1977) and Cicourel have used interactionist approaches in 

their consideration of the socialization process, this study went beyond 

their descriptive accounts to a systematic consideration of the 



differences in the organization of the socialization process in dif

ferent educational settings. This also drew on theoretical and methodo

logical contributions from sociolinguistic studies of socialization. It 

combined Bernstein's concern with class variation with Hymes' interest 

in cultural variation in communicative competence. Methodologically, 

this study began with the comparative ethnographic approach of the 

ethnographers of communicative competence and went on to supplement that 

with quantitative methods of data collection and analysis. When compared 

with previous studies of classroom interaction, this study was more 

narrowly focused than the general, macroethnographic studies of class

room and community interaction. At the same time, it was concerned with 

more general issues than the detailed microethnographic studies of par

t~cular activities. Unlike previous research on socialization in day 

care and preschool settings, this study used ethnographic methods to 

investigate the nature of the interactional processes shaping the de

velopment of social competence in children who attend day care centers. 

While the approach taken in this study was quite different from previous 

research conducted on socialization in the day care center, it shared 

with previous research the belief that it is important to consider the 

process of social as well as cognitive development in these institutions. 

Finally, this study used the comparative, cross-cultural perspective of 

communicative competence urged by Hymes to consider differences in the 

organization of social interaction in Mexican-American and AnglO day 

care centers. As a review of previous studies of Mexican-American child 

rearing practices has shown, what little research has been conducted on 
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this study has been primarily experimental in nature and has focused on 

cognitive rather than social aspects of child development. 

In the next chapter, the historical development and current 

state of the day care system of the United States will be described. 

The relationships among the day care system and other aspects of the 

American social system will be explored. Finally, a descriptive account 

of the day care community in which fieldwork was conducted will be pre

sented. This information will provide an understanding of the cultural 

and social context in which the socialization process described in 

Chapters 5 through 9 took place. 



CHAPTER 3 

THE DAY CARE COMMUNITY 

Introduction 

This chapter will describe the day care community of Tucson, 

Arizona, where the study was conducted and the day care system of the 

United States of which it was a part. An understanding of these systems 

will make the description of the socialization process in the two cen

ters described in Chapters 5 and 6 more meaningful. A review of the 

literature describing the history of day care in the United States will 

show that it has grown out of the kindergarten and day nursery movements 

of the 19th century. An examination of the current sociocultural con

text of the American day care system will demonstrate that it has been 

influenced by changes in the American social structure and economy. 

American political institutions at the federal, state, and municipal 

levels have also affected the development of the day care system of the 

United States. As the day care system of the United States has grown 

and developed, an ideology has grown up around it. Day care has been 

portrayed by the mass media in American society as both a valuable 

social institution and a threat to the American family. The day care 

system of the United States which developed as a result of these social, 

economic, and ideological forces came to include family day care homes, 

as well as day care centers and preschools. The differences among the 

65 
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types of day care "options," as they have come to be called, currently 

available in the United States will be outlined. 

Census data from TUcson showed it to be an ethnically diverse 

community with a number of working mothers. An analysis of the geo-

graphic distribution of day care homes, centers, and preschools in 

Tucson revealed that the social class and ethnic composition of the com-

munity affected the types of day care facilities available to working 

mothers. Information collected about the relationships among the 

political, educational, and religious institutions of the community and 

the day care system of Tucson will also be presented in this chapter. 

Day Care in the United States 

History of Day Care in the 
United States 

The history of day care in the United States goes back to the 

early 19th century. As early as 1828, day nurseries had been estab-

lished in major American cities to care for the young children of 

working mothers. There was rapid growth in the number of day nurseries 

from 1880 to 1910 with the industrialization and urbanization of the 

United States. Large numbers of immigrants went to work in the fac-

tories and swelled the ranks of parents needing day care services. 

German emigres introduced the idea of kindergartens in 184R and this 

type of early childhood education slowly gained in popularity. While 

the day nurseries were concerned with the physical care of young chil-

dren whose mothers worked, the kindergarten movement was concerned with 

education for young children (Steinfe1s 1973:36-37). During the 1870s 
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and 1880s, upper class women became involved in running day nurseries 

for the children of lower class workinF, women. These nurseries empha

sized cleanliness and orderliness and made little or no attempt to 

provide for the children's developmental needs (Steinfels 1973:41-45). 

Public policies which set standards for the care provided in day nur

series were formulated during the first two decades of the 20th century. 

During the 1920s and 1930s, nurseries began offering kindergarten in

struction or the new educational program of Maria Montessori. 

After the Johnson Reed Act establishing immigration quotas was 

passed in 1924, immigration declined sharply. As the numbers of immi

grant parents working in factories declined, the day nurseries which 

had cared for the children of these immigrants declined in popularity. 

They were replaced, in the 1920s and 1930s, by nursery schools which 

cared for the children of middle class women who were starting to pur

sue careers. The day nurseries that did remain open were often staffed 

by professional teachers and social workers who emphasized cognitive 

development rather than the emotional or physical development of the 

children (Steinfels 1973:57-65). In 1933, federal money was appropri

ated to fund day care centers as part of the Works Project Administra

tion (WPA). These centers were established in order to create jobs for 

unemployed teachers, nurses, nutritionists, and other workers. Once 

the United states became actively involved in World War II, day care 

centers were needed to care for the children of the women who went to 

work in defense plants (Steinfels 1973:67). In 1941, the Lanham Act 

established federal grants to operate centers which, by the war's end, 

had come to care for one and a half million children. Twenty-eiF,ht 
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hundred centers that had been funded through the Lanham Act were closed 

after the war, leaving their charges without day care services. Poli

ticians, government officials, and social workers assumed that working 

women would return to the home after the war. On the contrary, however, 

the number of working mothers continued to grow. Since many centers 

had closed after the war, they had to rely on relatives and babysitters 

to care for their children. The centers which remained open were often 

viewed as a service for the pathologically or socially deviant, and 

mothers who sent their children to centers were often considered unfit 

(Steinfels 1973:69-72). During the 1960s, research on child development, 

the Women's Liberation Movement, and economic necessity forced a change 

in this view of day care. The importance of early childhood in cogni

tive development was documented in two books that were published in the 

early 1960s (Bloom 1964; Hunt 1961). Educational institutions and the 

federal government funded experimental day care centers because of the 

research on cognitive development and because day care was one way to 

enable welfare mothers to seek job training or employment (Steinfels 

1973:77). In 1967, the Social Security Act was amended to provide funds 

for day care. Titles IV-A and IV-B of the Social Security Act granted 

federal funds to the states on a three-to-one matching basis (Steinfels 

1973:81). During the 1970s, the day care system expanded in both number 

and variety of institutions available. This expansion was shaped by the 

sociocultural forces discussed below. 
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The Sociocultural Context of Day Care 

American Social Structure. The mother has been the traditional 

caretaker of the American child but changes in the American family have 

meant that fewer women are following this traditional pattern. The role 

of women has changed greatly in the last 25 years, as women have become 

better educated and more vocal in their demands for equal rights. It 

became possible, even desirable, for a woman to have a career other 

than homemaker and mother. Changes in American family structure, espe

cially the rising incidence of divorce, meant that growing numbers of 

women have become heads of households. In 1982, when the present study 

was begun, over seventeen million mothers were working outside the home 

(Carro 1982). The working mothers of the seven and one half million 

children under the age of six have had to make arrangements for alterna

tive child care. 

Economic Factors. Many working mothers work not because they 

desire a career outside the home, but because of economic necessity. 

Inflation, high interest rates, and unemployment were some of the eco

nomic forces pushing mothers into the job market. As inflation and 

interest rates rose, two incomes were often necessary to support a 

family in the lifestyles to which its members had become accustomed. 

Other mothers began working to replace the income lost when their hus

bands became unemployed. Women who returned to the work force under 

these circumstances often lacked the education or work experience neces

sary for higher paying jobs. While their need for alternative child 

care was as great as that of the career woman, their child care led to 
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lower fees. 
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Political Institutions. Federal, state, and local political 

institutions have been very influential in the development of the day 

care system. Congress controlled the appropriation of federal matching 

funds. The Departments of Labor and Health, Education, and Welfare 

(later, Health and Human Services) have established policies concerning 

the role of day care in reducing the number of mothers on welfare, set 

standards for states receiving day care federal funds, and administer 

the Headstart program for children of low income families. State and 

local political institutions have become involved in regulating almost 

every aspect of the child care service. State legislatures have estab

lished regulations governing the number and qualifications of caregivers, 

the ratio of caregivers to children, the design of the center, the types 

of food served, the disciplinary methods used, and the activities pro

vided for the children. Local governmental agencies (city councils, 

building safety and fire departments) hRve influenced day care largely 

through zoning regulations ~overning size and locations of centers and 

homes. The political system has become most closely involved with the 

day care system through the provision of welfare services. State govern

ments provide such services by subsidizing the child care expenses of 

working mothers who are eligible for government assistance (food stamps, 

Aid to Families with Dependent Children). While the programs vary from 

state to state, all state governments have gone into the child care 

business in some way. Family day care homes which are registered with 
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and monitored by the state have been established in many states. The 

care provided in these homes is partly paid for by the state government. 

Day care centers have become part of the government day care system by 

contracting with the appropriate agency of the state government. The 

state government then pays all or most of the fees for the care of 

children whose mothers are qualified for assistance. 

The Ideology of Day Care 

As the day care system has developed in the United states, an 

ideology has grown up around it. This ideology consisted of cultural 

beliefs about day care -- what it is, what its purpose is, what effects 

it has, and so on. The day nursery movement of the late 19th century 

was part of the social welfare movement. The social welfare movement 

was a reaction to the poor housing conditions, lack of sanitation, and 

malnourishment found in the slum areas settled by immigrant factory 

workers. Day nurseries were organized to care for children who were 

unsupervised at home while their parents worked. Along with providing 

a safe place for the children to stay, these nurseries offered working 

mothers classes in English, access to job training and opportunities, 

and help with family problems (Clarke-Stewart 1982:30-31). By doing so, 

the proponents of the social welfare ~ovement hope to combat poverty, 

divorce, and delinquency (Steinfels 1973:37-42). Day care declined as 

a social issue after World War II, only to re-emerge in the 1960s when 

the feminist movement advocated day care as a means of freeing women and 

promoting the development of children. In their view, day care was not 

only an economic necessity but, a desirable experience for children. 
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The National Organization for Women concluded that "quality child care 

programs are good for children," citing the young child's needs for peer 

relations, adult role models, and intellectual stimulation (Steinfels 

1973:28). This view of day care drew heavily on the works of the 

cognitive-developmental theorists (Piaget, Bruner, Hunt, Bloom) to 

support its claims. Another belief about day care was that collective 

child care was a way of achieving Utopia (Bettleheim 1969), the ideal 

social system. This view was popular with the American commune movement 

of the 1960s and 19705, but noted scholars such as Bronfenbrenner and 

Bettleheim have also suggested that group child care could serve to 

introduce new values to American society. Studies of collective social

ization in other societies have been cited as evidence that collective 

child rearing produces cooperative, non-aggressive citizens (Steinfels 

1973:28-29). 

Others have seen day care as a threat to children. For example, 

Handler expressed concern "about the growth of professional day care 

because while it is convenient for adults ••• it is bad for children" 

(D. Handler 1981). Her e di torial went on to list a number of reasons why 

day care was "bad" for children. Handler's argument was that the day 

care center was not like the home, therefore, it was bad for the chil

dren. She pointed out that a ratio of one adult to four infants, con

sidered "good" by most day care standards, duplicated a condition that 

would be discouraged at home -- having several children closely spaced 

together. Another of her arguments was that children need their parents 

around them full-time, not part-time. She also challenged the idea that 
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the activities provided for children at the center stimulate their de

velopment. To those who say their child likes day care, she responded, 

"this is not honest if the day-care decision was made to benefit family 

income or the mother's career" (Handler 1981). This belief about day 

care is similar to behavioral psychological theories which have empha

sized the importance of the mother-child relationship (see Bowlby 1952j 

Ainsworth 1977a, 1977b). Contradictions in the ideology of day care 

are due partially to its rebirth during the 1970s and 1980s as a popular 

method of child care. Value consensus has not yet been reached about 

this form of child care. 

Types of Institutions 

Several types of day care institutions have been developed in 

response to sociocultural pressures for alternative child care institu

tions. The alternatives, or options as they are usually called, include 

in-home care, family day care, family group day care, and center based 

day care. Also, some preschools offer supplementary child care in addi

tion to their educational program. 

In home care is provided for the children of a single family by 

a non-family member who comes to the children's home. Family day care 

is care provided for children of more than one family in the caregiver's 

home. Usually not more than six children, including the caregiver's own 

children, are cared for. Family group care is provided for seven to 

twelve children, again in the caregiver's home (Cohen 1974:4). Some 

family day care homes are licensed and/or monitored by state health and 

educational departments. A 1979 survey revealed that approximately 
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one half of the children of working mothers were cared for by a paid 

babysitter, including both licensed day care homes and unlicensed baby

sitters. Another third were cared for by a family member, about half of 

whom lived in the child's home (Carro 1982:69-70). 

Center day care is care provided for more than twelve children 

in a building not used as a residence (Cohen 1974:4; Robinson et ale 

1979:34). Centers are subject to a number of regulations governing 

health, safety, and education. Preschools, or nursery schools, are 

designed for the education of children aged 3 to 5. They differ from 

day care centers in their emphasis on intellectual development. Tradi

tionally, preschools provided education during half-day sessions but 

many have expanded their programs to include full day care. One of the 

largest preschool programs in the United states is the federal govern

ment's Project Headstart. In this program, children from lower class 

and minority backgrounds receive instruction in order to prepare them 

for elementary school. In 1976 over thirty percent (31.]%) of American 

children aged three and four were attending SChools of some sort 

(Snapper and Ohms 1977:108-109). A 1979 survey found that sixteen per

cent of the children of working mothers were enrolled in licensed day 

care facilities (Carro 1982). That figure represented a four-fold 

increase from 1977, when only four percent of children aged three to 

six were attending day care centers (Robinson et ale 1979:34). 

Many parents make use of more than one option. Center day care 

is the most dependable, but sick children cannot attend their regular 

centers and many centers do not provide weekend, evening, or emergency 
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care. Family day care may be used to supplement center care. These 

facilities can be more flexible in the hours during which care is pro

vided but individual caretakers are sometimes ill, on vacation, or have 

other commitments. Relatives, older siblings, and the parents them

selves often have to fill in when the regular day care facility is not 

available. Anyone child then, may well be cared for in several day 

care institutions. 

The Day Care Community of Tucson 

Tucson, Arizona was a fast growing city in the nation's sunbelt 

whose population had risen fifty one percent from 1970 to 1980. Figures 

from the 1980 Census indicated that it was an ethnically diverse com

munity. Since the data cited in this section were taken from the 1980 

Census Report, the terms "White," "Black," and "Spanish Origin" will be 

used. While there was a large White population (81.7% of the city's 

population), nearly four percent (3.7%) of Tucson's residents were 

Black and over one percent (1.3%) were American Indian, Eskimo, or 

Aleut (U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census 1980). A frac

tion (1.1%) of Tucson's population was made up of persons of Japanese, 

Chinese, Korean, Filipino, Asian Indian, Vietnamese, Hawaiian, Guamanian, 

and Samoan origin (U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census 

1980). Almost a quarter (24.9%) of Tucson's population was of Spanish 

origin (U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census 1980). An 

astute reader will have noted that these figures account for 112.7% of 

Tucson's population. This discrepancy is due to the methods used during 

the 1980 Census to gather data on racial and ethnic origin. In one 
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question, respondents were asked to list their race. Those who mRrked 

"White" or "Black" were counted as such. Persons who marked "Other" and 

listed entries such as "Polish" or "Lebanese" were included in the cate

gory "White," while those who listed entries such as "Mexican" or 

"Cuban" remained in the "Other" category (1980 Census, Arizona, Vol. I, 

Appendix B, pp. 3-4). Over twelve percent (12.2%) of Tucson's popula

tion in 1980 was designated "Other." Responses to another question on 

the census indicated that nearly twenty five percent (24.9%) of Tucson's 

population was of Spanish origin. 

Because of its climate, Tucson had attracted many retired per

sons. In spite of its reputation as a retirement community, there were 

a number of families in Tucson with small children. According to the 

1980 Census, seven percent of TUCSOll'S residents (23,188 persons) were 

under the age of five. In 1980, there were 13,524 White families with 

children under the age of six years. There were 786 Black families and 

6195 families of Spanish origin with children under six (U.S. Department 

of Commerce, Bureau of the Census 1980). 

Many of the mothers of these young children were members of 

Tucson's labor force. Nearly half (47.4%) of White women with children 

under the age of six were working outside the home and forty and one 

half percent of the mothers of Spanish origin with young children were 

part of the labor force. Children of Spanish origin were twice as 

likely as White children to come from an impoverished home. In 1979, 

8.2% of White families were below the poverty level, while 18.1% of the 

families of Spanish ori~in were in a similar situation. 
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Each of these ~roups had its own day care needs and a variety 

of institutions had been established in Tucson to meet those needs. The 

day care system of Tucson was firmly established in, and reflected the 

larger sociocultural context of the community. There was no single, 

authoritative source of information on the day care system of Tucson. 

The following information was gathered during the research project, 

through interviews with personnel of the Tucson Association for Child 

Care and the Department of Economic Security, and from the 19Ro Census 

Report. 

When the present study began in 1982, there were 91 day care 

centers and 344 day care homes in Tucson. There were also lR preschools 

and 11 Headstart centers (see Table 1). By the time the study was com

pleted in December 1983, the number of day care centers had grown to 

12R, licensed by the state Department of Health to care for 9873 chil

dren. There were 12 Headstart centers serving 372 children. The number 

of children actually attending a day care center could have been larger 

or smaller than the licensed capacity of 9873, since the licensed 

capacity set a limit on how many children could be at a center at any 

given time. Many children attend part-time, so a center might have had 

more children enrolled than it was licensed for. The 1980 Census indi

cated that 39.4% of Tucson's three and four year olds attended nursery 

schools. White children were more likely to attend nursery school than 

Hispanic children; over forty four percent (44.2%) of White three and 

four year olds were enrolled in a nursery school, while only twenty 

seven percent (27.1%) of Hispanic three and four year olds attended a 



Table 1. Child care institutions in Tucson, June 1982. 

Proprietary 

Franchised 
Independent 

Non-profit 

Charity/Service 
Church 

Total 

Church Affiliated 

Day Care Centers 
(Full Day Care Available) 

DESl Contracted % Non-DES 

14 
34 

10 
5 

63 

15.4 
37.3 

11.0 
5.5 

Preschools 

3 
15 

o 
10 

28 

(Part Day Instruction Only) 

0.0 
11.0 

Without Church Affiliation 

Headstart Centers 

Total 

Family Day Care Homes 

Certified by Tucson Association for Child Care 

Certified by the State Department of Economic Security 

Total 

lDES is an acronym for the Arizona State Department of Economic 
Security. 

Total 

17 
49 

10 
15 
91 

10 

8 

11 
29 

40 

304 

344 

78 
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nursery school. Over forty percent (41.1%) of Tucson's Black three and 

four year olds were enrolled in a nursery school. 

Types of Institutions Found in Tucson 

Day Care Centers. There were 91 centers operating in Tucson 

when the study began in June 1982, including some institutions which 

offered preschool instruction for part of the day but supplemented that 

with child care to make a full day program. Most day care centers in 

Tucson (74%) were proprietary, that is, they were intended to be profit

making businesses. There were two types of proprietary centers -- those 

that were part of a franchise and those that were independently owned 

and operated. In June 1982, there were seventeen franchised centers in 

Tucson, ten with the Kinder Care franchise and seven with the Mary 

Moppets franchise. Franchised centers were supplied with a set of 

standard guidelines for child care to be followed in all the centers 

belonging to that chain. The forty-nine independent centers varied 

widely in the type of care they provided. Most offered some type of 

educational or developmental activities, but there were some centers 

which offered primarily custodial care. Non-profit centers might either 

be affiliated with a church or run by a charitable or service or~aniza

tion. There were fifteen church related centers, representing a number 

of religions (Catholic, Jewish, Lutheran, Baptist, Methodist). 

In June 1982, religious institutions ran fifteen day care cen

ters and ten preschools in Tucson. That number had increased to 

thirty-three centers by December 1983. The overwhelming majority of 
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centers and preschools were run by Protestant denominations; in December 

1983, there were two centers run by the Catholic church and there were 

two run by Jewish institutions. Baptist churches operated six centers, 

five were run by Lutheran churches, four by Methodist churches, two by 

Presbyterian churches, one by a Wesleyan church, and ten more by other 

Protestant' denominations. The fact that most centers and preschools 

were run by Protestant churches may have reflected the fact that 

Catholicism and Judaism stress the traditional role of the woman as 

wife and mother. If the more conservative religions also stress that 

the woman belongs in the home, the fundamentalist Protestant churches 

would not be expected to support day care. The fundamentalist denomi

nations, however, were very involved in day care in Tucson. Their in

volvement in the day care system may have reflected a desire to begin 

religious indoctrination at as early an age as possible. 

Nine other non-profit centers were run by organizations such 

as the Cerebral Palsy Foundation, the Urban League, and the YWCA. By 

the time the study was completed in December 1983, the number of day 

care centers in Tucson had grown to 128, an increase of forty one per

cent. The number of franchised centers remained the same, with increases 

in independently operated proprietary centers and non-profit centers. 

Tucson's day care centers had a licensed capacity of 9873 children in 

December 1983. The vast majority (90%) of the licensed "slots" were 

for preschool aged children (24 months and older) (see Table 2). Most 

(83.4%) of Tucson's centers did not take infants; many took only child

ren who have been toilet trained. In June 1982, only fifteen centers 
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Table 2. Licensed capacities of day care centers in Tucson, December 
1983. 

Infants Toddlers Preschool 
(6 wks-12 mo) (12-24 mo) (24 mo-up) Total 

Proprietary 

Franchised 

DES 91 213 1610 1914 
non-DES 0 0 0 0 

Independent 

DES 50 205 1994 2249 
non-DES 0 10 1228 1238 

Non-profit 

Charity/Service 
Organizations 

DES 52 158 1096 1306 
non-DES 0 0 45 45 

Church 

DES 0 22 422 444 
non-DES 31 67 1369 1467 

Total 224 675 7764 8863-

-Figures for centers licensed for an additional 1210 children were not 
available by age. 



R2 

would accept a child under one year of age. Only 2.5% of the available 

spaces were for infants (6 weeks-12 months) and 7.5% were for toddlers 

(12 months to 24 months). Toddler and infant "slots," particularly 

infant "slots," were in great demand and were continually full. 

While day care centers were designed primarily to care for pre

school children during the day time, most centers offered latchkey or 

after school care for older children. Some centers picked up children 

from nearby schools and transported them to the center. In addition, 

most centers offered summer programs for school-aged children as well 

as their regular program for preschoolers. Two centers in Tucson 

operated 24 hours a day, the rest were open from 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

(with slight variations). By December 1983, only one 24-hour center 

remained open. Parents working nights were forced to make other child 

care arrangements. 

One important characteristic of the day care centers of Tucson 

is whether or not they have a Department of Economic Security contract. 

This department contracts with centers to provide care for the children 

of mothers receiving economic assistance. In order to qualify for this 

subsidation of child care expenses, a mother had to meet certain finan

cial criteria and be working, looking for work, in school, or in coun

seling. If she met these criteria, a portion of her child care fees, 

up to eight dollars a day, was paid by the Department. The Department 

of Economic Security did not pay the entire cost of child care, unless 

the child was under the jurisdiction of Child Protective Services 

(abused or neglected children). Centers which wished to contract with 

the Department of Economic Security to provide these services did so 



by first becoming licensed by the state Department of Health in Phoenix. 

Once a center had been given a contract with the Department of Economic 

Security, it was monitored by the Tucson Association for Child Care. 

This non-profit agency received its funds from various public (govern

ment) sources. One staff member served as a monitor for the centers in 

Southern Arizona which had contracts with the Department of Economic 

Security. She used a form supplied by that department and handled com

plaints about centers in addition to making routine visits. 

Day care centers were licensed by and, ultimately, responsible 

to, the State Department of Health in Phoenix. The department moni

tored centers to be sure that they followed the state regulations for 

day care centers. In 1982, there were six monitors for the State of 

Arizona, which had over 600 day care centers. Centers were supposed to 

be inspected once a year, but could have been visited more often if the 

inspector felt the center needed more supervision. Licenses of centers 

could be revoked, suspended, or denied if the inspector felt the center 

was endangering children. At the time this study was completed, the 

State of Arizona was considering a reorganization of the licensing and 

monitoring procedures for day care centers. Members of the Day Care 

Licensing Study Committee were considering a proposal to transfer 

licensing and monitoring responsibilities for all day care centers to 

the Department of Economic Security. 

Family Day Care Homes. There were family day care homes avail

able in Tucson which had been certified by either the State Department 

of Economic Security or the Tucson Association for Child Care o In 
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addition, there were a number of unlicensed babysitters who cared for 

children in their homes or the children's homes. Both the state Depart

ment of Economic Security and the Tucson Association for Child Care 

monitored homes which had been certified. In June 1982, the Department 

of Economic Security had 304 homes which cared for children of mothers 

receiving child care subsidies. The Department of Economic Security 

required these homes to meet a number of requirements concerned with 

health and safety and the qualifications of the caregiver. The care

giver had to be 18 years old or older, meet certain health standards, 

and supply character references. A case worker was assigned to every 

home and performed an initial inspection, interviewed the caregiver, 

and made periodic follow-up visits. Day care providers attended an 

initial in-service training program and monthly in-service meetings. 

Training covered filling out forms for the Department of Economic 

Security, child care methods, and getting along with parents and chil

dren. All Department of Economic Security family day care providers 

participated in the Child Care Food Program (CCFP) whereby the United 

States Department of Agriculture reimbursed the provider for her food 

expenses, through the Arizona State Department of Education. The pro

viders were required to fill out menus two months in advance, send them 

to Phoenix, and follow the guidelines for serving size and food types. 

Department of Economic Security day care providers were paid by the 

parent and by the Department in Phoenix. Checks were often late coming 

from Phoenix and the parents often had trouble making their portion of 

the payments. Parents were offered a choice of center or family day 

care and a choice of which center or home their child would attend. 



The names of several providers were supplied to the parent wh~ was re

sponsible for contacting the providers and selecting a center or home. 

Parents were free to transfer their child to another home or center if 

they wished, but the Department of Economic Security had to be informed 

of the move and the reason it was being made. 

The Tucson Association for Child Care certified and monitored 

forty day care homes in Tucson in June 1982. A prospective day care 

provider who applied for certification was required to supply personal 

references. The certification and monitoring procedure was similar to 

that of the Department of Economic Security, but there was no govern

mental involvement. The Tucson Association for Child Care had its own 

guidelines for family day care homes which the providers were expected 

to follow. The association provided training for the care~ivers on 

such topics as infant stimulation, nutrition, health and safety, lan

guage and creative arts for children, interpersonal communication, and 

managing a small business. Any parent might take advantage of the 

association's services; most clients were seeking care for a child who 

was two years or younger in age. As already stated, it was more diffi

cult to find a center which would care for these young children, so 

parents turned to day care homes. Many parents preferred to have younger 

children cared for in a home environment. Day care providers who were 

certified by the Tucson Association for Child Care were free to set 

their own fees and were responsible for collecting them from the parents. 

Preschools. Preschools were institutions which provide educa

tional pror,rams for young children and did not supplement their programs 
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with child care services. In June 1982, there were eighteen preschools 

in Tucson which had only educational programs, although there were many 

centers that had educational programs in the morning and child care in 

the afternoon. There were also eleven Headstart centers. None of the 

preschools had a contract with the Department of Economic Security. 

Ten preschools were church affiliated, the rest were privately operated. 

Preschool education stressed school readiness skills, primarily reading 

and math. Some preschools offered instruction in Spanish, science, 

and social studies as well. The preschools were licensed by the State 

Department of Health, just as day care centers were. A preschool might 

choose to be licensed by the State Department of Education instead, but 

could not accept children under the age of three if it did so. 

The Sociocultural Context of 
Day Care in TUcson 

Why were there so many different types of day care institutions 

in Tucson? In order to answer this question, the day care system should 

be viewed in its cultural context. The day care system of Tucson was 

related to the social class structure and ethnic composition of the com-

munity. Political, educational, and religious institutions also in-

fluenced the day care system. 

The geographic distribution of day care institutions within the 

City of Tucson reflected social class and ethnic differences. When the 

distribution of the various types of centers and family day care homes 

was examined, patterns began to emerge. These patterns illustrate the 

relationship between class and ethnicity and the day care system. 

Tucson and the surrounding area were divided into five regions for 
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purposes of this analysis (see Fig. 1). The central section of the town 

extended from stone to A1vernon and from Grant Road to 22nd Street. It 

included the central business district and the University of Arizona. 

The area south of Grant Road and east of A1vernon was designated the 

east side. West of Stone and south of Grant Road lay the west side. 

The area south of 22nd Street which fell between the interstate highway 

I-19, and Davis-Monthan AFB was considered the south side and includes 

the city of South Tucson. All areas north of Grant Road were considered 

the north side. 

When the study began, the south and west sides had few day care 

centers (see Table 3) and all the centers in these areas had contracts 

with the Department of Economic Security. These areas also had the 

highest proportions of centers run by charitable or service organiza

tions. The low number of centers in these areas reflected the fact 

that portions of these areas were either rural or industrial in nature. 

The fact that all the southern and western centers had contracts with 

the Department of Economic Security reflected the social class structure 

of the city. The south and west sides were primarily lower and working 

class areas. There were also a number of Hispanic and Indian residents 

in these areas and these ethnic groups had higher proportions of their 

populations in the lower income levels. Mothers who qualified for sub

sidation of their child care expenses by the Department of Economic 

Security were more likely to be found in these areas than in other 

areas of the community. The high proportion of centers on the south 

and west sides run by charitable or service organizations was not 



< z 

( 
I 

,/ 

,- l-
I Z 
I « 
I a: 

-11-
1 r--L rj r I r--l 

I -- I r / I I / // I 
/ I I I ../ I I 

I r I 
-, -- 1 LrL, ___ I 

r __ .-I I 
I r-I / --. / 

tn r/ « ,.J 
W I 

1 I (.!) 

r -J!~~==n~_\ ---------l 
~ L ____ I i ~I 

r.J ~ 

I 
1 

I 0 
I z 
I 

I- I- I 
Z ::J I 
W 0 I 
U lfl I I -~-U===:=;. 

3N01S 
~ 
I 
-I 
1 

/ ./ 
I ./ 
I ,/ 
1 ./ 
1 ,/ 
I ./ 
1 .. / 

tn 
W 
3: 

--""'--"'--.--..... _---
I 
I 
1 ___ --1 

I 



Table 3. Geographic distribution of day care centers in Tucson. 

South % West % Central % North % East % 

A. Number and percentage of centers of various types by location, 
June 1982 

Total number 
of centers 

Centers with 
DES con tracts 

Franchised 

9 100 

9 100 

centers 2 22 

Centers run by 
Chari ty/Service 
organizations 4 

7 100 

7 100 

1 14 

2 29 

B. Number of centers by location when 
change from June 1982. 

Total number 
of centers 12 +33 11 +57 

Centers with 
DES contracts 10 +11 8 +14 

Franchised 
centers 1 -50 1 0 

Centers run by 
Charity/Service 
Organizations 6 +50 5 +150 

24 100 24 100 27 100 

18 75 16 67 13 48 

1 4 6 25 7 26 

4 17 o 0 1 4 

study completed and percentage 

26 + 8 34 +42 45 +67 

19 + 6 21 +31 19 +46 

1 0 6 0 8 +14 

5 +25 0 0 o -100 
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because there were many of these centers in these areas but because 

there were fewer proprietary centers in these areas. Proprietary cen

ters tended to locate where their profits would be the greatest, which 

would not be in lO'iler and working class neighborhoods. By the time 

this study was completed, the south and west sides had added a number 

of centers. The greatest increase came in the number of centers run by 

charitable or service organizations. The number of franchised centers 

remained constant or decreased (see Table 3). Several centers without 

Department of Economic Security contracts had opened in these areas. 

The north, east and central areas had roughly the same number 

of centers in June 1982 (see Table 3). Since the central area covered 

a smaller geographic area than the other two, it would seem to have 

had a high concentration of day care centers. The central area was 

densely populated and contained the central business district. Centers 

in this area drew clients from two populations: residents of nearby 

neighborhoods and people who worked in the business district. These 

three areas had smaller proportions of centers with contracts with the 

Department of Economic Security and those run by charitable or service 

organizations. The higher proportions of centers in the central area 

which were run by charitable organizations and those with contracts 

with the Department of Economic Security reflected the social class com

position of the area. It encompassed some middle to upper middle class 

neighborhoods, but also some lower to lower middle class ones. The 

north and east sides were the "suburban" areas of the community and had 

proportionately fewer centers with contracts with the Department of 

Economic Security. By 1983, the east side of Tucson had shown the 
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greatest increase in centers, and in centers with Department of Economic 

Security contracts. The northern area also showed a lot of growth in 

the number of centers and in the number of centers with contracts with 

the Department of Economic Security. The central area showed little 

growth, except in centers run by charitable or service organizations 

(see Table 3). 

In 1982, preschools were heavily concentrated on the east side 

(13 out of 18, or 72%). There were four in the central area and the 

north side, and only one (church affiliated) on the south side. The 

concentration of preschools on the far east side was consistent with 

the value placed by the middle and upper middle class residents of this 

area on education and achievement. Preschools were one way to give a 

child an early and, hopefully, a good start on the road to academic 

success. 

Family day care homes had a very different distribution than 

centers or preschools in 1982. The Department of Economic Security had 

stopped accepting applications for family day care homes in South Tucson 

and the area south of that city because they had an oversupply of homes 

in those areas. Areas in which the Department of Economic Security 

needed more certified family day care homes included the far northwest 

area and the area bordering the central-east boundary line (Alvernon 

Way), while South Tucson and the south-side had more women wishing to 

be certified by the Department as a family day care provider than were 

needed. This indicated that family day care was more popular in the 

lower socioeconomic areas of town, the opposite of day care centers. 



This may have been a reflection of cultural values about appropriate 

child care practices as well as of economic limitations. 

The parents who used day care facilities in Tucson fell into two 

major categories: couples where both spouses work and single mothers 

who were heads of households. Couples with both spouses working might 

be workin~ class, middle class, or upper middle class, depending upon 

the type of jobs they held. Single mothers tended to be lower or work

ing class, partly because women were paid less than men and because 

many of them were unskilled and receiving support from the Department 

of Economic Security while they looked for jobs or completed job train

ing. Lower class parents, especially single mothers, were heavy users 

of family day care. This was reflected in the geographic distribution 

of day care centers and frunily day care homes. Middle and upper class 

parents used more center day care. Most parents used day care facili

ties because they had to or wanted to work and needed an alternative to 

child care in their homes. Center directors reported that parents often 

felt guilty about placing a child in a center but felt they must do so 

because of economic necessity. A very small percentage of children in 

day care centers did not have workinR mothers. Instead, the parents of 

these children believed the day care experience would be good for their 

children. These parents usually placed their children in developmental 

day care centers or preschools and usually for only part of the day. 

The day care institutions of Tucson has close relationships 

with other institutions in the community. Strong ties existed between 

day care and various political institutions at both the state and local 



level. Educational and religious institutions also were important in

fluences on the day care system. 
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Three political institutions had close relationships with the 

day care system. The State Department of Health did not maintain an 

office in Tucson, but its presence was strongly felt by center owners 

and operators. The Department controlled the existence of the centers 

through its monitoring and licensing powers. The agent of the depart

ment was the inspector who visited each center at least once a year. 

Family day care providers were connected to the political system through 

the Department of Economic Security and the Tucson Association for Child 

Care. While the Tucson Association for Child Care was a non-profit 

organization and not strictly a political agency, it received much of 

its money from government grants and acted as a monitor for those cen

ters with contracts with the Department of Economic Security. A center 

that had a Department of Economic Security contract, then, was subject 

to Department of Health regulations, received payment from the Depart

ment of Economic Security, and was monitored both by the Tucson Associ

ation for Child Care and the Department of Health. A family day care 

provider had to follow the guidelines either of the Department of Eco

nomic Security or of the Tucson Association for Child Care. 

Educational institutions also affected the day care system. 

Public and private elementary schools served as the source of clients 

for many day care centers. Centers were often located near elementary 

schools, transported children to and from school, and offered latch-key 

programs for older children. Some elementary schools were competing 

for the latch-key market by offering after school programs themselves. 
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There were also two institutions of higher education in Tucson which had 

relationships with the day care system. The University of Arizona had 

departments of elementary education and home economics which supplied 

trained personnel to many of the centers, operated a human development 

laboratory where students gained practical experience, and offered 

advice to day care providers as needed. Pima Community College also 

offered instruction in child development and day care providers might 

also take courses through this institution to earn a child development 

associate (CDA) certificate. This credential was specifically designed 

for experienced child care workers who lacked formal education. The 

CDA program was designed to recognize their work experience and to sup

plement it with formal training. The training was designed so that the 

child care provider sharpened her skills in the center rather than 

attending classes at the college. A trainer worked with each candidate 

on units dealing with various areas of child development and education 

and observed the candidate in the center in order to evaluate how well 

she had mastered the concepts of each unit. 

Summary 

This chapter has described the day care systems of the United 

States and the community in which research was conducted. A review of 

the history of day care in the United States showed that it developed 

initially as a response to the needs of immigrant factory workers who 

could not care for their children at home. After immigration was re

stricted by the Johnson-Reed Act in 1924, nursery schools replaced day 

nurseries as more middle class women joined the work force. Changes in 
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the American social structure and economy in the 1960s and 1970s led to 

increased demand for day care institutions. Political institutions at 

the federal, state, and municipal levels have affected the development 

of the day care system through their regulatory and licensing powers. 

Day care has been portrayed in the mass media as both a social good and 

a threat to the traditional American family. The types of day care 

"options" currently available in the United states were also described. 

The day care community of Tucson was described in some detail. 

Data from the 1980 Census indicated nearly half the mothers of children 

under the age of six worked outside the home. The types of day care 

facilities available to these working women were described. In addition 

to a large number of day care centers, preschools, and Headstart centers, 

there were family day care homes certified by the state Department of 

Economic Security and the Tucson Association for Child Care. The geo

graphic distribution of day care centers, preschools, and day care 

homes in Tucson was found to reflect the class and ethnic composition 

of the community. Center-based care and preschools were more prevalent 

in the suburban, middle class neighborhoods, while family day care homes 

were more popular in working class and Mexican-American neighborhoods. 

The day care institutions of Tucson had close relationships with politi

cal, educational and religious institutions in the community. Political 

institutions, including the State Departments of Health and Economic 

Security, had licensing and regulatory control over centers and family 

day care homes. The Department of Economic Security also compensated 

day care providers for care given to children of mothers eligible for 
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state assistance. The local community college and state university had 

ties to the day care system through training programs in early childhood 

education. Finally, religious institutions operated a number of day 

care centers in the community, some of which provided religious instruc

tion as well as child care. 

The next chapter will outline an interactional model of the 

socialization process which was used to conduct research in two day 

care centers in Tucson. After describing the theoretical bases for the 

model and outlining its components, a research design for a comparison 

of the socialization process in ethnically different day care centers 

will be presented. The research methods to be used during the study 

will be described, along with statistical procedures for data analysis. 

The information gathered during the research project will be described 

and analyzed in Chapters 5 through 9 of this dissertation. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

Research into the process of socialization in the day care 

center was conducted over a period of 19 months. This chapter will 

describe four steps of the research process which resulted in the infor

mation presented in Chapters 5 through 9. Each step of the research 

project will be discussed in a separate section of the chapter. The 

first section will describe the initial, or pilot, phase of the research. 

This phase, which lasted for three months, had two outcomes. It allowed 

the researcher to formulate an interactional model of the socialization 

process and to develop a research design to test the model. The second 

section of this chapter will be devoted to a discussion of the model. 

Before the model itself is presented, basic premises about the relation

ship between culture and the process of socialization will be reviewed. 

In this section, the term "socialization event" will be introduced and 

defined. The major features of the socialization event will also be 

presented and discussed. The second outcome of the pilot study was a 

research design to test the interactional model. The third section of 

this chapter describes that design and the research methods used to 

collect the data. In this section, the theoretical definitions of the 

socialization event and its various features will be phrased in methodo

logical and pragmatic terms. The fourth and final section of this 
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chapter will describe the statistical procedures used to analyze the 

data collected through this research design. Computer assisted statis

tical analyses made it possible not only to identify significant rela

tionships among the features of the socialization event but also to 

test the interactional model itself. 

Before proceeding with a description of this research project, 

it should be noted that the process of conducting ethnographic research, 

like the socialization process itself, is an interactional process. In 

this chapter, stages of the research process will be presented in a 

linear sequence. In actual practice, the coding and analysis of the 

data began while research was still being conducted. Insights gained 

during preliminary analysis of the data made the data collection process 

more effective. The definitions contained in the description of the 

interactional model of the socialization process were refined on the 

basis of insights from both the data collection and analysis phases. 

Pilot study 

The initial phase of research, or pilot study, was conducted 

from June to August 1982 in a large, proprietary day care center on 

Tucson's east side. The east-side center was selected as a research 

site because it represented the most common type of center based care 

available in Tucson -- independent, proprietary care provided on the 

east side of town (see Table 3, p. 89). It was also selected because 

of the willingness of the owner-director and other staff members to 

have an observer present. The ethnographer served as a volunteer and 

was able to observe interactions between staff members, parents, and 
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children in a variety of settings. The ethnographer was present in the 

center every day for seven to eight hours, usually from 9:00 a.m. to 

4:00 p.m. In addition, the ethnographer attended monthly staff meetings 

and participated in center activities such as the Summer Carnival and 

Mexican Fiesta. 

Observations during the pilot study were not conducted in 

accordance with a structured research design. Instead, the pilot study 

was an exploratory process in which socialization was viewed as a com

municative process through which information was transmitted to children 

about social roles. Hymes' (1974) model of the communicative event 

served as a guide for the study. The purpose of the pilot study was to 

identify what relationships existed between the seven components of 

socialization events (i.e., sender, receiver, message form, channel, 

code, topic, and setting) and the social roles being communicated to 

the Children. Of particular interest were the ways in which different 

types of receivers (boys vs. girls, younger vs. older children) received 

messages about age and sex roles and about the role of the student in 

the educational institution. Observations about the process of sociali

zation were recorded in field notes along with information about the 

culture of the day care center in general. These field notes served as 

a body of data from which the interactional model of the socialization 

process presented in the next section was developed. 

Socialization as an Interactional Process 

Three major characteristics of the socialization process became 

clear as the pilot study progressed. First, the interactions, or 
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communicative events, varied according to the ongoing social context in 

which the interactants found themselves. Second, such events were con-

cerned with specific behaviors, rather than social roles. And, finally, 

adult-child interactions relied heavily on linguistic features as both 

overt and covert means of socialization. These aspects of the sociali-

zation process, and others, were incorporated into an interactional 

model of the socialization process based on interactionist and socio-

linguistic theories. These theories were used as the basis for the 

model because they had been used by researchers such as Corsaro (1979) 

and Denzin (1977) to provide insight into the other aspects of the 

socialization process, including through which children develop the con-

cepts of status and role and the ability to construct a social order. 

To provide a background against which the model can be viewed, several 

key premises of the interactional approach will be reviewed. Since the 

interactional model of the socialization process was developed for use 

in this study, support for it comes not from a tradition of previous 

research but, instead, from a groundwork of theoretical literature. 

Culture and the Process of 
Socialization 

According to symbolic interaction theory, society is composed 

of human beings engaged in action (Blumer 1969:6). While society is 

seen as "a network of interacting individuals," culture is defined as 

"the related meanings and values by means of which individuals interact" 

(Rose 1962:13). Also considered to be part of culture are the require-

ments for behavior which the individual is expected to learn (Rose 
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1969:20). The ability to give meaning to another interactant's behavior 

has been described by Florio as "social competence" (Florio 1978:v). 

Social competence consists (1) of knowing what context one is in, and 

(2) knowing what behavior is appropriate to what context (Florio 1978; 

Erickson and Shultz 19R1). Another aspect of social competence are the 

interactional skills used to create and give meaning to new social 

contexts. 

Socialization, then, is the process through which individuals 

develop social competence. Through the years, a number of terms have 

been used by social scientists to refer to the process by which indi

viduals acquire the symbols, values, norms, and patterns for behavior 

characteristic of their social group. The following terms have been 

used to describe different aspects of this process: education, social

ization, enculturation, cultural transmission and cultural acquisition. 

Figure 2 contains the definitions which will be used in this study and 

diagrams the relationships among the various terms. The definitions of 

the terms socialization and enculturation were derived by the researcher 

from the symbolic-interactionist definitions of culture and society 

stated above. In his call for an "anthropology of learning," Wolcott 

(1982) pointed out that the processes of teaching and learning, more 

often referred to as cultural transmission and acquisition, are distinct 

processes which have often been treated as a single phenomenon by 

anthropologists of education. 



CULTURAL TRANSMISSION 

(teaching) 

SOCIALIZATION: teaching 
patterns for social inter
action, behavioral reper
toires associated with 
situated roles. 

ENCULTURATION: teaching 
cultural premises, values 
and symbols which guide 
social interaction. 

EDUCATION 

CULTURAL ACQUISITION 

(learning) 
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SOCIALIZATION: learning 
patterns for social inter
action, behavioral reper
toires associated with 
situated roles. 

ENCULTURATION: learnin~ 
cultural premises, values, 
and symbols which guide 
social interaction. 

Figure 2. Socialization and related terms. 



Multiculturalism and the D~velopment 
of Local Cultures 

The cultural premises, values, and symbols which guide social 
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interaction are organized into systems of meaning at a number of levels 

within a society. Goodenough (1976) has pointed out that the tradi-

tional anthropological assumption that for each society there is only 

one culture is inappropriate for investigations of the process by which 

individuals learn their culture. He has suggested that all human beings 

live in a multi-cultural world in which different concepts, beliefs, and 

principles are associated with different social relationships and 

social situations (Goodenough 1976:5). Goodenough argued that each of 

these different sets of premises constituted a different culture to be 

learned. These "situation bound cultures," according to Goodenouf1:h, 

could be considered "sub-cultures" or "micro-cultures," .,rhich were 

organized into a larger system, which he called the society's culture, 

or macro-culture (Goodenough 1976). He went on to suggest that the 

process of learning a society's culture was one of learning a number of 

different sub-cultures and how to discern the situations in which they 

were appropriate and what types of social roles were associated with 

them (Goodenough 1976). In such a view, Goodenough argued that differ-

ent ways of doing things from family to family and village to village 

become important considerations (Goodenough 1976:4). Goodenough's ideas 

about multiculturalism are similar to the ideas of Clifford Geertz 

(1983) about the development of local systems of knowledge, or local 

cultures. Geertz has suggested that people who interact on a daily 

basis in a clearly defined social arena may come to develop a shared 
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body of knowledge specific to that setting. He argued that social con

ventions should be viewed not as placeless principles but, rather, as 

ways in which particular behaviors are interpreted in a particular place 

at a particular time (Geertz 1983:170). According to Geertz, these 

local systems of knowledge are "anchored in local social organization, 

watched over by local guardians, adapted to local circumstances, and 

cast in local symbols" (Geertz 1983:214). 

An initial investigation of the process of socialization in the 

day care center revealed that it involved communication about several 

different sub-cultures or local cultures. The day care center was part 

of the larger American society and information about the society's 

"macro-culture" was an important part of the socialization process in 

the center. Information about the "core values" (Hsu 1'175) associated 

with this culture will be summarized below. Also represented in the 

socialization process in the day care center were two sub-cultures, or 

local cultures, found in American society. One of these, which has 

been called the culture of the school, is characteristic of most Ameri

can educational institutions. The second sub-culture represented in 

the socialization process in the day care center was a local culture 

particular to the day care center. Aspects of both of these cultural 

systems of knowledge will be detailed below. Chapters 5 and 6 will 

consider the extent to which socialization in the day care center was 

concerned with these different cultural systems. 

American Culture. The most general level of organization found 

in the United States today can be called American society. It includes 
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core symbols and values which transcend class, regional, and ethnic dif

ferences. Some characteristics of American society included a high 

standard of living, a highly developed technology, and a diversity of 

origin, tradition, and economic level. In spite of that diversity, a 

common range of moral, political, economic and social attitudes have 

been found among members of the American society (Arensberg and 

Niehoff 1975). The American value system.was characterized by a number 

of contradictions. On the one hand, there was an emphasis on science, 

progress, humanitarianism, equality, freedom, and brotherhood. At the 

same time, the American society was characterized by competition, con

formity, aggression, religious bigotry, and racism (Hsu 1975). Hsu 

traced these contradictions to the American core value of self-reliance, 

which leads not only to independence, but also to insecurity. The posi

tive and negative effects of this belief in self-reliance can be seen in 

the inherent contradictions of the American value system (Hsu 1975). 

School Culture. At a less general level of organization, Ameri

can society was characterized not only by class, regional, and ethnic 

subcultures but, also, by occupational and institutional cultures. One 

such specialized cultural system was "school" culture, whose basic 

premises and values have been found in educational institutions (Chilcott 

1968; Henry 1963; Hill-Burnett 1970; Khleif 1971). American schools 

have been described as processing plants for people which emphasize 

production and testing, as guardians of the national character, and as 

churches for drilling children in the religion of democracy and the pre

dominant view, rather than the full range of beliefs and values 
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represented in American society (Khleif 1971:150-151). Jules Henry 

(1971) has suggested that, in the American society, children are taught 

to accept the idea of fixed occupational niches, and that schools teach 

that leisure time is for fun, not for personal enlightenment (Henry 

1971:157-160). 

Day Care Culture. Within settings such as a particular day care 

center, persons interacting on a daily basis develop their own beliefs, 

values, and patterns for social intercourse. Social interaction in the 

day care center was guided by the local knowledge shared by the members 

of its social system. The culture of the day care center reflected the 

premises, values, and symbols of both the American culture and school 

culture. The unique aspects of day care culture were reflected in both 

the physical and social environments of the center. 

The physical environment of the center and surrounding grounds 

was one factor which helped establish the culture of the day care center. 

The furniture, playground equipment, and toys found at the center were 

material correlates of cultural attitudes toward children and the pro

cess of education. The furnishings of the day care center marked it 

as a place of and for children. Tables, chairs, bookcases, sinks, 

toilets, water fountains and other equipment were all child-sized in 

scale. The few areas of the center that were "adult," such as the 

kitchen, office, and staff bathroom, were furnished on the usual adult 

scale. This was in contrast with another major arena of child sociali

zation, the home, which was primarily an adult environment. In the 

home, child-sized furnishings were usually restricted to the c~ild's 
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bedroom or playroom. Children were the primary focus of activity at the 

day care center and this fact was marked in the physical environment 

both by the type of objects it contained and the scale on which it was 

furnished. 

The social environment of the center, too, helped establish 

contexts for socialization. Three aspects of the social environment 

which played important roles in establishing contexts were the institu

tional hierarchy, age-graded peer groups, and the daily schedule of 

activities. The institutional hierarchy established social roles such 

as director, teacher, and Child; was built on age-graded peer groups; 

and, required a daily schedule of activities. The population of the 

center was divided into groups of children, each of which was supervised 

by a care~iver, or teacher. Many socialization events took place within 

contexts associated with these small groups. Other arrangements of chil

dren were possible, but the institutional hierarchy adapted from the 

elementary school was built around the age-graded peer group. The cen

ter director oversaw the activities of staff and children and served as 

the ultimate source of social rules governing behavior appropriate to 

the day care center. 

Activities within the institutional framework took place accord

ing to an established schedule. Periods of free play, nap time, snacks, 

arts and crafts, music, story group, lunch, were scheduled for the chil

dren. Activities found in the day care center such as "nap time" or 

"centers" each had their own rules for who could participate in them, 

what type of behavior was appropriate, and how that behavior was 
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organized. Different social participant structures (Philips 1972) 

structured interaction in ways that produced different types of sociali

zation events. The size of the group and the educational purpose of the 

activity both played a role in determining the participant structure. 

The participant structure might change as an activity progressed. At 

the beginning of story group, it might be appropriate for all the chil

dren to talk. Later, when the teacher was reading a story, she had the 

floor and children had to request permission to talk. Different types 

of behavior were appropriated at these times, and socialization events 

reflected those differences. Different types of social knowledge and 

behavior were called for in academic contexts than in contexts such as 

lunch or nap time. Social rules also djffered for contexts which took 

place on the playground, rather than inside the center. Since contexts 

changed fairly rapidly in the center and the rules for appropriate be

havior changed along with them, the children who attended the day care 

center were required to develop a broad repertoire of behaviors and the 

ability to match their behavior to the ongoing context. 

Socialization is a Hul timodal Process 

As the foregoing discussion has indicated, culture is a complex 

phenomenon, found at different levels of organization within American 

society. All three of the cultural systems described above were repre

sented in the day care center and, in order for a child to become a 

competent interactant, the child was required to master all three sys

tems and the accompanying rules for interaction. Socialization, then, 

in the day care center and elsewhere, is a very complex process. A 



review of the literature on socialization in the day care center (pp. 

50-53) revealed that previous studies have concentrated on particular 

child rearing practices or certain types of (assumed) prosocial be

haviors, rather than accounting for the complexity of this process. 
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In the next section of this chapter, a model of socialization 

as an interactional process will be presented which takes into account 

the complexity of the process. In addition to the interactionist 

premises described above, this model was based upon several aspects of 

sociolinguistic theory. First, it was recognized that information about 

the cultural premises, values and symbols which guide social interaction 

was transmitted through several modes of communication. Modes of com

munication, as originally described by Hymes (1972), included speech, 

writing, printing, drumming, blowing, whistling, si~ging, facial and 

body movement, smelling, tasting, and tactile sensation (Hymes 1972:22). 

To this list should be added film (both still and motion pictures), 

radio, records and other sound recordings, and television. Any of these 

modes, or all of them, could have been used to communicate information 

about any of the subcultures to which the interactants belonged. Trans

mission of cultural and social information through these various modes 

involved three aspects of the communicative process: the source of the 

message, the form of the message, and the content of the message. 

Message Source. It was possible to think of a message as being 

derived from two sources. First, there was the cultural system of 

values, premises, and symbols which shaped the message. Second, there 

was the person or persons responsible for framing the message. 
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Message Form. Cultural and social information was transmitted 

in a variety of forms. Messa~e form included the channel through which 

the message was communicated (visual, auditory, tactile, olfactory, and 

taste) and the code used by the sender (language, paralanguage, kine-

sics, proxemics, etc.), as well as the various modes available (Hymes 

1972). Some messages were transmitted directly from the sender to the 

receiver, during face to face interactions. Other messages were medi-

ated by other persons. A teacher who read a fairy tale to her class 

was mediating a message which originated with the author of the fairy 

tale. 

Message Content. Finally, every message had content or meaning. 

A message might have been about any number of ideas, values, and be-

haviors, depending upon the cultural system that the source was drawing 

upon to frame the message. 

An Interactional Model of Social
ization 

The interactional model of socialization was developed to 

describe one aspect of this multimodal process. The heart of the inter-

actional model was the concept of "socialization event." Hymes' (1972) 

original description of the communicative event included eight features: 

sender, receiver, channel, code, setting, message form, topic, and the 

event itself (Hymes 1972:22-23). While all socialization events were 

communicative events, only some communicative events were considered to 

be socialization events. In the interactional model, only those com-

municative events which had as their topic the appropriateness of a 
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participant's behavior were considered to be socialization events. The 

process of socialization in the day care center was concerned with the 

transmission of two different bodies of knowledge: a set of cognitive 

skills or abilities, and a set of social skills. Cognitive abilities 

which were emphasized in the day care center included color and shape 

recognition, and counting. In addition to this type of knowledge, 

socialization in the day c~e center was concerned with the transmission 

of information about socially appropriate ways of interacting with other 

persons. Because much of the previous research on the process of 

socialization in the day care center was concerned with cognitive skills 

and because there are social constraints on the demonstration of cogni

tive abilities, this model was formulated to account for the socializa

tion of social rather than academic behaviors. 

A second criterion for the identification of a socialization 

event was that the sender had to have been the original source of the 

message and not a mediator for another source. For a discussion of how 

these events were identified in the ongoing stream of social interaction, 

see pp. 132 to 134. It was recognized that other types of communicative 

events might contain covert messages about the appropriateness of some

one's behavior. The interactional model of the socialization process 

was an attempt to account for only one of the many possible modes of 

socialization. This mode was chosen because these events made the 

message about appropriate behavior directly available to the observer 

as well as to the interactants. Insights into the organization of the 

socialization process gained from an analysis of these events can later 

be used to expand the model to account for other modes of socialization. 
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Socialization events, then, were interpersonal interactions, 

involved two or more interactants, and dealt with the topic of socially 

appropriate behavior. These events did not occur in isolation; they 

were part of a stream of ongoing behavior. Social interactan~s worked 

together to create and give meaning to social contexts. Contexts have 

been defined as "mutually shared and ratified definitions of situation 

and • • • the social actions persons take on the basis of these defini

tions" (Mehan et al. 1976 cited in Erickson & Shultz 1981). In the day 

care center, social interaction was organized into a sequence of daily 

activities, each of which had been given a name. The daily schedule of 

the day care center included activities such as "snack time," "naptime," 

"story group," and "music time." Each activity was composed of a number 

of interpersonal interactions, some of which were socialization events. 

Each of these activities had its own rules for appropriate behavior. 

The message content of a socialization event in the day care center, 

then, varied according to the type of activity during which it took 

place. 

Socialization events in the day care center had as their topic 

the ap~ropriatenesB of a number of different types of behavior. The 

behaviors socialized in the day care center represented five major cate

gories. The category of institutional behaviors included those be

haviors which were considered necessary for the efficient management of 

the educational institution. Such behaviors included forming a line, 

raising one's hand, and "paying attention." A second category consisted 

of adult behaviors, or behaviors which were usually restricted to per

sons of adult status. Included in this category were behaviors such as 
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sitting in the teacher's chair and turning off the lights. Behaviors 

which were important in establishing status in the peer group made up a 

third category of behaviors. Such behaviors included being the leader 

and sitting. next to a friend o Acts of aggression, such as hitting, 

biting, and throwing an object at someone made up a fourth category of 

behavior. A fifth category of behaviors included social skills required 

of competent interactants in the American social system. Some of these 

skills were apologizing, sharing and (not) taking someone else's 

property. 

Socialization events, like all communicative events, were com

posed of a number of features. The interactional model of the social

ization process described the relationships among the socialization 

agent, the target of the event, the topic or behavior involved; the 

type of activity in which the event occurred; the socialization goal of 

the event, the interactional strategy used by the agent, and the lin

guistic routines used during the event. The relationship between the 

ongoing activity and the types of behavior that were appropriate has 

already been discussed. The other features will be described below. 

The Socialization Agent. The socialization agent was the person 

or persons sending a message about the appropriateness of another inter

actant's behavior. A socialization agent was a competent interactant 

who used her/his social competence to evaluate the behavior of another 

and communicated that evaluation to the other interactant(s). The in

dividual's social competence was a culturally specific set of interpre

tive rules which allowed the individual to interpret or cate~orize a 
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specific interaction as taking place within a culturally defined context. 

The individual's knowledge of the cultural norms for appropriate be

havior in different contexts allowed her/him to evaluate the appropri

ateness of others' behavior. Figure 3 diagrams the processes by which 

a socialization agent interprets behaviors in culturally appropriate 

ways. A socialization agent may be any person or group of persons who 

consider themselves to be competent interactants. In the day care 

center, agents most often were adult members of the culture or older 

children. A child who had experience interacting in certain contexts 

might serve as a socialization agent for a less experienced child. 

The Target. The target of a socialization event was the inter

actant or group of interactants toward whom the message about appro

priate behavior was directed. In a society, the process of socializing 

individuals to cultural and contextual norms for behavior may occur in 

many situations but is most likely to be directed towards persons 

considered incompetent, or unskilled, interactants. Young children make 

up the largest category of socialization targets but others may also be 

the target of a socialization event. Newcomers who are competent inter

actants in their own society, may be socialized by the members of their 

new society to act in ways appropriate for their new situation. Members 

of a society whose mental abilities hamper the mastery of social rules 

may also find themselves as the target of a socialization event. Be

cause this study was concerned with the socialization of children in the 

day care center, subsequent discussion of socialization events will be 

phrased in terms of child socialization. 
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Figure 3. Socialization in cultural context. -- Two aspects 
of the cultural system of beliefs, values, and 
premises which guide social interaction are repre
sented in the box at the top of the figure. Inter
pretive procedures are used by an individual to 
decide which cultural context is represented by a 
particular interaction. Once a cultural context has 
been established, the individual draws upon her or 
his social competence to evaluate the behavior of 
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the interactants in terms of the cultural norms for 
behavior in that context. The arrows in this diagram 
represent two interpretive processes which are part 
of the social competence an individual must develop 
in order to be a competent member of society. 
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Socialization Goals. The socialization goal of an event was 

the cultural end accomplished by the event. A socialization event might 

serve: (1) to define a behavior as appropriate to the context; (2) to 

define a behavior as inappropriate to the context; (3) to reward a be

havior considered appropriate; or (4) to punish a behavior considered 

inappropriate. The socialization agent might or might not have been 

conscious of the socialization goal she/he was accomplishing; social

ization goals were culturally determined, although they were realized 

through individual actions. 

Socialization Strategies. The socialization strategy used 

during an event was part of the behavioral repertoire of the socializa

tion agent. As individuals acquire social competency, they develop a 

repertoire of behaviors. Part of that repertoire is a set of inter

actional strategies for reacting to and dealing with the inappropriate 

behavior of others. Because of the differences in their interactional 

experience and social status, adult and child socialization agents 

employed different interactional strategies during socialization events. 

The following categories were used in coding the behavior of adult 

agents during socialization events: 

1. Label or define a behavior as being (in)appropriate for the 

ongoing context. For example, a teacher may say to a child, "We don't 

talk during nap time." This strategy was quite effective with children 

who had experience interacting in the day care center. 

2. Prevent, or threaten to prevent, the child from participating 

in a social interaction. (a) The agent might prevent the child from 
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participating in an ongoing interaction by removing the child from the 

scene or by physically isolating her or him from the group. For example, 

a teacher might threaten to prevent an ongoing interaction by asking, 

"Do I have to move you away from Tommy so he can sleep'?" (b) Partici

pation in a f~ture interaction could be prevented if the adult withheld 

her permission for the child to participate. A future interaction could 

be prevented if an adu1t·simp1y said, "You're not going on the field 

trip tomorrow." 

3. Assign, or threaten to assign, the child to a less favored in

teraction. (a) Adults could assign the child to a role behavior that 

was less favored by the child. Role behaviors that were less favored 

were those with lower status; for Children, they usually involved being 

assigned to the role of a younger child. For example, one kindergarten 

child in the study was assigned to spend a week as "a four year old" by 

a teacher who had exhausted her repertoire of other techniques. (b) 

Adult agents might also assign a child to an interaction that was less 

favored by the child. An example of assigning a child to a less favored 

interaction would be having the child rest inside while the other chil

dren were playing on the playground. 

4. Allow the child to participate in a favored interaction or re

stricted role behavior. This strategy allowed the adult to reward 

appropriate behavior. (a) The adult might allow the child to partici

pate in a favored interaction; favored interactions included those with 

a limited number of participants or that occurred infrequently. Cooking 

projects and field trips were two examples of favored interactions. 
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(b) A second way to reward or encourage behavior was to allow the child 

to enr,age in otherwise restricted role behaviors. Most typically, this 

involved allowing the child to assume an adult role -- as group leader, 

teacher's helper, and so on. Some child behaviors, such as being first 

in line were also restricted. 

Children in the day care center, by virtue of their status as 

children, had less control over interactional resources, so they had to 

rely on different socialization strategies. Children sometimes imitated 

the strategies of the adult agents described above. Two strategies 

unique to child socialization agents were also represented in the social

ization events recorded in the day care center. 

1. Allow other chilrlren to participate in interactions. Child 

socialization agents could not allow another child access to restricted 

interactions because of their social status. Restricted interactions 

remained the property of adult agents. Children could, however, offer 

another child the chance to take a favored role in a peer interaction 

(the hero, leader, etc.), invite a child to join an interaction, or con

tinue to interact with a child, thereby labeling her/his behavior as 

appropriate. 

2. Attempt to prevent another child from participating in an inter

action. (a) Because the child lacked the authority to prevent another 

child's participation in an ongoing interaction, she/he could resort to 

physical force or seek adult intervention. If the child resorted to 

physical force, she/he ran the risk of having her or his behavior sanc

tioned. A wiser course was to appeal to the authority of a nearby 

adult: "Johnny won't share the blocks with us." (b) If a child or 
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group of children wished to prevent another child from participating in 

a future interaction, their lack of authority circumscribed their alter

natives. A group of children might ostracize the offender, but a single 

child could only attempt to avoid interacting with the offending child. 

Socialization Routines. A hallmark of socialization events was 

the routinization of the linguistic forms associated with them. The 

concept of the linguistic routine was originally proposed by Hymes 

(1961, 1971) and has been expanded upon by Boggs and his colleagues 

(Peters and Boggs 1982; Boggs and Watson-Gegeo 1978; Boggs in press). 

Hymes defined linguistic routines as "sequential organizations beyond 

the sentence, either as activities of one person or as the interaction 

of two or more persons" (Hymes 1971:58). In their definition of an 

interactional routine, Peters and Boggs were concerned with the second 

aspect of Hymes' definition. They defined an interactional routine as 

a "sequence of exchanges in which one speaker's utterance ••• calls 

forth one of a limited set of responses by one or more other partici

pants" (Peters and Boggs 1982:2). While routines specify the content 

and kinds of utterances to be expected in an interaction, the degree to 

which the content is predetermined varies. Peters and Boggs described 

a "continuum of fixedness" along which routines could be thought to lie. 

At one end of this continuum were routines with a high degree of fixed

ness, such as the "knock-knock, who's there?" exchange found in a 

popular form of American joking (Boggs and Peters 19R2:3). At the other 

end of the continuum were routines where the kind of response was pre

scribed, but not its exact form or content. As an example of this type 
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of routine, Peters and Boggs (1982:4) gave the parental admonition, 

"what do you say?" which could be followed by a number of responses, 

including "please," "thank you," "excuse me," or "I'm sorry". Somewhere 

in between these two extremes were routines which had empty slots to be 

filled in with formulaic responses. This type of routine was illus

trated by the "What's that? That's a __ " exchange often found in 

language instruction settings. Peters and Boggs suggested that all of 

these exchanges could be considered routines because of their predict

ability. A second criterion for the identification of routines suggested 

by Peters and Boggs was the consistency with which interactants responded 

to them. 

During the pilot phase of this research project, it became clear 

that certain aspects of the lan~age forms llsed during the socialization 

process in the day care center were highly predictable and routinized. 

The degree to which this was so was revealed when children responded to 

the ri~ht cue in the wrong context. Peters and Boggs (1982:4-5) gave 

an example of this type of phenomenon among the Kwara'ae of the Solomon 

Islands. The fact that it was found in the day care environment as well 

suggests that it may be a widespread phenomenon which could be used to 

identify routines in other settings. The children's miscuing in the 

day care center will be familiar to many teachers and parents. Chil

dren sometimes responded to requests for information such as "what are 

you and Tommy doing?" as if they were accusations. In such situations, 

they responded with denials, "I didn't do it" rather than answering the 

request for information. While some might conclude that such responses 

were the result of a guilty conscience, it is more likely that they 
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represented the child's misinterpretation of a request for information 

as a directive. Directives are a type of utterance which request some 

type of good or service from the hearer (c.f., Ervin-Tripp 1976 and 

Searle 1976 for a discussion of directives). A common way to mitigate 

the force of such requests in middle class English is to phrase the re

quest as a question. Typical examples of such question directives are, 

"Do you have a match?", "Could you close the door?", and "Would you 

please take your seats?" This type of directive was commonly used by 

the adults in the day care center to request that the children perform 

a desired behavior. Because of the status difference between the adults 

and the children in the center, however, the children did not have the 

option of refusing these requests. They thereby took on the force of a 

command rather than a request. The children's miscuing suggests that 

they recognized the intonation pattern of a question, knew that ques

tions were often used to direct them to modify their behavior, and re

acted as if their behavior had been called into question. 

A closer analysis of situations in which adults were, in fact, 

callin~ the children's behavior into question led to the identification 

of a number of routines being used for this purpose. These linguistic 

forms are referred to in the interactional model as "socialization 

routines." Before presenting examples of the socialization routines 

used in the day care center, the concept of socialization routine will 

be more rigorously defined. As defined by Hymes and Boggs (op. cit.) 

routines are sequential organizations of interaction which specify the 

form and content of the exchange. The term "socialization routine" 
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refers to the language forms used by socialization agents, usually 

adults, during a particular type of interactional sequence. This type 

of sequence began with the performance of some behavior by a child. The 

socialization agent evaluated that behavior and used a socialization 

routine to communicate her judgment about the appropriateness of that 

behavior to the child. The child either responded to the routine by 

modifying a behavior considered inappropriate or by trying to redefine 

the situation as one in which the behavior was appropriate. Because of 

the status differences between adults and children, the second type of 

response had less chance of succeeding and was less likely to be used. 

All of the lan~age forms used by the teachers in such exchanges shared 

a common function: to communicate with a child or group of children 

about the type of behavior appropriate to the social context. Many, but 

not all, of the language forms used by the teachers were identified as 

socialization routines. Routinized forms were distinguished from non

routinized forms on the basis of the predictability of their form and 

content. Like the routines discussed by Peters and Boggs (1982), some 

routines were more "fixed" or predictable than others. 

Two socialization routines were identified on the basis of their 

syntactic forms. The category of questioning routines included direc

tive questions which explicitly stated the behavior considered appro

priate for the context. Examples of this type of questioning routine 

were, "Could you join the group'?" and ''Will you line up'?" Other ques

tioning routines did not explicitly state the appropriate behavior but, 

instead, required that the child infer the appropriate behavior from 

the context. For example, the questions '~hat are you supposed to be 
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doing right now?" and "Where is the book corner?" required the child to 

refer to her/his knowledge of behaviors appropriate in the center ac

tivities associated with different time periods and spatial locations. 

A second type of socialization routine which was identified on 

the basis of its syntactic form were commands. Command forms were 

clearly marked by their syntax in both English and Spanish t and served 

to state explicitly what behavior was required of the hearer. Examples 

of comMand forms used in the day care center included "Sit on your 

bottomst" "Close your eyes t " and "Ven aqui." As will be shown in Chap

ter 7 t the questioning routine was the most commonly used socialization 

routine in one of the centers studied t while command forms were the most 

frequently used type of routine in the second center. While the content 

of these routines was somewhat unpredictable (a teacher might either say 

"Could you join the group'?" or "What are you supposed to be doing right 

now?")t it was possible to predict that t once a teacher had evaluated a 

behavior as inappropriate t her response would most likely be a question 

in the one center and a command in the other. Once the social context 

had been established t it was possible for the hearer to predict with 

which set of behaviors a routine would be concerned. 

Other socialization routines used in the day care center were 

formulaic in nature. Probably the most highly routinized form used 

during socialization events in the day care center was the need routine. 

Both the form and content of this routine were highly routinized. This 

routine always had the form "You need to X." X represents a slot which 

was filled by whatever behavior was considered appropriate by the agent. 



Examples of this routine which were used in the center included "You 

need to pay attention" and "You need to fold your legs." 
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Another socialization routine which was formulaic in nature was 

the choice/chance routine. This routine had two different but related 

forms. The formulaic questioll, "What is your choice? To do X or Y?" 

offered the child a choice between two behaviors. X and Y represent 

slots which the agent filled with types of behavior. Typically, the X 

slot was filled by the behavior desired by the agent, while the Y slot 

was filled by a behavior which the agent thought the child would not 

want to perform. For example, a teacher might ask a child, "What is 

your choice? To join the group or to sit on the porch?" It is impor

tant to note that this routine offered the child a genuine choice. If 

the child wanted to, she/he could choose to sit on the porch. A related 

linguistic form offered the child a "chance" rather than a "choice." 

There was more variation in the form of this routine but it was most 

often characterized by the use of the formula, "This is your last chance 

to X." Again, X represents a slot which the teacher filled with the 

desired behavior. 

Several other socialization routines were characterized by the 

use of lexical markers. The word "Please" was used by the teachers to 

mitigate the coercive nature of their language during socialization 

events. Most often, "please" was used to soften commands, as in ''Please 

sit down." It could also be used with questions: "Please would you sit 

down?" or statements "You need to sit down, please." Some might question 

whether these forms should be considered a routine. The decision to 

consider this a routine was based largely on the teachers' responses to 
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a questionnaire about their verbal behavior during socialization events 

(see Routines Questionnaire, Appendix A). The teachers' responses indi

cated that they considered forms prefaced by "please" to be different 

from the same forms without the word "please" and that their use of 

"please" during socialization events was a deliberate, conscious strat

egy on their part. 

Another routine, labeled the show/see routine was also marked 

by the use of particular lexical markers. In this case, the markers 

were the verbs "show" and "see." The verb "show" was used in routines 

which phrased the issue in terms of the child, or the target of the 

event. For example, a teacher might comment that "Sheila is showing me 

she doesn't know how to rest." The verb "see" was used in routines 

which took the perspective of the teacher: "I see Sheila doesn't know 

how to rest." 

A final linguistic form used during socialization events which 

was characterized by the use of a particular lexical marker, was the 

"let's" statement. This linguistic category was not initially identi

fied from the data as being a routinized form. Description of "care

taker speech," however, have often included the use of this form among 

the characteristics of this type of speech. For that reason, it was 

decided to include this form in the analysis to see to what extent it 

was used during socialization events. Examples of this form which were 

found in the day care center included "Let's line up" and "Let's make a 

circle." 

The degree to which these forms actually constituted routines 

can be further illustrated by a comparison of them with non-routinized 
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forms. These forms were highly variable in form and content, and were 

not used in a number of events. Some examples of utterances which were 

considered non-routinized, or idiosyncratic, included: "I don't have 

everybody's attention;" ''We're going to have to start a Santa list;" 

"That's awful loud for inside;" "Ben, you already had your shoes taken 

away once;" and "There are twice as many children, so we have to be 

twice as well behaved." As Chapter 7 will show, teachers in both cen

ters where research was conducted were far more likely to use one of the 

routinized forms, especially command forms, the questioning routine, and 

the need routine, than they were to use an idiosyncratic, non-routinized 

form. 

Data Collection 

In order to test the interactional model of socialization, a 

second phase of research was conducted from May 1983 to December 1983. 

During this phase of research, data were collected in two day care cen

ters, which served different ethnic groups in the community. This 

section will describe the techniques used to gather the data in these 

centers. In addition to the observations recorded in field notes, data 

were collected through tape-recording of certain activities, question

naires, and the use of socialization event record sheets. This last 

method of data collection was developed for use in this study and was 

of particular importance in testing the interactional model of sociali

zation. The information gathered through this technique was coded 

using a format developed by the researcher. Once the information had 

been coded, it was entered onto the Cyber 175 computer and subjected 
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to statistical analysis using the Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences (Nie et ale 1975). Statistical procedures used to identify 

relationships among the features of the socialization events included 

analyses of contingency tables using the chi-square (X2) statistic and 

Cramer's V statistic, and a log-linear analysis of the interactional 

model. 

Research Sites 

During the second phase of research, observations were con

ducted in two day care centers in Tucson, Arizona. The primary research 

site was the east-side center in which the pilot study had been con

ducted. This center was included in the second phase of research 

because the observer had already established rapport with the staff 

and children of the center, which greatly facilitated the collection of 

data. Further, the east-side center was representative of the most com

mon form of center-based day care in the community; independent, pro

prietary centers. The staff and clientele of the east-side center came 

from middle class Anglo backgrounds. A detailed description of this 

center and the socialization process in it is contained in Chapter 5. 

In order to demonstrate that the interactional model and the 

micro-ethnographic approach it embodied were cross-culturally valid, a 

center with an ethnic composition different from that of the east-side 

center was added to the study in July 1983. The staff of the Tucson 

Association for Child Care provided the names of several centers which 

met this description. The final selection of the second center was 

based on the center's daily schedule of activities. Because contextual 
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variation was very important in the interactional model, a center which 

had activities comparable to those found in the east-side center was 

chosen. The center which was chosen was a predominantly Mexican-American 

non-profit center located on the southside of town. A more detailed 

description of the south-side center will be given in Chapter 6. 

Research Methods 

The primary method of data collection was participant

observation. In both centers, the researcher served as a volunteer, or 

"helper." As a member of the social systems of these centers, it was 

possible to gain an "insider's view" of the socialization process and 

to identify the culturally relevant contexts for socialization. The 

ethnographer was present in one of the centers for an average of five 

hours per day. Initially, the researcher conducted fieldwork five days 

a week. After the south-side center was added to the study, a four day, 

split week research schedule was adopted (see p. 131). In addition to 

classroom observations, the researcher participated in staff meetings, 

training sessions, field trips, and center holiday celebrations. 

Teachers at both centers were initially wary of being observed. 

After some time had elapsed and nothing bad had happened as a result of 

the researcher's presence, the staff members relaxed and did not seem 

self-conscious when the observer was present. The children at both cen

ters were initially curious about the researcher's activities, but 

quickly accepted her presence. The fact that the researcher was an 

adult was a potential handicap in observing the children in peer set

tings. Once it was established that the observer was not a teacher, 
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however, the children continued about their business in an unse1f

conscious fashion. On one occasion, the observer witnessed one child 

hit another while playing in the sandbox. For safety reasons, she 

pointed out the danger of hitting children. The child's reaction, 

"You're not going to tell the teacher are you?", was evidence that the 

researcher had been accepted by the children and was not skewing the 

observations by her presence. 

Participant-observation was supplemented by the use of question

naires to gather certain types of background information. Information 

on the children in the research population was obtained through the 

"Child's Information Sheet" which was distributed at the beginning of 

the study along with a consent form (see Original Child's Information 

Sheet, Appendix A). The original version of the form asked for certain 

demo~raphic information about the child's family and about the child's 

previous day care experience. Information on all the children attending 

the east-side center was gathered using this form. The parents of the 

children attending the south-side center were reluctant to answer such 

"personal" questions and a modified form was drawn up for use at this 

center. The modified form asked only for the child's name, age, length 

of attendance at the center, and whether the child had any previous day 

care experience (see Modified Child's Information Sheet, Appendix A). 

Some of the southside parents did complete the original version of the 

form and more detailed information was available on their children. 

Information on the teaching staff of the two centers was also 

gathered using the "Teacher's Information Sheet" (see Appendix A). The 

teachers were asked to describe their job experience in day care and 



130 

related fields, their educational background, and their reasons for 

getting involved in early childhood education. At the end of the study, 

the teachers were also asked to complete a questionnaire about the 

various types of socialization routines they used during socialization 

events (see Routines Questionnaire, Appendix A). The teachers were 

asked how likely they thought they were to use the various routines, 

how authoritarian they thought the routines were, and what factors 

affected their choice of routine. The data collected through these two 

questionnaires provided useful insight into variations in the teachers' 

behavior during socialization events. 

A third data gathering technique which was employed during the 

study was the tape-recording of selected activities. Tape recordings 

were made of "story group" activities at the east-side center during the 

summer program. The story group activity was selected for recording be

cause it was a rich setting for socialization events and because it was 

the most suited to the tape-recording situation. The children were 

introduced to the recording equipment before they were recorded and were 

allowed to "play" with the equipment. Their familiarity with the equip

ment helped reduce their self-consciousness during the recording ses

sions. Each teacher was taped twice; ten story groups, led by six dif

ferent teachers were recorded. Transcriptions of these activities were 

used to check the ethnographer's accuracy in recording socialization 

events and to supplement the more anecdotal descriptions found in the 

field notes. 

General observations, including a description of the day's 

activities, were recorded daily in the observer's field notes. In 
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addition to these unstructured observations, detailed descriptions of 

specific socialization events were recorded on coding sheets (see 

Socialization Event Record Sheet, Appendix A). The fieldnotes provided 

an overall picture of the day's activities with anecdotes and comments. 

The socialization event records provided detailed, verbatim descriptions 

of interactions in a variety of contexts. Because these descriptions 

were used to test the interactional model and because this was the first 

time this method of data collection had been employed, an extended dis

cussion of this procedure will be presented below. 

Recording Socialization Events 

Before the second phase of research began, a field work schedule 

was drawn up. This schedule provided for periods of general observation, 

tape recording (in the east-side center), and recording socialization 

events. The ethnographer visited the east-side center daily during the 

summer program (June 6 through August 24). After the south-side center 

was added to the study, a rotating schedule was used in visiting the two 

centers. Each center was visited for two days a week. Observations 

were conducted for four days in a row (Thursday, Friday, Monday, Tues

day) with Wednesdays devoted to processing the data collected during 

the previous week. This split schedule ensured that each center was 

visited every week, while the four day period ensured continuity in the 

observations. 

To ensure that all activities were equally represented in the 

recorded socialization events, the fieldwork schedule listed which cen

ter activities would be observed and recorded each week. Several 
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activities were designated each week for this treatment. By rotating 

the activities each week, a schedule which ensured that all activities 

were observed with equal frequency was developed. Those activities not 

scheduled to be recorded on a particular day were observed and described 

in the general field notes. 

In order to identify and record socialization events, the theo

retical definition of an event as stated on pages 110 and 112 had to be 

operationalized. This procedure went as follows: in accordance with 

the fieldwork schedule, the observer identified the activities during 

which event events were to be recorded. With record sheets at hand, the 

ethnographer began to observe the ongoing activity. When a socialization 

event was observed, a verbatim account of the event was entered on a 

record sheet. The socialization events which were so recorded were 

easily identifiable in the ongoing stream of behavior. While they took 

place during a number of activities and involved different participants, 

all shared the same topic: appropriateness of the behavior of one or 

more participants. 

An example taken from the transcript of one of the tape-recorded 

story groups will illustrate how a shift in topic marked the boundaries 

of a socialization event. In this example, the teacher is reading the 

book How to Scare a Lion (Stephenson 1965) to her story group of seven 

children, including Jimmy. 

1 TEACHER 

2 

3 

4 

Okay. How to scare a lion. We're going to 

find out how to scare a lion, I bet. (she 

begins to read the text of the book) In all 

the world, Leonard was the fiercest of all 



5 /1 ions/ 

6 CHILDREN /lions/ 

7 JIMMY /Gr-r-r-r-r/ 

8 TEACHER land fearless/ Okay, Jimmy, I can't read 

9 

10 

11 

when you're making noises. (she resumes reading) 

Fearless Frederick was the bravest of all lion 

tamers • . . . 
The topic being discussed in lines one through seven of this excerpt 
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was a children's storybook about lion taming. The children's contribu

tion to the storyreading effort in line six indicated that they, as well 

as the teacher, were participating in a discussion of this topic. In 

line eight, the teacher had accepted the children's contribution and 

began to read the next sentence, which started with the word "fearless." 

Jimmy's growlin~, occurring just as the teacher began the next sentence, 

was considered by the teacher to be an inappropriate contribution to the 

discussion. She then switched topics from the text on lion taming to a 

statement about the appropriateness of Jimmy's behavior. In lines ten 

and eleven, the topic has shifted back again to the text on lion taming. 

The portion of the discourse dealing with the appropriateness of Jimmy's 

behavior represents a socialization event. This event was a short one, 

since Jimmy's response was to stop making the growling sound. In other 

events, a discussion of the appropriateness of a behavior continued for 

a much longer period of time. An event was considered to have begun 

when one of the interactants initiated a discussion of the appropriate

ness of the behavior of one or more participants in the activity and 
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continued until the topic was changed. A verbatim account of each event 

was recorded, including a brief description of the ongoing activity. 

For each event, a number of pieces of information were recorded. 

This information included the date, the time at which the event took 

place, who initiated the event, the location in each center where the 

event took place, the type of behavior discussed, the target(s) of the 

event, the agent, and other persons involved in the event. As complete 

a description as possible was given of the verbal and non-verbal behavior 

of all interactants. Based on this description, the socialization goal, 

interactional strategy, and linguistic routine(s) involved in the event 

were identified and recorded. 

Processing the Recorded Socializa
tion Events 

The 489 events from the east-side center and 124 events from the 

south-side center recorded in this fashion were then prepared for 

computer-assisted statistical analysis, using the Statistical Package 

for the Social Sciences. A larger number of events were recorded at the 

east-side center for two reasons. First, the south-side center was part 

of the study for five months, whereas observations were conducted at the 

east-side center over a period of seven months. Second, the teachers at 

the south-side center used a style of interactional management which 

tightly structured the children's behavior and obviated the need for as 

many socialization events. 

The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was used 

to do statistical analyses (tests of significance and measures of associ-

ation) of contingency tables of the variables recorded for each 
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socialization event. In order for such analyses to be performed, the 

information on each record sheet had to be assigned numerical codes 

which were key punched onto cards that could be "read" by the Cyber 175 

computer at the University of Arizona Computer Center. In accordance 

with procedures set forth in the SPSS manual, seventeen variables were 

coded for each event. While the SPSS manual provided general guidelines 

for coding variables, the coding scheme described below was developed by 

the researcher. The coded variables were the date of the event, the 

time it took place, the target(s) of the event, the agent(s), the 

spatial location where the event took place, which participant initiated 

the event, participants other than the agent and target involved, the 

number of targets, the behavior involved, the socialization goal of the 

event, the interactional strategy used by the agent, the number of 

routines used by the agent, the first routine used, the second routine 

used (if any), the story group to which the tar~et belonged, the tar

get's date of birth, and how many siblings the target had. 

For each variable, different numerical values were used to rep

resent the possible variations of that variable. For example, each 

child was assigned a three digit identification number. Boys were 

assigned numbers from 100 to 199, each boy having his own number. Girls 

were assigned numbers from 200 to 299. The numerical value of 333 was 

used when the target of an event was two or more girls, 444 for two or 

more boys, 555 for two or more children of different sexes, 666 if the 

target was an entire story group, and 999 if the target was two or more 

story groups of children. Each adult agent was assigned an identifica

tion number from 001 to 099. In events where the socialization agent 
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was a child, the child's identification number was used. In events 

where several persons acted together as the socialization agent, the 

numerical value of 999 was entered as the value of the agent variable. 

Numerical values were assigned in a similar fashion for the various 

locations in which events had taken place, the behaviors involved, 

socialization goals, strategies, and routines. Certain variables, such 

as the date and time of an event, the number of targets, the number of 

routines used, the target's date of birth, and the number of siblings 

were already in numerical format and were simply entered as they were. 

Special numerical codes were used for the date of birth and number of 

siblings to indicate that the event involved multiple targets. For 

each variable, the value of zero was used to indicate whether the in

formation was unknown or missing. For example, in a few cases, the 

observer did not see the child perform the behavior which came to be 

the subject of a socialization event. In those cases, the behavior was 

assigned the value 00. 

Based on the seventeen variables entered into the computer for 

each event, it was possible to infer certain other variables. These 

other variables were not entered originally in order to minimize the 

time involved in coding and entering the data and, therefore, to mini

mize the opportunity for mistakes to be made. The Statistical Package 

for the Social Sciences contained several procedures which permitted new 

variables to be inferred from those contained in the original data base. 

This analysis made use of the IF statement to define eight additional 

variables. This statement was used to create a new variable if an 

event satisfied the conditions specified in the statement. For examnle, 
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a statement which conformed to the syntax required by SPSS but which can 

be translated as "if the number of targets is equal to one and the num

ber of agents is equal to one, then the event is dyadic" was used to 

create the new variable DYAD. Variables created this way included the 

area (indoors or outdoors) in which the event took place, the activity 

during which the event took place, whether the activity was academic or 

not, the size of the group involved in the activity, whether the social

ization event was a dyadic interaction or involved multiple agents or 

multiple targets, and the ethnic origin of the target. 

In order for statistical analyses to be done of the relation

ships among these variables, the specific numerical values for most of 

the variables had to be combined to form meaningful analytic categories. 

A contingency table of the raw values for target by location would have 

produced a table with almost two hundred rows (one for each target) and 

over thirty columns, one for each location. Such a table would have 

been not only unwieldy, but analytically meanin~less, since most cells 

would have been empty. The SPSS computer program contained a procedure 

called the RECODE statement which allowed the researcher to recode the 

values for target and location into new categories. A RECODE statement 

was used to combine all the children who had been assigned an identifi

cation number between 100 and 199 into a category called "boys." An

other RECODE statement was used to combine the children with identifica

tion numhers between 200 and 299 into a category called "girls." A 

third statement was used to create a category representing mixed groups 

of boys and girls. These categories were chosen so that sex differences 

in the socialization of individual children and group socialization 



could be investigated. The RECODE statement was used in similar ways 

to recode other variables as well as the TARGET variable. 
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The process of coding the information contained on the social

ization record shp.ets, entering that information into the computer, and 

creating new variables and analytic categories for each variable produced 

a data base rich in information about the socialization process. That 

data base consisted of six hundred and thirteen cases (socialization 

events) with twenty-five variables per case. This body of data was used 

to explore the relationships among a number of features of the socializa

tion process. Chapters 7 through 9 will present a detailed considera

tion of the statistical analysis of that body of data. The statistical 

procedures used in the analysis of the data will be discussed below. 

Data Analysis 

The socialization events recorded in the two centers were coded 

according to the procedures outlined above and entered onto the Cyber 

175 computer at the University of Arizona Computer Center. Two statis

tical packages were used to perform statistical analyses of the social

ization events. Both the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 

(SPSS) and the Biomedical Data Processing package or BMDP (Dixon and 

Brown 1979) were used in the data analyses. In recent years, a number 

of statistical packages have been designed for the computer-assisted 

statistical analysis of data. These packages were used in this study 

because they were available at the University Computer Center and be

cause they were designed especially for use with the type of data 

collected in the social sciences. The SPSS package was used to do 
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statistical analyses of contingency tables of the relationships among 

the features of the socialization events, while the BMDP package was 

used to perform a log-linear analysis of the interactional model of the 

socialization process. Before considering these procedures in further 

detail, several hypotheses to be tested about the interactional model 

will be outlined. 

Hypotheses About the Interactional 
Model 

In order to determine whether the interactional model accurately 

described the socialization process in the day care center and to evalu-

ate its potential as a research tool, a number of hypotheses about the 

relationships among the components of the model were formulated. In 

accordance with statistical theory (Huck, Cormier and Bounds 1974~40), 

these hypotheses were stated as null hypotheses, or statements that no 

relationships existed between the variables being compared. If statis-

tical tests, using the chi-square statistic allow these null hypotheses 

to be rejected, the alternative hypotheses, that relationships between 

the variables do exist, will be accepted. Because the alternative 

hypotheses state that there is a relationship between the variables 

being tested, without specifying the exact nature of that relationship, 

it is not mathematically possible to calculate the value of chi-square 

needed to reject such general hypotheses (Cowgill 1977:356). It is 

possible, however, to calculate the exact value of the chi-square sta-

tistic necessary to reject the null hypotheses at a selected level of 

confidence. Following the practice of most social scientists, the .95 
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or 9~ level of confidence will be used in the tests of these hypotheses. 

This means that the probability that the null hypotheses will be re-

jected even though they are true is five percent or less (p= .05). Con-

versely, there is a ninety-five percent chance that the null hypotheses 

have been correctly rejected because they are false. 

The hypotheses were as follows: 

1. H: The agent's choice of interactional strategy is unrelated 
o 

to the socialization goal of the event. If statistical analysis allows 

this hypothesis to be rejected, the alternative hypothesis, that choice 

of interactional strategy is correlated with the socialization goal 

will be accepted. 

2. H : o 
Choice of socialization routine varies randomly across 

socialization strategy. If statistical tests lead to the rejection of 

this hypothesis, the alternative hypothesis, that socialization routine 

is correlated with socialization strategy will be accepted. 

3. H : Choice of socialization strategy varies randomly across 
o 

types of activity_ If tests force the rejection of this hypothesis, the 

alternative hypothesis, that the agent's choice of strategy is influ-

enced by the type of activity, will be accepted. The activities which 

take place in the day care center can be characterized by a number of 

features and separate tests will be conducted for each type of activity. 

4. H : o 
The syntactic form of a socialization routine is not re-

lated to its pragmatic fUnction. The rejection of this hypothesis will 

demonstrate that the relationship between form and function is constant 

and that one routine cannot be used for different purposes in different 

situations. 



H : o The socialization goal of an event is not related to the 

type of behavior being socialized. If statistical tests lead to the 
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rejection of this hypothesis, the alternative hypothesis, that the goal 

of an event is correlated with the type of behavior being socialized, 

will be accepted. 

6. H : o The interactional strategy selected by a socialization 

agent is independent of the type of behavior being socialized. Rejec-

tion of this hypothesis will lead to the acceptance of the alternative 

hypothesis, that choice of strategy is conditioned by the type of 

behavior in question. 

H : o 
The socialization routine employed by an agent is not re-

lated to the behavior being socialized. If tests force the rejection 

of this hypothesis, the alternative hypothesis, that choice of routine 

is related to the type of behavior will be accepted. 

Statistical Analyses 

Through consultation with statistical consultants (Iannucci and 

Nogawa, personal communication 1984), it was determined that the pro-

cedures best suited to the type of data collected during this study were 

analyses of contingency tables, using the chi-square and Cramer's V 

statistics, and a log-linear analysis of interactional model. These 

procedures were selected for several reasons. The Chi-square statistic 

is a type of non-parametric statistical test. Non-parametric statistics, 

including chi-square, are not based on the assumption that the popula-

tion(s) being studied are normally distributed. Only non-p~rametric 

statistics can be used with nominal level data, which was the type of 
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data found in this study (Huck et ale 1974:197). There are three levels 

of measurement which can be used to classify data. Nominal measurement 

of data involves classifying observations into categories (Huck et ale 

1974). At this level of measurement, it is not possible to make assump

tions about the values being assigned to the data. Each value is a 

distinct category; the numerical values serve only as a label or name 

(hence, the term "nominal"). It is not possible to numerically order 

these categories, nor is it possible to perform numerical operations 

(addition, subtraction) on them (Nie et ale 1975:4). At the ordinal 

level of measurement, it is possible to rank the categories of data 

along a scale on the basis of some criterion. The third level of 

measurement, the interval level, is used when the distances between 

categories can be measured with some numerical unit (Huck et ale OPe 

cit.). With data of the ordinal or interval level of measurement .. it 

is possible to use parametric as well as non-parametric statistical 

tests. Both parametric and non-parametric statistics can be used to 

test hypotheses by calculating a specific value of the test statistic 

and comparing it to the critical value needed to reject the hypothesis 

at a chosen level of significance (Huck et ale 1974:198). 

Contingency Tables. The first procedure used to analyze the 

data was contingency table analysis. Using the CROSSTABS subprogram, 

contingency tables were produced which displayed the distribution of 

socialization events according to their position on two or more of the 

variables in the data set. Some of these tables depicted relationships 

between two variables for the entire body of data (595 events with adult 
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agents). Other tables were produced which described the relationship 

between variables at each of the two centers. Contingency tables were 

also produced which compared the two centers for a particular variable. 

Chapters 7 through 9 contain a more detailed description and analysis 

of these tables. 

The number of cells in a contingency table is determined by the 

number of values each variable has. The number of events in the cells 

of the contingency table constitute a joint frequency distribution which 

can be statistically analyzed by tests of significance and measures of 

association (Nie et al. 1975:218). The CROSSTABS subprogram of the 

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences is capable of performing a 

number of statistical tests on the tables it has generated. Because of 

the type of data involved in this study and the large size of many of 

the contingency tables, the chi-square and Cramer's V statistics were 

determined to be the best suited for analyses of these data (Iannucci 

and Nogawa, personal co~munication 1984). Chi-square, like other tests 

of significance, is used to determine whether or not the variables in a 

contingency table are statistically independent (Nie et al. 1974:218). 

Tests of significance indicate the probability that the relationship 

between two variables observed in the contingency table could have 

happened by chance (Nie et al. 1974:222). Small values of chi-square 

indicate the absence of a relationship between the variables, or statis

tical independence. A large value indicates some sort of systematic 

relationship exists between the variables. Whether or not that rela

tionship is significant can be determined by calculating the probability 

that the relationship between the variables is due to chance. A 
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probability of .05 indicates that such a distribution could have been 

due to chance five times out of one hundred. This is the confidence 

level usually used in social sciences (p = .05) to measure statistical 

independence and it was used to evaluate the tables in this study. 

The chi-square statistic indicates whether or not a relationship 

exists between two variables, but it cannot be used to measure the 

strength of that relationship (Blalock 1972:291). In order to measure 

the strength of the relationships between the variables in a contingency 

table, a statistic known as a measure or index of association must be 

calculated for each contingency table. The measure of association used 

in this study was Cramer's V. Cramer's V can have a value ranging from 

o to 1. If the two variables are perfectly associated, Cramer's V will 

be equal to 1. The Cramer's V statistic can be used to compare several 

relationships in order to determine which is the strongest. A relation

ship between two variables, such as the age of tar~et and socialization 

routine, which has a Cramer's V score of .30, is twice as strong as the 

relationship between two variables with a Cramer's V score of .15 

(Blalock 1972:294; Hays 1967:95). Cramer's V is not commonly used in 

the social science literature (Blalock 1972:297), so there was no estab

lished precedent for determining what value of Cramer's V represented a 

significant association between variables. Because of the preliminary 

nature of this investigation, a Cramer's V value of .20 will be taken as 

evidence of an important relationship between two variables. In further 

research with the interactional model, the nature of the relationships 

identified in this manner can be investigated more fully and subject to 

more rigorous statistical analysis. 
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Log-linear Analysis of the Model. A second statistical pro

cedure which was used to analyze the data collected in this study was a 

log-linear analysis of the interactional model of socialization. Log-

linear analysis is a type of discrete multivariate analysis which can 

be used to identify the structure present in a large body of data. Log

linear analysis allows the relationships in a complex body of qualita

tive data to be described by a mathematical model (Fishop, Fienberg and 

Holland 1975:1-9). Specifically, log-linear analysis expresses the 

relationships among the cells of a contingency table in terms of the 

logarithms of the expected values for each cell. This results in a 

linear equation which states the degree to which variation in the ex

pected values is due to a row effect, a comumn effect, and the interac

tion between the row and column effects (Burton and Reitz 1981; Reitz 

and Burton 1983). When a number of variables have been used to charac

terize a body of data, log-linear analysis provides a way to mathemati

cally determine which of those variables are related (Bishop et ale 

1975:1-9). In lo~-linear analysis, a linear equation or model is cal

culated for every possible combination of the variables. Each equation 

is then compared to the actual distribution of the data in the con-

tingency table. Measures of fit, such as Pearson's chi-square and the 

likelihood ratio (G2) are used to determine how closely the equation 

matches the cells of the original table (Reitz and Burton 1983). These 

measures of fit indicate whether the equation gives an adequate descrip

tion of the population from which the data were obtained (Bishop et ale 

1975:37). The measures of fit for all possible models can be compared 

to determine which model best describes the data. 
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In this study, a log-linear analysis of the relationships among 

three components of the interactional model Was carried out by using the 

Biomedical Data Processing package (Dixon and Brown 1979). The data for 

the log-linear analysis consisted of a three dimensional contingency 

table showing the distribution of socialization events by socialization 

goal, interactional strategy, and linguistic routine. Separate tables 

were used for the events recorded at the East- and South-side centers, 

so that differences in the relationships between the components of the 

model at the two centers could be investigated. The results of these 

analyses will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 9. 

Summary 

This chapter has described four stages involved in the collec

tion and analysis of data on the process of socialization in the day 

care center. Research conducted during a pilot study allowed the re

searcher to develop an interactional model of the socialization process 

and a research design to test the model. A discussion of the components 

of the interactional model was prefaced by a consideration of the nature 

of culture and society in general. A research design for the second 

phase of research was outlined. Methods of data collection during this 

phase included participant-observation, tape-recording of certain 

activities, the use of questionnaires, and the use of socialization 

event record sheets. Because this last technique was unique to this 

study, the procedures used in recording and processing data in this 

fashion were discussed in some detail. Two statistical procedures which 

were used to analyze the data were described. In addition to 
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contingency table analyses using the chi-square and Craver's V statis

tics, a log-linear analysis of the interactional model of socialization 

was performed. The results of these statistical analyses will be pre

sented in more detail in Chapters 7 through 9 of this dissertation. 

Before proceeding with that discussion, the process of socialization in 

the two centers will be described. The information contained in Chap

ters 5 and 6 will enable the reader to better evaluate the discussion of 

the socialization events presented in Chapters 7 through 9. 



CHAPTER 5 

THE SOCIALIZATION PROCESS AT THE EAST-SIDE CENTER 

Introduction 

The primary site of research was the east-side center. It was 

a large, proprietary center on the near east-side of Tucson. The center, 

which did not have a contract with the Department of Economic Security, 

was located in a neighborhood which had a median household income of 

118,000 (Tucson Trends 1984:5). The licensed capacity of the center was 

125 children. On a typical fall day, however, 85 to 90 children might 

have been present. During the summer program, attendance increased and 

there were often over 100 children in attendance. 

History of the Center 

The center had been in operation for six years when the present 

study began. During those years, the center had gone through a number 

of changes. The center was originally a single family home and had to 

be remodeled to serve as a day care center. Originally, the center used 

preprinted standardized forms for lesson plans, letters to parents, and 

records of the children's behavior. Through the years, the staff have 

developed their own forms which reflect their teaching styles and the 

center's philosophy. The owner-director of the center was introduced 

to Adlerian psychology through classes in the counseling and guidance 

department of the local university. Because of her experiences, the 
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center has adopted an Adlerian model of child discipline developed by 

Rudolf Dreikurs (see Dreikurs and Grey 1970). Through the years, the 

center's staff have developed a number of activities designed to en

courage parent involvement. Many of these activities have become center 

traditions and are held every year. 

The building and grounds of the center were attractively de

signed and well maintained. The buildings had lots of open spaces and 

windows and were painted in bright colors. The center was carpeted, 

except in the kitchen and bathroom areas. Artwork decorated the walls 

and was hung from the beamed ceiling. As was common in most Tucson 

centers, there was not a great deal of grass in the playground areas. 

There were a number of small trees and ramada areas which provided shade 

in the summer. The children had their choice of a number of different 

outdoor play areas: a sandbox, swings, climbing apparatus, a balance 

beam, an area filled with toy trucks, or another filled with large 

plastic building blocks. In the summer, two water tables were popular 

attractions. 

Clientele 

One hundred and eighteen children, 64 boys and 54 girls, were 

included in the sample population during the main phase of the research 

project. They ranged in age from 2 years 10 months to 6 years 3 months 

at the beginning of the main phase of research (June 1983). Some of the 

younger children were not part of the original study population but 

came into the study during the next seven months. All of the children 

in the study, except for 3 (or 2.5%), were Anglo. 
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The children at this center were outgoing and friendly. They 

were quick to greet new children and eagerly peppered visiting adults 

with questions. The children were well dressed in casual clothing: 

jeans, tee shirts, and so on. Some of the children wore fashionable 

Osh-Gosh overalls or Sassoon jeans. The older girls (5 or 6 years old) 

sometimes wore dresses or skirts and blouses. The staff discouraged 

parents from sending children to school in "good" clothing, though, 

because they wanted the children to be able to play without fear of 

ruining their clothes. 

The overwhelming majority of the children (90.7%) had mothers 

who were employed outside the home. Two-thirds of the children came 

from two parent families. The remaining one third lived with one parent 

who was divorced, unmarried, or widowed. Two of those children lived 

with custodial fathers, the rest with their mothers. The center's 

clientele was solidly middle class. Over half of the children came 

from families which owned their own business, where the father or female 

head of the household was a professional (doctor, lawyer, engineer, 

architect, banker or stockbroker), or was in sales or business manage

ment. Teachers and librarians and other white collar job holders headed 

over twenty-five (25.5%) of the families. Nearly eight percent (7.6%) 

of the children came from families headed by a woman in a clerical or 

other office position, and nearly fourteen percent (13.6%) came from 

families headed by a man in a blue collar job. Less than two percent 

of the families were headed by women in IIpink collar ll jobs (waitress/ 

food service). 
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Parent Involvement 

The parents of the children who attended this center were in

volved with their children's education in a number of ways. Parents 

contributed such items as paper bags or egg cartons for art projects. 

They also baked cookies, cupcakes, and other treats for holiday celebra

tions. Parent volunteers helped during holiday parties and other center 

activities, or served as classroom volunteers. Outdated business forms, 

computer printouts, and other discarded business supplies were given to 

the center by parents who operated small businesses. Parents who were 

dropping off or picking up children often stopped to listed to a story 

with their children or to push them on the swings. The center sponsored 

several voluntary parent study groups and a number of the parents took 

the opportunity to attend these classes. 

staff of the East-side Center 

The center's staff was made up of women with training in early 

childhood education. The assistant director, who also taught a group of 

children, had two bachelor's degrees, one in early childhood education, 

and one in child development and family relations. Most of the other 

staff members either had or were completing a degree in early childhood 

education or elementary education. The staff received professional 

training by attending workshops and training programs in the community 

as well as participating in in-service sessions sponsored by the center. 

Most of the teachers who worked at the center were young unmarried women 

in their early 20s. A few of the teachers were married but, except for 

the assistant director, they did not have children of their own. They 
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dressed neatly in informal clothing suitable for the season. Shorts and 

tee shirts or sundresses were popular summer time attire, while jeans 

and sweaters predominated in the winter. There was no official dress 

code for the teachers, although they were expected to be neat and well 

groomed. On special occasions, such as Thanks~iving or Open House, the 

teachers ~uld wear dresses or more formal types of clothing. The 

teachers joined the children in dressing up for Halloween and Super 

Heroes Day, often in very elaborate costumes. 

Social Structure of the Center 

The formal social structure of the center was headed by the 

owner-director. Most of the day to day affairs of the center were 

handled by the assistant director, however. The teachin~ staff was 

divided into two groups: the morning staff and the afternoon staff. 

The morning staff consisted of six teachers, each of whom had her own 

"story group." Four of the teachers worked with the three to five year 

olds in the "big building;" while the other two taught the two and three 

year olds in a separate building, known at the center as the "little 

building." These teachers met monthly, with the director and assistant 

director, to plan the center's activities. The afternoon staff members 

did not have their own story groups. Instead, they supervised children 

on the playground and at nap time and led small group activities in the 

late afternoon. These activities were different in several ways from 

the morning story group activities. The group composition of the morn

ing story groups was predetermined; the same children and teacher met 

every day in their own "story corner." The group composition of the 
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afternoon activities was very different. Many of the children who par

ticipated in the morning activities were pick up at noon or in the early 

afternoon. Other children came to the center at noon when their kinder

garten class was over or in the late afternoon when their elementary 

school was dismissed. The group composition of the late afternoon 

activities varied from day to day depending on which children remained 

at the center. The groups that were ultimately form~d might contain 

children of a variety of ages, rather than of similar chronological ages, 

as was typical of the morning story groups. The types of activities 

which they engaged in were sometimes the same as those that had been 

available in the morning at choice time, but were generally different 

activities which the "afternoon staff" had planned. The afternoon staff 

met monthly to plan the activities and to discuss problems. In addition 

to the morning and afternoon staff members, there was also a kinder

garten teacher and a music/creative movement instructor. Once a month, 

all the staff met together to discuss issues of general interest. 

In addition to the formal social structure of the center, there 

was an informal network of relationships among the staff members. The 

staff members were friends outside of the center and participated as a 

group in activities such as baby showers, bridal showers, and Tupperware 

parties. They also organized a number of social activities within the 

center. It was traditional to celebrate the birthdays of staff members 

with a cake and presents. A large banner was hung in the kitchen, which 

wished the birthday celebrant a "Happy Birthday." These banners were 

decorated by the children in the late afternoon o~ early morning before 

the birthday celebrant came to work. These celebrations were planned 
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by one or two of the staff members who had taken it upon themselves to 

organize social activities in the center. Another social activity that 

the staff had organized was a "Secret Santa" program. All the staff 

members who wished to participate put their names in a hat and each then 

drew the name of another staff member for whom they would be a Secret 

Santa. This activity began in November and lasted until Christmas. All 

the staff members hung stockings over the fireplace in the main class

room. The Secret Santas were kept busy buying or making small gifts 

which they placed in the stockings or hid in the drawers where the 

staff kept their supplies and personal belongings. Several of the staff 

members had been friends since childhood and many had taken classes to

gether at the university. Their personal relationships with other staff 

members had been a factor in their decision to apply for a job at the 

center. Some of the staff members babysat for the children who attended 

the center and, in several cases, these teachers came to be close 

friends with the parents of these children. These friendships were 

further reinforced by the staff members' participation in the parent 

study groups and other activities designed to increase parent involve

ment (see p. 151). 

The children were divided into "story groups" of ten to fifteen 

children, each of which had its own "teacher." Children were grouped 

according to their emotional age (inferred from the way they interacted 

with their peers and the staff) rather than their chronological age. 

Therefore, at this center, there was no "two year old group" or "three 

year old group." Instead, each group was known by the color of its 

room: the yellow room, the orange room, the green room, and so on. 
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The staff said that this was done to spare the children any embarrass

ment at being a four year old in the "three year old room." The chil

dren spent part of the morning with their story group leader; the rest 

of the day was spent in multi-aged activities. Special activities such 

as field trips, visits to a nearby nursing home, and family campouts 

supplemented the regularly scheduled activities. 

Types of Cultures Represented at the Center 

The children who attended the East-side Center were socialized 

into several cultural systems, each with its own cultural premises, 

values, and symbols. These different cultural systems were the ultimate 

sources of the information communicated to the children at the center. 

While the children were learning to be members of the American culture, 

they were also being introduced to the culture of the school, a culture 

with which they would have many years of contact in the future. At the 

same time as they were learning about these more encompassing cultural 

systems, they were also learning cultural traditions and values specific 

to this center. 

American Culture 

The school culture and the unique culture of the East-side Cen

ter both reflected the broader American cultural system of which they 

were a part. The characteristics and values of the American cultural 

system described in Chapter 4 (pp. 104-105) were transmitted to the 

children attending the center through a variety of means. American 

"core" values which were particularly emphasized in the center included 



equality, independence, and self-realization. These aspects of the 

American core value system were stressed at this center primarily be

cause they had been incorporated by Rudolf Dreikurs into a philosophy 

of child discipline which was followed at the center (see below, pp. 

158-159). There was no overt discussion of these values but they were 

inherent in the teachers' expectations for the children's behavior, the 

ways in which the teachers organized social interaction in the center, 

and the ways in which they reacted to the children's violations of the 

norms for interaction in the center. 

Many of the symbols associated with American society were 

missing from the center. There was no American flag on display, and the 

children were not led in recitations of the Pledge of Alle~iance or in 

singing the national anthem or other patriotic songs. An exception to 

this occurred in July, when the center celebrated the Fourth of July. 

At this time, the songs sung during music time included "It's a Grand 

Old Flag" and "Yankee Doodle Dandy," among others. At choice time, the 

children made a "Happy Birthday, U.S.A." banner which was hung in the 

center. While some of the traditional symbols of American culture were 

incorporated into the center's activities at this time, there was no 

discussion of the historical events related to the Fourth of July cele

bration, nor of the ideology and values associated with the American 

Revolution. 

"School" Culture 

While the center was a privately owned and operated business and 

was not part of the local school system, it shared a number of the 
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features of "school" culture (see pp. 105-106 for description of 

"school culture"). The center's director and staff were trained in the 

philosophy and methods of early childhood education and elementary edu

cation. The center was one of a number of child care centers organized 

into a state-wide organization of early childhood educational institu

tions. The social structure of the center mirrored that of other 

schools; there was a director, an assistant director, and teachers, 

each of whom had her own story group. Children of similar chronological 

and emotional ages formed groups which were led through the daily 

schedule by their teachers. As the children participated in these care

fully planned activities, they learned the cultural traditions and 

values of "school" culture and what types of behaviors were appropriate 

in school contexts. 

Transitions between major activities were marked by the ringing 

of a hand bell. This was a signal for the children to line up by 

groups for the next activity. Social interaction during these activi

ties was regulated by the turn-taking processes the children would later 

encounter in the elementary school. The teachers at this center did not 

use formal drills to instruct the children in academic skills but, 

instead, incorporated those skills into a number of the daily activities 

(see pp. 166-167). Several elementary and secondary school traditions 

had been incorporated into the East-side Center's yearly ritual calendar. 

These included an Open House for parents and a graduation ceremony for 

the kindergarten class. 
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Center-Specific Culture 

In addition to representing American culture and "school" cul

ture, the east-side center had its own traditions, values, and symbols. 

In the six years that the center had been in existence, the adults and 

children who made up its social system had come to share a body of cul

tural knowledge. Most of the center's traditions and values were 

derived from a philosophy of logical consequences. The center's direc

tor was instrumental in establishing this philosophy, which was developed 

by Rudolf Dreikurs (see Dreikurs and Grey 1970). Drawing on Adlerian 

psychology, Dreikurs emphasized the equality of children to adults, the 

the purposive nature of their behavior, and the logical, or natural, 

consequences of that behavior. At the center, children were considered 

equal to, but different from, adults v and their behavior was considered 

to be the result of a conscious, purposeful decision. Therefore, every 

behavior carried with it a logical or natural consequence. If a child 

forgot her/his swimsuit, the natural consequence of that act was that 

she/he was not able to go swimming with the other children. Logical con

sequences were supposed to arise naturally from the social situation and 

were not to be punishments imposed by some external agency. A number of 

the values stressed at the center were derived from this philosophy. 

They included the principles of individual choice and recognition of the 

child's individual needs. 

In addition to the philosophy of logical consequences, the cen

ter placed a high value on involving parents as well as the children in 

its program. The center's director and staff wanted the center to be 
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part of its clients' families, rather than an educational institution. 

In an attempt to involve the parents, a number of center traditions had 

been developed. Specific center traditions and the functions they 

served will also be discussed under the heading of The Content of the 

Socialization Process. 

Sources of Cultural Information 

The information about these different cultural systems was com

municated to the children who attended the east-side center through a 

variety of sources. These sources included both mass and instructional 

media, as well as adults and other children at the center. 

Mass Media 

The mass media which seem to pervade other areas of American 

life were an important source of cultural information in the socializa

tion process. Radio, television, and motion pictures were more important 

than the print media. The advertisements found in these media were also 

important sources of messages about the American culture. While the 

mass media were not actually present in the center, information obtained 

from them by the adults and children outside the center was passed on 

during the socialization process. 

Instructional Media 

In addition to the mass media found throughout American culture, 

several forms of instructional media were represented in the east-side 

center. School culture introduced a number of different media to the 

classroom. A wide variety of these media were used at this center. 
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They included books, filmstrips, slides, songs, fin~erplays, and games. 

Songs, fingerplays, and games were introduced by the staff, who learned 

them during college courses and local workshops, or found them in educa

tional resource books or other media available to teachers. Some songs 

and games were first learned by the teachers who then taught them to 

the children; others were learned directly from records or casette tapes 

which were played by the teachers. 

Adults 

One of the most important sources of cultural information during 

the socialization process were the adults found at the center. In 

addition to the regular staff members, other adults commonly found at 

the center included volunteers, visiting parents, and guest speakers. 

The staff tried to bring adults from the community into the center. 

Police officers, fire fighters, and other community helpers were asked 

to speak to the children. Parents or other adults with special occupa

tions or hobbies were also encouraged to talk with the children. 

Children 

One of the aspects of the socialization process at the day care 

center that set it apart from socialization in other cultural arenas was 

the presence of a large peer group. Other arenas of early childhood 

socialization, particularly the home, offered only a few other children. 

At the day care center, children interacted with large numbers of other 

children (up to 100 at this center). This peer group contained a number 

of children of the same age, unlike the home where the child interacted 

with older or younger siblings. Within this large group of Children, 
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smaller peer groups organized along age and sex lines formed. For a 

discussion of the activities of these groups, see pp. 177-178. 

Content of the Socialization Process 

The content of the messages transmitted by these various sources 

covered a wide variety of topics. Information about the American cul-

ture, school culture, and the local culture of the center was communi-

cated in a variety of ways. One important way cultural values were 

transmitted was through the yearly celebrations which made up the ritual 

calendar of the center. The daily schedule of the east-side center 

served as the framework within which information about self help skills, 

academic skills, social skills, aggression, and other types of behavior 

was communicated. 

The Yearly Ritual Calendar of the 
East-side Center 

The yearly calendar 0: this center was twelve months lon~, 

rather than the nine month cycle found in most educational settings. 

The "new year" began at the end of August, when the Summer Program came 

to an end and the local schools started classes. The end of the summer 

program was marked by a two day staff seminar, during which the center 

was closed. A graduation for the kindergarten class was held in May 

and marked the end of the regular program. Children were assigned to 

new story groups at the beginning of the academic year in September and 

again at the beginning of the summer program in June. As the year pro-

gressed, the children and staff observed not only American cultural 

holidays, but also elementary school traditions and center traditions. 
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American Cultural Traditions. Three types of American holidays 

and occasions were marked at the center. First, a number of secular 

holidays were observed, including Halloween, st. Patrick's Day, and 

Valentine's Day. While these were once religious holidays, their re

ligious significance has faded over the years and there was no religious 

content in the celebrations at the center. Second, religious holidays, 

including Channukah, Christmas, and Easter were also celebrated. 

Finally, important historical occasions were marked. Historical events 

marked at the center included Columbus Day, Thanks~iving, Washin~ton 

and Lincoln's birthdays, and the Fourth of July. These cultural tradi

tions were celebrated by giving parties, by singing special songs, by 

playing certain games, by decorating the center with symbols associated 

with each occasion, by dressing in special clothing, and by preparing 

special foods. 

Elementary School Traditions. In addition to traditions that 

are celebrated throughout the American culture, certain elementary school 

traditions were observed at this center. These included an Open House 

for parents of the children and a graduation ceremony for the kinder

garten class. These two occasions were modeled after the types of 

activities found in other formal educational institutions. 

Center Traditions. Finally, at the east-side center, a number 

of events growing out of the center's history and philosophy were cele

brated. During the Summer Program, a Mexican Fiesta was held annually 

for the children, their families, and the staff. In addition to cele

brating the Mexican heritage of Tucson, this celebration emphasized 
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the familial nature of the center. The children helped to prepare the 

food for the fiesta and performed songs and dances for their parents and 

other guests. A second annual celebration held during the Summer Pro

gram, was the center's carnival. Games, booths, and food were set up on 

the center's grounds. Parents, as well as staff members, manned the 

booths. Part of the monies raised went to purchase new equipment for 

the center. Also during the Summer Program, Super Heroes Day was ob

served. Children and staff members dressed as their favorite Super Hero 

and special games and activities were planned. In the spring, the 

children, parents and staff of the center worked together to prepare 

an entry for the "Fiesta de los Vaqueros" rodeo parade. The center tra

ditions observed at this center were rites of intensification; they 

served to mark and heighten the feeling of belonging to the "family" of 

the east-side center. This was particularly clear during the traditional 

Thanksgiving dinner. Every year, all the children, parents, and staff 

of the center had a traditional Thanksgiving dinner. Turkey and accom

paniments for four hundred people were prepared and served at the center 

during the week before Thanksgiving. 

The staff members of the east-side center had developed a tra

ditional way of incorporating new children into the culture of the 

center. Every new child was ~iven a name tag to wear which displayed 

their first name in large letters. Staff members made it a point to 

formally introduce themselves to any child they saw with a name tag and 

to welcome them to the center. Newcomers were formally introduced to 

the other members of their story group by their story group leader. 

Oftentimes, the addition of a new child to a story group was marked by 
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a review of the daily schedule of the center and the rules for behavior 

in different activities. At music time, any "new" children were asked 

to stand and were introduced to the entire group of children. The song 

"Dear Friends" was sung to welcome new children to the center and to 

mark the departure of children who were moving to a new school or a new 

community. 

Types of Behavior Socialized 

In addition to the cultural traditions and values promoted 

during the yearly rituals of the center, the socialization process was 

concerned with the promotion of certain types of behavior. Some of the 

behaviors socialized at this center were required for competency in the 

broader American culture, while others were necessary for competency in 

school culture and the local culture of the east-side center. 

Behaviors Required in American Culture. Three types of be

havior required of a competent member of the American culture were 

emphasized at this center. They were "manners," politeness formulas, 

and self-help skills. Manners were something that all the children were 

presumed to possess, although they did not always show them. Manners 

were context specific; there were lunch time manners, story group man

ners, and so on. Table manners were the most frequently socialized 

type of manners. Behaviors that were considered "bad" manners include 

spitting, nlaying with food, and taking someone else's food. "Good" 

manners included sitting down while eating, cleaning up spilled food, 

and putting one's lunch box away. Politeness formulas, such as 'please' 
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and 'thank you' and addressin~ persons by their name (instead of 'hey'), 

were socialized during other contexts as well as during meals. Self

help skills required of a member of the American culture were also 

socialized at this center. Such skills included feeding and dressing 

oneself and the ability to monitor and take care of bodily functions. 

Behaviors Emphasized by Early Childhood Education. Other types 

of behaviors socialized at this center were promoted by school culture 

and the local culture of the center rather than by the Americal culture 

system. A number of the behaviors emphasized at this center were 

either promoted by early childhood education in general or by the par

ticular form of Adlerian psychology advocated by the center's staff. 

Early childhood educators generally promoted sharing and smiling or 

being happy, while strongly discourap,ing aggression. At this center, 

discouragement of aggression went so far as the prohibition of guns or 

other war related toys. Children were even discouraged from using the 

thumb and index finger to form a gun during fantasy play. Because the 

center followed a philosophy of logical consequences, the socialization 

of certain behaviors took on a unique form. Since children were viewed 

as willing, competent interactants, it was possible for teachers to draw 

up a "behavior contract" with a child. Such a contract spelt out the 

child's responsibilities for behavior in a certain context, and the con

sequences of breaking the contract. Both teacher and child signed the 

contract, which might include provisions for rewarding appropriate 

behavior. 
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Academic Skills. Academic skills, as well as social skills, 

were transmitted through the socialization process in the east-side cen

ter. The staff members of the center attempted to foster the cognitive 

development of the children in several different ways. They provided a 

number of educational materials designed for young children, including 

puzzles, children's books, and peg boards. The teachers at this center 

did not use formal drills, where each child was called on in turn to 

demonstrate their academic skill. Instead, they incorporated these 

skills in other activities. For example, an art project involving 

making a collage, could be used to promote color and shape recognition, 

as well as the development of the fine motor skills required in writing 

and cutting with scissors. Cooking projects involved measuring ingre

dients and promoted the development of mathematical skills and the cog

nitive process of conservation. 

Different types of cognitive skills were emphasized with chil

dren of different ages. With younger children (2 to 3 years of age), 

the emphasis was placed on the development of verbal abilities, gross 

motor skills, and simple cognitive tasks such as the recognition of 

basic colors and shapes. With older children (3 to 4 years of age), 

cognitive skills such as color and shape recognition, counting, and name 

recognition were emphasized. Literacy skills came to represent a major 

focus of the socialization of academic skills among the four and five 

year old children. Name recognition was promoted through the use of 

name cards and labels placed on the children's lunch boxes and the 

"cubbies" where they kept their toys. The story group activity was used 

to expose the children to the print medium through the reading of 
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children's story books. Literacy skills were also promoted through the 

practice of "taking dictation." Taking dictation involved the teacher 

writing down a narrative account "dictated" by a child or group of chil

dren. Every day, during "journal time," the story group leaders wrote 

down in the group's journal an account of each child's morning activi

ties, as dictated by the child. Dictation was also taken during choice 

time, when one of the small group activities prepared for the children 

was the making of "books." These books consisted of a number of pieces 

of paper, often cut into unusual shapes, which were stapled together. 

The theme ·for these books varied according to the weekly lesson plans. 

The aim of this activity was for the children to dictate a story having 

to do with the weekly theme and then to illustrate the book with their 

art work. For example, at Thanksr,iving, each child might be given a 

book in which to record all the things for which she/he was thankful. 

The teacher leading the activity would write a different item on each 

page and the child would then draw a picture of that item. Literacy 

skills were also promoted through the preparation of cards at Christmas, 

Mother and Father's Day, and banners for birthdays. Posters describing 

the children's account of a trip to the pet store or a "tasting project" 

of different types of fruit were also prepared and displayed in the 

center. 

Behaviors Required for Classroom Management. Another set of 

behaviors promoted at this center were found throughout "school" cul

ture. They included a number of behaviors necessary for efficient 

classroom management. Behaviors related to being quiet, listening, and 
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paying attention were heavily emphasized in a number of contexts. 

Taking turns, lining up, and waiting were also stressed. Certain types 

of posture were considered essential to the smooth functioning of the 

centerj they included sitting on the floor and facing forward (facing 

the teacher). Legs were to be folded and hands were to be kept to 

one's self. Touching other children was discouraged. 

Daily Schedule 

The various types of behavior and cultural traditions socialized 

at this center were communicated to the children during a number of dif

ferent social contexts, each of which had its own rules for appropriate 

behavior. Some contexts, such as story group, choice time, and music 

time were concerned with academic knowledge. Others, most notably the 

periods of free play, allowed the children to interact with their peer 

group. Also, there were non-academic contexts, such as naptime and 

lunch. These contexts occurred within the framework of the center's 

daily schedule of activities. A large sign describing the morning 

activities was posted at the center, near the book in which parents 

signed their children in and out of the center. Occasionally, there 

were deviations from this schedule. Most often, the schedule was fol

lowed and the observance of cultural traditions was incorporated into 

regularly scheduled activities. Figure 4 illustrates the daily schedule 

of the east-side center. 

Forms of the Socialization Process 

Cultural information was communicated to the children at the 

center through two types of events. During mediated events, the adults 



8:45 - 9:00 a.m. 

9:00 - 9:15 a.m. 

9:15 - 9:40 a.m. 

9:40 - 10:00 a.m. 

Morning Schedule 
(posted at the Center) 

Children arrive; check-in 

Outside Play 

Story 

Snack 

10:00 - 10:50 a.m. Interest Centers 

10:50 - 11:00 a.m. Clean up 

11:00 - 11:30 a.m. Music 

11:30 - 12:30 a.m. Lunch; Outdoor play 

Afternoon Schedule 
(not posted at the center) 

12:30 - 1:00 p.m. Story 

1:00 - 3:30 p.m. Nap Time 

3:30 - 4:00 p.m. Outdoor play 

4:00 - 4:15 p.m. Snack 

4:15 - 5:00 p.m. Centers 

5:00 - 6:00 p.m. Outside play; check-out 

Figure 4. Daily schedule of the East-side Center. 
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and children at the center served as secondary sources in the transition 

of messages from mass and instructional media. For example, the teach

ers sometimes played cassette tapes of songs from the movie "Annie." 

During direct events, adults and children served as the original source 

of a message. A teacher who told her story group that they were too 

noisy or a child who told a friend that she/he didn't like her/him were 

both communicating messages about the appropriateness of certai~ types 

of behavior. Adults and children played a number of social roles, such 

as friend, teacher, and socialization agent, while acting as sources of 

cultural information. 

Mediated Events 

Messages contained in the mass media and instructional media 

were passed on in the center through the teachers and other children. 

While few forms of mass media were actually represented at the center 

(there was no radio or television), it had, nevertheless, an important 

effect on the process of socialization in the center. Teachers made 

less use of the mass media than did the children, most likely because 

they had a number of types of instructional media at their disposal. 

They did use media characters such as Care Bears, Spiderman, and Super

man to decorate their story corners and bulletin boards, and they 

played records or tapes of television theme songs or songs from popular 

movies. The theme song from the television show "The Greatest American 

Hero" and songs from the movies "Annie" and "Ghostbusters" were music 

time favorites. Children's books about television or movie characters 

were purchased and read during one of the many story times. Books 
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about the "star Wars" movie characters were the most popular, but books 

about cartoon characters such as the Care Bears or the ''Peanuts'' gang 

were also popular. 

Children made greater use of mass media characters and stories. 

They brought with them to the center toys, clothing, and other consumer 

goods depicting characters from television shows or the movies. Lunch 

boxes were a good example of this phenomenon; prized lunch boxes include 

those with characters from television (The Dukes of Hazzard), the movies 

(star Wars, E.T.), or cartoons (He-Man, Spider Man, the Smurfs). The 

likenesses of these characters were also found on tee-shirts, tennis 

shoes, and other items of clothing as well. 

The characters and plots of these shows and movies were also 

represented in the chase games played by the children, and in their 

costumes at Halloween and on Super Heroes Day. Chase games played by 

boys most often involved the characters of Super Man and the characters 

from Star Wars. When girls played chase games, they adopted the roles 

of dogs, cats, witches, and Care Bears. The fact that boys adopted 

characters from the media while girls did not may have reflected the 

lack of strong female characters on television and in the movies. 

Characters represented by Super Heroes Day and Halloween cos

tumes were primarily derived from the mass media. On Super Heroes Day, 

the most popular costume for boys was Super l-1an and the most popular 

costume for girls was Wonder Woman. Other media figures represented 

were: Princess Leah, Luke Skywalker, Spiderman, Spiderwoman, the 

Incredible Hulk, the Dukes of Hazzard, Bat Man, R2D2, Miss Piggy, 

(Little Orphan) Annie, and Robin Hood. Non-media superheroes included 
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a baseball player, a truck driver, and a life guard. Among the media 

figures represented at Halloween were: Super Man, Wonder Woman, Spider 

Man, He Man, Pac-Man, Care Bears, Woodstock (from Snoopy), (Little 

Orphan) Annie, Dracula, the Incredible Hulk, Darth Vader, Yoda, Princess 

Leah, Tinkerbe11, and Raggedy Ann. Non-media figures were more common 

at Halloween; Halloween costumes included ballet dancers, a skeleton, 

an angel, a dog, a bunny, an Arab sheik, a ghost, a leopard, cowboys, 

pirates, devils, witches, and clowns. The fact that girls dressed as 

Wonder Woman for Super Heroes Day is interesting, in light of the fact 

that they did not pretend to be Wonder Woman during chase games or other 

fantasy play activities. It was true that there were no strong female 

characters on television at the time. The children who attended this 

center were all too young to have seen the Wonder Woman television show. 

The choice of this costume for Super Heroes Day was probably heavily 

influenced by their parents and the fact that a popular line of chil

dren's undergarments included Wonder Woman garments for little girls. 

A final form in which the messages of the mass media were in

corporated into the socialization process at this center involved the 

use of commercial jingles. Jingles used to advertise products on tele

vision were repeated and sung by the children. Two jingles the children 

enjoyed singing were the Pepsi Light jingle performed on television by 

football players and Hollywood stuntmen and the "Coors to you" beer 

advertisement. The latter was sung with much gusto when orange juice 

was served at snack time. 

In addition to the mass media found throughout Americal culture, 

instructional media served as a source of cultural information in the 



day care center. The staff of the center used a variety of forms of 

instructional media during their interactions with the children. 
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Stories were read to the children during story group and the afternoon 

story period. The center maintained a library of children's books from 

which the teachers chose books, or the teacher might read a book brought 

to school by one of the children or one of her own books. Books read 

during story groups or the afternoon story time were selected in accord

ance with the weekly educational plan or seasonal themes (Halloween, 

Christmas, Easter, etc.). While children's literature is intended to 

be entertaining, it also contains both overt and covert cultural mes

sages. Values from the broader American culture, such as self-reliance, 

as well as values promoted by early childhood educators were transmitted 

through the use of fairy tales (The Three Little Pigs) and stories with 

explicit morals. Other books transmitted information about traditional 

sex roles, cultural myths (Santa Claus), and cultural history (Thanks

giving). 

While children's books were the most prevalent form of instruc

tional media at this center, use was also made of filmstrips, records, 

and cassette tapes. These materials had been especially designed for 

use in educational settings by educational supply companies. These 

media were often used to promote academic skills (counting, the alphabet, 

color recognition) and early childhood education values such as sharing, 

cooperation, and happiness. 

Early childhood educational values were also promoted by the 

teachers at this center through the use of songs, fin~erplays, and 

games. Songs, fingerplays, and games were passed down from teacher to 
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teac~er or learned from a· teacher's source book. Some songs promoted 

academic skills (colors: Sing a Rainbow, numbers: Ten Little Indians, 

etc.), while others promoted love and friendship (Dear Friends, Magic 

Penny) or happiness and smiling (Lucky to be Me, Something in My Pocket). 

Many preschool songs were concerned with small animals (Five Little 

Ducks, Little Birds). 

Songs were also used by the teachers at this center to enhance 

their management of the students' behavior. The song "Open, Shut Them" 

was concerned with proper placing and control of the hands while in a 

classroom setting. Teachers also used another song, "Do As 1'm Doing," 

to model appropriate behavior for the children. Bein~ quiet and paying 

attention were encouraged through the use of a song which said, "I need 

your eyes, and I need your ears, and I need your mouth to he quiet." 

Children made far less use of instructional media (except as 

consumers) than they did of mass media. They occasionally incorporated 

instructional songs and games into their playtime activities, however. 

One situation in which children used songs and fingerplays they had 

learned at the center was when they "played school." Playing school was 

especially popular with the girls at the center, who took turns being 

the teacher and leading the children in songs or fingerplays. Games 

such as "Doggie, Doggie, Where's Your Bone" and "Duck, Duck, Goose" were 

sometimes played by the children during freeplay, but it was difficult 

to regulate turns without adult supervision and the games often did not 

last long. 
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Direct Events 

In addition to mediated events involving the use of mass and 

instructional media, the adults and children at the center served as 

direct sources of cultural information. Cultural information was trans

mitted through interpersonal interactions by agents playing a variety 

of social roles. Adults at the center communicated cultural information 

while in the role of friend, as well as in the roles of teacher and 

socialization agent. As a friend, adults engaged in fantasy and role 

play with the children. Teachers might join a chase game on the play

ground, take part in a "cooking" project in the sand box, or play "house" 

or "school." During all of these activities, the adults, through their 

behavior, communicate to the children messages about what type of be

havior is appropriate to these contexts. There was no overt discussion 

of the appropriateness of such behavior and no deliberate attempt at 

teaching on the part of the teachers. 

In their roles as teachers, the adults at the center deliber

ately communicated certain types of information to the children. The 

most obvious type of information "taught" to the children were various 

academic skills. Instead of formal drills on such skills, the teachers 

of this center incorporated them into activities such as updating the 

monthly calendar (number recognition), art projects (color and shape 

recognition) and cooking projects (counting). Teachers also communi

cated to the children appropriate ways of interacting in an educational 

setting. The story group was an important locale for the transmission 

of such knowledge. Ritualized styles of interacting played an important 

part in the socialization process in the story group. All teachers at 
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the center had a daily "helper" who helped them carry out these rituals. 

Each story group had its own rules for selecting a helper and violations 

of those rules were quickly pointed out by the children. One teacher 

had a "magic wand" which selected the helper of the day. Other story 

group rituals include "sharing day;" a day when each child was en

couraged to bring something from home to share with the group. The 

rules for allocating sharing days also varied from group to group. One 

story group began each session by forming a "hug circle" similar to a 

football huddle. story group rituals not only promoted a sense of 

group identity, but they also stressed the early childhood education 

values of sharing, friendship, and happiness. By ritualizing the selec

tion of daily helpers and sharing of information, story group rituals 

helped promote the process of turn-taking, a social process which was 

particularly important in educational contexts. 

Finally, adults at the center communicated cultural information 

to children in the role of socialization agent. The role of the social

ization agent (see Chapter 4, p. 115) was not the same as the role of 

teacher. A socialization agent was any person who communicated a 

message to a child about the (in)appropriateness of her/his behavior. 

This communication was accomplished through a face-to-face interaction, 

which served a very specific social purpose. An adult would break the 

frame of "teaching," stop the ongoing activity, and address a misbe

having child in the role of socialization agent. She would just as 

quickly step back into the role of teacher and resume reading a story. 

Socialization events in which one or more adults took on the role of 
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socialization a~ent occurred during any social context at the center. 

The types of behaviors involved and the adults' ways of reacting varied 

according to the ongoing context. A detailed analysis of 471 such 

events recorded at this center will be presented in Chapter 7. 

Children also served as the direct source of cultural informa

tion at the center. Most of the information communicated by children 

was done within the peer group in the role of friend. Such peer group 

activities were the source of a great deal of cultural information. In 

order for this information to be transmitted, however, a child had to 

first become part of the ongoing context. Children used several strate

gies for initiating activities and incorporating others into them. 

Inviting other children to join a game or to take a role in fantasy or 

role play was a common strategy. It was also common for a child to 

simply utter a statement or ask a question of another child which estab

lished the play frame. A child might simply callout "ice cream for 

sale" and wait for potential customers to join the "playing store" 

frame. Less often, a child might walk up to another child, hand her or 

him some rocks and say "here's your money." These strategies left open 

the possibility that the other child would decline to participate in 

the activity. Negotiation over favored roles was a common practice when 

setting up an activity with a large number of participants. Children 

would discuss who would be Luke Skywalker or Darth Vader, and who would 

be on each side during chase games. Rules were also negotiated. For 

example, it might be agreed that the front porch was "safe" or that the 

participants would take turns being the witch. These activities not 

only allowed the children to practice many types of behavior, but they 
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practice the negotiation of social rules. 
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A primary concern of the peer group at this center was friend

ship and the importance of "being. liked." The children at the center 

had few social roles available to them and the only role they had con

trol over was that of "friend." It was an important measure of social 

status in the peer group to "be liked" and to have many friends. One 

of the worst insults among the peer group was to say that you did not 

like another child or that you would not be her/his friend. Friendships 

tended to follow age and sex lines. The older children from "the big 

building" did not become friends with the younger children from "the 

little building." Girls would often pair off in twos or threes, while 

boys formed larger groups. Friendship was displayed by playin~ together, 

sharing toys, sitting next to each other at lunchtime, and sitting to

gether during music or story time. 

While other children were an important source of cultural infor

mation in the day care center, they did not often communicate that 

information through the type of socialization events with which this 

study was concerned. That is, children did not often adopt the role of 

the socialization agent and initiate an interaction which was explicitly 

designed to communicate to another child a message about the appro

priateness of a specific behavior. Most cultural information was shared 

among the peer group during play activities and judgments about the 

appropriateness of behaviors were covertly, rather than overtly, trans

mitted. Occasionally, however, a child would imitate the adults at the 

center and communicate directly with another child about the 
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appropriateness of her/his behavior. Only eighteen such events were 

recorded at the east-side center. Of those eighteen events, most (14) 

were concerned with behaviors related to the peer group, such as being 

partners, taking someone else's property, or aggression. Most of the 

strategies used by the children were imitations of the strategies used 

by adult agents at the center (see Chapter 4, pp. 116-117). Boys and 

girls were equally likely to act as socialization agents and they were 

equally concerned with defining behaviors as appropriate as with de

fining behaviors as inappropriate. There were no cases of child social

ization agents rewarding appropriate behavior or punishing inappropriate 

behavior. This is consistent with the role of the child in the insti

tutional hierarchy of the center and the child's lack of control over 

the interactional resources of the center. 

Summary 

The east-side center was a large, proprietary center which 

served a predominantly middle class Anglo clientele. During its six 

years of existence, the center's staff and clientele had come to share 

a body of knowledge which represented the local culture of the center. 

Information about this cultural system, as well as information about 

the American and school cultures was transmitted to the children in a 

number of ways during the socialization process. An educational philos

ophy, known as logical consequences, which was developed by Rudolf 

Dreikurs had an important effect on the way in which social interaction 

was organized in this center. In addition to the adults and children 

who made up the social system of the center, the mass and instructional 
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media were important so~rces of information during the socialization 

process. Information was communicated to the children about American 

cultural traditions, including religious and secular holidays and impor

tant events in American history. Elementary school traditions, such as 

a graduation ceremony for the kindergarten class, were also found at the 

east-side center. A number of center traditions, including an annual 

carnival and a "super heroes day" were observed. During these occasions, 

a numher of different types of behavior were socialized. Self-help 

skills, "manners," and politeness formulas were socialized, as well as 

behaviors promoted by early childhood educators, such as sharing, being 

happy, and the discouragement of aggression. Academic skills and skills 

required for the efficient management of classroom interaction were also 

socialized in the center. Messages about these behaviors were communi

cated to the children through mediated and direct events. During medi

ated events, adults and children served as secondary sources for 

messages which had originated with another source. The mass media of 

American society were important sources of mediated information during 

peer group activities, while the adults made use of a number of instruc

tional media during the socialization process. Adults were far more 

likely to engage in direct socialization events than were the children. 

These events involved direct transmission of a message about appropriate 

behavior during a face to face interaction. In addition to teaching 

certain academic and social skills, the teachers at the east-side center 

modeled appropriate behavior for the children during play activities. 

In the following chapter, the socialization process at the south-side 



center will be described. It will be shown that the process of social

ization in the south-side center was similar to the socialization 

process at the east-side center in some ways and different from it in 

other wayso 



CHAPTER 6 

THE SOCIALIZATION PROCESS AT THE 
SOUTH-SIDE CENTER 

Introduction 

A second center that was culturally different from the east-side 

center was added to the study in August 1983. This was done in order to 

determine whether the interactional model could reveal cultural varia-

tion in the socialization process. The south-side center was a non-

profit center located in a south side neighborhood with a median 

household income of $11,618 (Tucson Trends 1984:5). The name "south-

side center" is a fictitious name, which was chosen because it described 

the geographic location of the center. The terms "east-side" and "south-

side" were used by Tucson residents to reflect meaningful ethnic and 

social class distinctions within the community. 

The south-side center, which had a contract with the Department 

of Economic Security, was licensed to care for 62 children. At the 

time the research was conducted, attendance ranged from 30 to 45 chil-

dren, exclusive of school-aged children who attended after school. The 

center was located in a large, well maintained public building. The 

center was decorated with children's art work, bulletin board displays, 

and posters. The center consisted of a large room divided by an island 

containing sinks, storage cabinets, and bulletin boards. The four year 

olds were located on the western side of the island, the two and three 



year olds on the east side. A small room in the rear of the center 

served as the kindergarten classroom. An alcove near the front door 

housed the director's office and a door at the back of the center led to 

a large kitchen. The playground was shaded by several large trees and 

had several pieces of equipment for the children to play on, including 

a balance beam, a slide, swings, and several climbing structures. 

Smaller toys wagons, tricycles, and balls -- were taken out on a 

daily basis, but locked inside at night to prevent theft. 

Clientele of the South-Side Center 

The center had a high turnover in clients. Seventy-two children, 

41 boys and 31 girls, participated in some portion of the research. The 

center's population was predominantly Hispanic (71%); one quarter (25%) 

of the children were Anglo, while only four percent were Black. The 

children in the study ranged from 1 year 11 months to 5 years 10 months 

of age at the beginning of the study (August 1, 1983). Like the chil

dren at the east-side center, these children were outgoing and friendly. 

They eagerly greeted the observer each morning when she arrived. The 

children were dressed less casually than at the east-side center; the 

girls often wore dresses or skirts rather than shorts or slacks. Since 

the center was licensed to accept the children of parents eligible for 

government subsidation of day care expenses, many of the children came 

from lower class and working class families. (See Chapter 3, pp. 82-84 

for a discussion of government eligibility renuirements.) 

Approximately thirty percent of the parents paid the full fee 

for day care; the rest were receiving some amount of Department of 
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Economic Security assistance. In order to receive such assistance, the 

child's mother had to have met certain financial criteria and have been 

working, looking for work, in school, or in counseling. Less demo

graphic information was available for the families who patronized the 

south-side center, because many parents were reluctant to answer ques

tions on the "child's information sheet." Because of their reluctance, 

a modified "child's information sheet" was developed which asked only 

for the child's date of birth and previous day care experience. Some 

information was available, however, about the parents who did fill out 

the original information sheet. 

Information was available for fifteen families with twenty

three children at the center. Of the fif~een fa~ilies, five were two 

parent households, eight were headed by women who were single, divorced, 

or widowed, and information was unavailable for one household. Twelve 

heads of households were employed or in school, one was unemployed, and 

no information was available for two families. Of the female heads of 

households, six were employed, one was unemployed, and no information 

was available for one household. Information was available on the occu

pation of twelve heads of households. Three were students, four were 

blue collar workers (assembly line, mechanic), two were clerical or 

secretarial workers, one was a housekeeper, one was a teacher's aide, 

and one was unemployed. Seven of the parents who filled out the infor

mation sheets indicated that they had been referred to the center by a 

Department of Economic Security caseworker or the children's health 

clinic. 



Parent Involvement at the South
Side Center 

While the parents of the children at the south-side center were 

just as concerned with the care given their children as the east-side 

parents, they were less involved with the classroom activities of the 

center. During the research project, there were no instances in which 

parents worked as classroom volunteers or accompanied the children on a 

field trip. Their interest in their children's well-being was evident, 

however, in the conversations they held with staff members when they 

dropped off or picked up their children. During these conversations, 

the parents raised questions about their children's development and 

asked for advice and special assistance for their children. Parents 

who happened to be in the neighborhood of the center often stopped to 

chat with staff members or to rest before returning to work. During 

these visits, however, they did not involve themselves in the children's 

activities. 

South-Side Teachers 

The staff of the south-side center, except for the director and 

head teacher, were Hispanic. All were married or divorced and had 

raised, or were raising, children of their own. The Hispanic teachers 

were all bilingual speakers of Spanish; neither the director nor the 

head teacher spoke Spanish. None of the Hispanic staff members had any 

post-secondary education in early childhood education but, in addition 

to their experience as ~others, they had completed or were in the pro-

cess of obtaining a child development associate (CDA) certificate. The 

director had a degree in elementary education and had taught in a public 
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school system, while the head teacher was completing a degree in early 

childhood education and had previously taught in the Head-Start Program. 

All of the center's staff attended workshops sponsored by the Tucson 

Association for Child Care on various topics related to child care. The 

staff members were well-groomed and observed a dress code requiring that 

slacks or skirts, but not shorts, be worn. 

Social Structure of the Center 

The children were divided into three groups on the basis of 

chronological age. The two and three year olds formed one group, the 

four year olds a second, ann five and six year olds made up the kinder

garten group. Each group had its own "teacher" or "teachers," in the 

case of the two and three year old group. The staff members planned 

weekly activities as a group, but the three groups of children spent 

the majority of the day in activities with the other members of their 

group. Only on the playground and at mealtimes did the three groups 

come together. Special activities, such as visiting the library, a 

trip to the park, and other field trips supplemented the regularly 

scheduled activities. 

Types of Culture Represented in the Center 

Like the children at the east-side center, the children of this 

center were socialized as members of several cultural systems. The 

broader American culture was an important source of cultural informa

tion at this center, but a regional variety of that culture, Mexican

American culture was also important. "School" culture was another 



culture involved in the process of socialization, along with the center

specific culture of the south-side center. 

American Culture 

Even though the majority of children and staff members at the 

center were HispaniC, the cultural premises, values, and symbols of the 

broader American culture were the primary focus of much of the social

ization process. In spite of the bilingualism of the teachers and many 

of the children, English was the language of the center (for a discus

sion of the uses of the English and Spanish languages in this center, 

see Reynolds 1985). Traditional American holidays and traditions were 

observed in careful detail. Each morning, the four and five year old 

children began circle time by reciting the Pledge of Allegiance and 

singing "My Country 'Tis of Thee." A large American flag ... :as hung in 

the center and a smaller flag was held during the circle time ceremony. 

Mexican-American Culture 

Since a majority of the staff members and children at thj.s cen

ter were Hispanic, the values and beliefs of the Mexican-American cul

tural system were important factors shaping the socialization process 

in this center. While traditional Mexican-American values and beliefs 

were represented in the ways the teachers interacted with and socialized 

the children, other aspects of Mexican-American culture were not present 

in the daily activities of the center. The Hispanic teachers used 

Spanish when speaking with each other and with Spanish speaking parents. 

However, Spanish was rarely used with crildren in the center, even 

children who were monolingual or predominantly Spanish speaking (see 
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Reynolds 1985 for a further discussion of the implications of this). 

Bilingual education was not a part of the educational program of the 

center. During the period when research was being conducted, there was 

no observance of traditional Mexican holidays or historical occasions. 

The types of food served at the center were primarily traditional 

American dishes, such as beans and franks, macaroni and cheese, and 

b~~ed chicken. Occasionally, enchiladas or chili were served. Mexican 

children's stories, songs, and games were not incorporated into the edu

cational activities. An exception to this was the occasional use of a 

Mexican loteria (bingo) game during "centers" with the four year old 

children. This game involved matching pictures of animals, people, and 

objects which were labeled in Spanish. 

While many of the traditional symbols of the f-iexican-American 

culture were not present in the center, traditional Mexican-American 

values had an important effect on the ways in which social interaction 

was organized in the center. The Mexican-American culture has been de

scribed as emphasizing respect for social convention, protectiveness, 

cooperation, strong identification with the family, respect for adults 

and self-control (Ramirez and Castaneda 1974:76, 90-91). These values 

were reflected in the ways the Hispanic teachers conceptualized the role 

of the teacher, their teaching styles, and the ways in which they inter

preted the behavior of the children. A detailed discussion of these 

issues will be found on pages 205 to 208. 



"School" Culture 

The majority of the teachers at the south-side center had not 

been trained in the theory and methodology of early childhood education. 

However, they had had extensive contact with the American system of 

formal education, first as students and later as parents. The teachers 

at this center had incorporated many of the features of "school culture" 

which they had experienced into the activities of the center. The four 

and five year old groups began "circle time" by reciting the Pledge of 

Allegiance and singing "My Country 'Tis of Thee. Formal drills on and 

testing of skills such as color and shape recognition, the alphabet, 

and counting skills were conducted with all three groups of children. 

None of these practices were followed at the east-side center. 

Center Specific Culture 

In the nearly ten years that the south-side center had been 

open, the staff members had come to share a body of beliefs about the 

center's purpose and how to best accomplish that purpose. During the 

period of research, there was far less turnover in teaching staff at 

the south-side center than there was at the east-side center. At the 

same time, there was a higher rate of turnover in children than at the 

east-side center. Consequently, the parents and children at the south

side center had less opportunity to be incorporated into the cultural 

system of the center. While the teaching staff had remained the same 

for a number of years at this center, the director and head teacher 

were relative newcomers to the social system. 
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The Hispanic teachers of the center had played a major role in 

the development of the center's educational philosophy and policies. As 

previously mentioned, they had little training in the philosophy and 

methodology of early childhood education. The form of preschool educa

tion with which they were most familiar was the Head Start program. 

Because it was originally designed as a form of "compensatory education" 

for "culturally deprived" children (Robinson et ale 1979:28-29, 58), the 

Head Start program has traditionally placed a great deal of emphasis on 

the cognitive development of young children. Their exposure to the Head 

Start program, coupled with their own experiences with "school culture," 

led the teachers of the south-side center to develop an approach to day 

care education that placed heavy emphasis on formal instruction in 

academic skills. They saw the role of the day care center as providing 

children with the academic skills they would need to succeed in elemen

tary school. For this reason, the activities of the south-side center 

more closely reflected the "culture of the school" than did those at 

the east-side center. 

The staff of the south-side center had developed a philosophy 

of education that all young children were the same and had the same 

abilities and needs. They consciously attempted to ensure that all 

children were accorded the same treatment at the center. This was quite 

different from the Adlerian approach of the east-side center where the 

individual needs of children were emphasized. At the south-side center, 

treating a child differently than the other children was considered 

"unfair" and "spoiling" the child. Children who did not conform to the 

expected norms of behavior were told that their behavior was 
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inappropriate since the other children did not act that way. This 

aspect of the center's philosophy reflected the emphasis placed by the 

Mexican-American cultural system on respect for social convention and 

identification with the social group. 

Sources of Cultural Information 

Information about these cultural systems was transmitted to the 

children of the south-side center by a number of sources. The mass and 

instructional media were important sources of information at the center 

along with the adults who work there and the children who attend the 

center. 

Mass Media 

The mass media found elsewhere in American life were well rep

resented at the center. As at the east-side center, radio, television, 

and motion pictures were more important than the print media. A tele

vision set was part of the equipment found in the center. In spite of 

the presence of the television set, the mass media played a smaller 

role in the E.ocialization process at this center than at the east-side 

center. ~vme of the children at this center were predominantly or 

monolingual Spanish speakers, which hindered their enjoyment of English 

language broadcasts and films. The overwhelming majority of the 

characters portrayed on network television and in feature movies were 

middle or upper middle class Anglos. The fact that the children at this 

center did not incorporate such characters into their fantasy play could 

have indicated that they did not identify with such characters. 
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Instructional Media 

Several forms of instructional media were represented at the 

south-side center. The staff used books, songs, fingerplays, and edu

cational games, many of which were the same as those found in the east

side center. There were fewer educational materials available at the 

non-profit south-side center than at the independent east-side center. 

However, books and other materials were in evidence at the center and 

were used on a daily basis. In addition to the materials supplied by 

the center, the staff used songs and finperplays they had learned at 

workshops sponsored by the Tucson Association for Child Care. There 

was a record player and a few records but they were not used very often, 

possibly because it was difficult to set up and operate the record 

player. Once a week, the children walked to the local branch of the 

public library, where the librarian showed them films of cartoons, 

fairy tales, or short subjects such as "The Balloon." 

Adults 

The primary source of cultural information for the children who 

attend this center were the adult staff members. All of the teachers, 

except the head teacher, were Mexican-American. The head teacher was 

Anglo. In addition to the teachers, there was a cook, who was also 

Mexican-American, and the director who was Black. Because of their 

duties, the cook and the director had few opportunities to interact 

with the children. Unlike the east-side center, there were few adults, 

other than the regular staff members, present at the center. During 

the course of the study, only one person, other than the observer, was 
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present in the center in a volunteer capacity. On several occasions, a 

volunteer from the university worked with two children (one Anglo, one 

Mexican-American) who had learning problems. During the summer, several 

teenaged girls from a youth employment program also worked at the cen

ter. 

Children 

The children who attended this center had the opportunity to 

interact with other children from a variety of cultural backgrounds. 

While many of the children at this center were Hispanic (see Chap. 6, 

p. 183), there were Anglo and Black children as well. The children of 

Hispanic background represented a range of cultural experiences; some 

had just moved to Tucson from Mexico, while others came from Mexican

American families who had spent years as part of the broader American 

culture. The Anglo children at this center were all monolingual speak

ers of English. One of the Black children was a bilingual speaker of 

English and Spanish, the other Black children spoke only English. The 

language abilities of the Hispanic children ranged from Spanish mono

lingualism to English monolingualism, with the majority speaking or 

understanding both languages to some extent. The children rarely spoke 

Spanish at the center; what Spanish they did use occurred on the play

ground with other children. Because of the physical and social struc

tures of the center, the children of this center had fewer opportunities 

than the children of the east-side center to interact with children of 

other ages. The children spent most of their time in age-graded peer 

groups, ranging in size from ten to twenty children. 
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Content of the Socialization Process 

The sources of cultural information represented in this center 

communicated messages to the children about a variety of cultural topics. 

These messages were derived from the American cultural system, the 

M.exican-American cultural system, "school" culture, and the center 

specific culture of the south-side center. One way information from 

these systems was communicated was through the observation of cultural 

holidays and traditions. In addition to these rituals, a number of 

individual behaviors were socialized throughout the year. 

Transmission of Cultural Traditions: 
The Yearly Ritual Calendar 

Like the calendar of the east-side center, the yearly calendar 

of this center was twelve months long. It was divided into a three 

month long summer program and a nine month long regular program. The 

summer program was characterized by several differences in the social 

structure of the center. During the summer, older school aged children 

attended, as well as the preschoolers who attended the regular program. 

To accommodate the increased number of children, teenagers from a youth 

employment program supplemented the regular staff. According to the 

head teacher, academic skills and activities were not emphasized during 

the summer because the children had been working hard in school all 

year long. Instead, the children went to a local branch library or the 

park. The older children also went swimming at a nearby pool. During 

the regular program, these activities were replaced by educational 

activities designed to promote fine motor skills (coloring, scissor 

work) and cognitive development (puzzles, etc.). 
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American Traditions. The American holidays and historical 

occasions observed at the east-side center were also observed at this 

center. Secular holidays, including Halloween and Valentine's Day were 

marked by special forms of dress, decorating the center, and singing of 

special sonf,s, and playing certain games. Religious holidays such as 

Christmas and Easter were also observed. Historical occasions, includ

ing Columbus Day, Thanksgiving, and the Fourth of July were marked in 

the activities of this center. 

Center and Elementary School Traditions. Unlike the east-side 

center which attempted to include parents and other relatives in the 

center's activities, few center traditions had developed at this center. 

While traditional American holidays such as Halloween and Thanksf,iving 

were celebrated, there were no celebrations of traditional Mexican 

holidays, during the period when fieldwork was being conducted. It had 

become traditional at this center for the children to contribute art 

work for and to perform during holiday celebrations at a nearby senior 

citizens program. Christmas was celebrated by a staff Christmas party, 

which was held at a local restaurant, rather than in the center. 

Types of Behavior Socialized 

In addition to communicating about cultural values and symbols 

during holiday celebrations, cultural information about appropriate 

behavior was communicated to the children throughout the year. Differ

ent types of behavior were socialized during different activities in 

the center. The teachers' judgments about the appropriateness of such 
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behaviors drew on their knowledge of both the Mexican-American cultural 

system and "school" culture. 

American Culture. Like the agents at the east-side center, 

socialization agents at this center communicated with the children about 

a number of behaviors required of competent interactants in the American 

cultural system. Table manners, politeness formulas, and self-help 

skills were three types of such behavior socialized at this center. 

"Good" table manners included putting the napkin in the lap, using a 

fork or spoon to eat, and not talking with food in the mouth. Eating 

with the fingers or taking someone else's food were behaviors that 

demonstrated "bad manners." Politeness formulas, including the use of 

"please" and "thank you" were socialized in a variety of contexts. 

Staff members were addressed as "Hiss garia" by the children. Self

help skills, especially the control of bodily functions, were also 

socialized. Many of the younger children were not completely toilet 

trained and their needs were anticipated by the staff, who directed 

them to care for themselves in the appropriate fashion. 

Nexican-American Culture. The staff members of Nexican-American 

background also socialized behaviors that were emphasized in the Mexican

American value system. Performance of appropriate behaviors was taken 

as indicative of a good moral character, and children were described as 

being "good" or "bad." For example, one three year old girl was de

scribed to the observer as being a "bad girl" because she did not follow 

the teacher's directions. Respect for the teachers and other adults was 
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stressed and was demonstrated by being quiet and following directions. 

The staff also placed a great deal of emphasis on the demonstration of 

academic skills. The importance of education and doing well in school 

was stressed especially during educational activities, such as "circle 

time" and "centers." While academic skills were also socialized at the 

east-side center, the rationale for doing so was very different in the 

two centers. At the south-side center, academic knowledge was seen as 

a path to success in American society, while at the east-side center it 

was viewed as an aspect of individual competency which all children 

would eventually develop. 

Early Childhood Education. Since the teachers of this center 

had little training in early childhood education, less emphasis was 

placed on types of behavior usually stressed by early childhood edu

cators. There was little discussion of the need to share or to be 

happy. While there was no overt discouragement of aggression, aggres

sive behavior was extremely rare at this center. Unlike the staff of 

the east-side center, the teachers did not seem concerned about the 

presence of toy guns and one of the toys available for outside play 

was a plastic machine gun. As previously mentioned, great attention 

was paid to academic skills such as name recognition, color and shape 

recognition, and counting. The children were drilled in these skills 

each morning during "circle time" and were periodically tested on them. 

In addition to these usual preschool skills, the older children (four 

and five year olds) were also drilled on skills such as the recognition 

of the names of the days of the week, the seasons of the year, and 
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etc.). 
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Classroom Management. Behaviors considered necessary for effi

cient classroom management, according to the culture of the school, were 

also socialized at the center. Being quiet, listening, and paying 

attention were considered essential for the educational process. Turn

takin~, lining up, and waiting were also stressed. The exhibition of 

certain types of posture was emphasized more at this center than at the 

east-side center. Like the children of the east-side center, the chil

dren of this center were expected to sit on the floor and to face the 

teacher with legs folded and hands in their laps. Beyond these rules, 

however, there were rules for the spatial arrangement of the children 

during certain activities. At "circle time," the four and five year 

olds were expected to form a circle, facing the teacher and the bulletin 

board. Children were expected to be evenly spaced, in a true circle. 

This arrangement was reinforced by commands from the teacher who, on 

occasion, swept a wooden pointer around the circle to ensure its uniform 

circumference. This was quite different from the arrangement of similar 

activities at the east-side center where the children were allowed to 

cluster around the teacher, as long as the other postural rules are 

observed (see Fig. 5). 

Daily Schedule of the Center 

The socialization of these behaviors and cultural traditions 

took place within a well defined daily schedule of activities. This 

schedule was posted behind the desk of the center director and was 



"STORY GROUP" 

EAST-SIDE CENTER 

"CIRCLE TIBE" 

SOUTH-SIDE CENTER 

Figure 5. Spatial differentiation in non-verbal communication 
teacher-child interactions. 
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strictly followed (see Fig. 6). Each activity listed had its own rules 

for appropriate behavior and the process of socialization varied from 

context to context. The observance of cultural traditions was done 

within the existing framework of activities. Unlike the east-side cen

ter, there was little deviation from this schedule. On only one 

occasion during the period of research, was the schedule changed. That 

occasion involved a field trip to visit Santa Claus at a shopping mall. 

However, the field trip was sandwiched in between the regularly sched

uled periods for breakfast and lunch. 

Some of the activities found in the daily schedules of both the 

east- and south-side centers were concerned with promoting academic 

behaviors, while others were devoted to the physical and social well

being of the children. At the south-side center, both "circle time" and 

"centers" were concerned with the transmission of academic knowledge. 

During these activities, the children were instructed in a number of 

subjects, including color and shape recognition, name recognition, the 

letters of the alphabet, and counting. While formal instructional and 

testing drills were used during "circle time," during "centers" the 

children participated in several small group activities, such as 

puzzles, coloring worksheets, or painting, which were intended to pro

mote some academic skill. 

The daily schedule of the east-side center included several 

academic activities. The east-side center's "story group" was similar 

in some ways to "circle time," and "choice time" at the east-side center 

consisted of a number of small group activities. Other academic 



6:30 - R:30 a.m. 

8:50 - 9:00 a.m. 

9:00 - 9:30 a.m. 

9:30 - 10:00 a.m. 

ALL AGES: 

10:00 - 11:30 a.m. 

11:30 - 11:50 a.m. 

11: 50 a.m. - 12:00 

12:00 - 12:30 pam. 

12:30 - 1:00 p.m. 

1:00 - 3:00 p.m. 

3:00 - 3:30 p.m. 

3:30 - 5:00 p.m. 

5:00 - 6:00 p.m. 

p.m. 
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Greeting Parents and Freeplay (2 & 3 yr. olds) 
(4 & 5 yr. olds) 

Group time: Pledges, songs, exercises 
colors, shapes, ABC's (2 & 3 yr. olds) 

Outside Play (Large-Small Muscles) 
(4 & 5 yr. olds) 

Health (wash hands) 

Nutrition (breakfast) 

Group time: Pledges, songs, exercises, 
colors, shapes, ABC's (4 & 5 yr. olds) 

Outside Play (Large-Small Muscles) 
(2 & 3 yr. olds) 

Centers: Math, English, Arts & Crafts, 
Science 

Outside Play (Large-Small Muscles) 

Health (wash hands) 

Nutrition (lunch) 

Outside play (Large-Small Muscles) 

Rest Time (nap) 

Snack Time 

Outdoor or Indoor Activities 
(Large-Small Muscles) 

Children departing 

Figure 6. Daily schedule of the South-side Center as posted. 
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activities at the east-side center included "journal time," an afternoon 

story time activity, and late afternoon small group activities. 

In addition to academic activities, the daily schedules of 

these centers included a number of non-academic activities~ Both cen

ters provided periods of free play for the children. At the south

side center, these periods were intended to foster the physical 

development of the children, while the east-side center used these 

activities to promote both physical and social development of the chil

dren. Heal and snack times, along with an afternoon nap were included 

in the daily schedules of the centers in order to ensure the physical 

well being of the children. 

At the east-side center, groups of varyin~ sizes were found 

during different activities. The "story group" which consisted of one 

adult and eight to ten children, was the basic unit of the east-side 

social structure. Participants in the "story group" and "journal time" 

activities were the members of a single story group. The members of 

two story groups had snack time together. All four story groups came 

together for music time, lunch time, the afternoon story, and nap time. 

At choice time, the children from all four story groups participated in 

a number of small group activities in groups of two to six children. 

At the south-side center, there were three groups of children -- the two 

and three year old group, the four year old group, and the kindergarten 

(five year old) group. While the groups had breakfast and lunch to

~ether, the majority of the daily activities were conducted within each 

group. Circle time, centers and some periods of free play were all 

small group activities. At nap time, the younger and older children 



napped in different areas of the center. There were no large group 

academic activities at the south-side center comparable to music time 

and the afternoon story at the east-side center. 

Forms of the Socialization Process 
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Information about cultural traditions, values, social contexts, 

and the types of behavior appropriate during such contexts was communi

cated to the children at the center both directly and indirectly. The 

adults and children at the center either communicated such information 

directly to a child or served as a mediator for cultural information 

derived from another source. In communicating this information, both 

adult and child socialization agents played a variety of social roles. 

Mediating Events 

Adults and children mediated cultural information derived from 

a variety of other sources. Messages from the mass media of American 

society were communicated to the children at the center, along with 

cultural information contained in the various instructional media 

present in the center. 

Mass Media. The role of the American mass media was less evi

dent during the socialization process at this center than at the east

side center. The teachers at this center did not use characters from 

the media to decorate the center, nor did they play music from tele

vision shows or movies at the center. There was a television set at 

the center, however, and in the late afternoon the teachers turned the 

set on so the children could watch cartoons. The children were also 
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exPosed to cultural information from the mass media when they were taken 

to the branch library to watch films. The films covered a wide range of 

subjects. There were documentaries about animals (pigs, whales, and 

snakes); short subjects (Mr. Gimme, The Balloon, Buster Keaton in The 

Cops); and cartoons of fairy tales (Jack in the Beanstalk, Petronella). 

The most noticeable difference between the two centers in the 

use of the mass media was the lack of media figures in the play of the 

children at the south-side center. While media figures were everywhere 

at the east-side center, at this center they were conspicuously absent. 

The children did not bring luch boxes or toys from home. For Halloween 

costumes, they planned to dress as clowns, ghosts, witches, etc., rather 

than as figures from the media. Finally, when playing chase games on 

the playground, they preferred to play firemen than to imitate the 

characters from star Wars or other movies. The fact that they did not 

incorporate media characters into their play may have indicated that 

they did not identify with the Anglo heroes portrayed on television and 

in the movies. 

Instructional Media. Like the teachers of the east-side center, 

the teachers of this center had a variety of instrnctional media avail

able for use. They used children's books, songs, and fingerplays to 

communicate information about academic skills and general cultural know

ledge (body parts, community helpers). Cultural values were promoted 

through the use of stories with morals and fairy tales. At Thanksgiving, 

a flannel board story which attributed the colorful tail of the turkey 



to temper tantrums was used to convey a message about the danger of 

losing one's temper. 
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The children at this center did not incorporate cultural infor

mation gained from instructional media into many of their activities •. 

On one occasion, however, several children used the song "Who Stole the 

Cookies from the Cookie Jar?" to involve other children and staff mem

bers in a game on the playground. 

Direct Events 

As well as mediating cultural information from the mass and 

instructional media, the adults and children at this center communicated 

information about a variety of cultural systems directly to children. 

Socialization agents communicated with children while occupying a num

ber of social roles. The cultural systems of American culture, Mexican

American culture, and school culture, all affected the social roles 

played by the adults at the south-side center and the types of informa

tion they communicated while in those roles. 

The Hispanic teachers at this center defined the role of teacher 

in a way that differs from the Anglo teachers at the east-side center. 

They saw the teacher as an authority figure and a source of knowledge. 

They did not view the teacher as a friend of the children. Consequently, 

these teachers maintained more social distance from the children than 

did the teachers at the east··side center. They did not engage in play 

activities with the children, either during indoor activities or on the 

playground. When the investigato~ did take part in role play episodes 

of lithe ice cream truck," other children asked whether the investigator 
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was actually playing with the children. The teachers at this center 

marked the social distance between the children and themselves by keep

ing a physical distance from them. The teachers never sat on the floor 

with the children, or squatted down to the child's level. Indoors, they 

sat on a chair; outdoors, they stood or sat on milk crates. As the 

children played on the playground, the teachers stood so they could 

monitor the playground and engaged in conversations with each other. 

They positioned themselves so as to block out much of the playground 

activity, while still being able to monitor the children (see Fig. 7). 

The role of teacher was the most important social role adopted 

by the adults at this center. In this role, the adults communicated 

information a.bout school culture and academic skills. Several ritual

ized forms of behavior found in the elementary school had been incor

porated into the activities of this center. They included the 

red tation of the Pledge of Allegiance, singing "My Country Tis of 

Thee," and drills on academic skills. During these drills, each child 

was called upon in turn to stand and identify colors, shapes, the names 

of the days of the week, and so on. The status of teacher was marked 

by the use of a wooden pointer, which served in the process of arranging 

children on the rug as well as to point to objects during circle time. 

In the role of teacher, the adults at this center had a way of 

structuring social interactions that was quite different from that found 

at the east-side center., In activities involving more than one child, 

the teachers at this center insisted that all the children do the same 

thing at the same time. When there were several steps involved in a 

task, all the children were required to complete the first step before 
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SOUTH-SIDE CENTER 

EAST-SIDE CENTER 

Figure 7. Adult-child interactions on the playground. 
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any child could go on to the next step. Children who finished early 

were told to wait for the rest of the children before proceeding to the 

next step. In contexts where there were several activities available 

for the children to participate in, the teachers did not allow the 

children to choose among the activities. Children were assigned to an 

activity, and after a period of time, all of the children from one 

activity were redirected to another activity. This method of structur

ing social interaction was consistent with the center's philosophy that 

all children were the same and had the same needs. It was also consis

tent with the conception of the teacher as the ultimate source of 

knowledge. 

At the east-side center, where the emphasis was on the indi

vidual needs of the children, children were allowed to work at their own 

pace. At "choice time," the children were allowed to choose which 

activity to participate in and could leave that activity for another, 

if they wished. The east-side teachers directed children to leave an 

activity only if the child was disrupting the activity. Disruptive 

children were generally told to "make another choice" rather than bein~ 

assigned to a particular activity. 

The adults at the center also served as socialization agents 

during a number of socialization events. During these events, the 

adults drew on their knowledge of the American, Mexican-American, and 

school cultures to evaluate the behavior of children. They then em

ployed interactional strategies and linguistic routines from their 

behavioral repertoires to communicate with the children about the 

appropriateness of the children's behavior. The 124 socialization 



events recorded at the south-side center will be discussed in further 

detail in Chapter 7. 
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The children who attended this center served as sources of cul

tural information for each other. A child attending this center had the 

opportunity to interact with children from an Anglo background, Black 

children, and Hispanic children. Most opportunities for communicating 

with other children occurred when the children were engaged in play 

activities on the playground. Fantasy and role play provided many 

opportunities for the transmission of cultural information. A favorite 

activity of the girls at this center was to "play store." The older 

girls also enjoyed mothering the younger children. The boys preferred 

to play organized games of soccer and baseball, or chase games. All the 

children enjoyed playing on the playground equipment, riding tricycles, 

or pulling other children in a wagon. The concern with friendship and 

being liked which was noted at the east-side center was not found among 

the children at this center. This may have been due to the fact that 

there was a high turnover of children at this center and the membership 

of the peer group was in a state of constant flux. The children at this 

center played cooperatively, and acts of aggression on the playground 

were almost non-existent. 

While the children at the east-side center imitated the adult 

socialization agents, the children at this center did not make attempts 

to explicitly discuss the behavior of other children. There were no 

recorded socialization events at this center that involved child social

ization agents. This may have been due to the fact that the adults at 
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this center had so clearly established themselves as sources of authori

ty and knowledge. 

Summary 

While the process of socialization at the south-side center was 

concerned with many of the same values and behaviors as the process of 

socialization in the east-side center, it has been shown that the sources 

of cultural information, and the forms in which such information was 

communicated differed in some important ways at the two centers. The 

differences in the ways in which the socialization process was organized 

to achieve very similar cultural goals can be seen most clearly in a 

comparison of the socialization events recorded at the two centers. 

These events were direct events which all contained messages about the 

appropriateness of behaviors in the ongoing social context. Similari

ties and differences in the relationships among the featt~es of these 

events at the two centers will be discussed in Chapters 7 through 9. 



CHAPTER 7 

SOCIAL ROLE VARIATION IN SOCIALIZATION EVENTS 

This is the first of three chapters in which the results of 

statistical analyses of the socialization events recorded in the two 

centers will be presented and discussed. These events were identified 

and recorded in accordance with the procedures outlined in Chapter 4. 

Correlations among the features of the socialization events were inves

tigated through statistical analyses of contingency tables. These 

analyses provided a number of insights into the organization of the 

socialization process in the two centers. 

In this chapter, the role of the children as targets and the 

role of teachers as agents during socialization events will be explored. 

The first section of this chapter (pp. 212-238) is concerned with the 

ways in which different types of children are socialized in the day care 

center. Specifically, attention was paid during the data analysis to 

the effects of the target's age, sex, and ethnic origin on the types of 

behavior for which the child was socialized, the goal of the socializa

tion event, the interactional strategy used by the agent, and the agent's 

choice of routine. The second section of this chapter (pp. 238-252) 

will consider the relationship between the adult serving as the social

ization agent and other features of the socialization event. The data 

analyses were concerned with determining the extent to which different 

agents accomplished different socialization goals, selected different 
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behaviors to be socialized, and had different repertoires of socializa

tion strategies and routines. The analysis was also concerned with the 

extent to which different agents singled out different types of children 

for socialization. 

For each combination of features (e.g., Age of Target by Inter

actional Strategy), the socialization events recorded in the east-side 

and south-side centers will be analyzed separately and then the analyses 

will be compared. Patterned variation in the types of behaviors social

ized, the socialization goals accomplished, the interactional strategies 

employed, and the linguistic routines selected in the two centers will 

be related to the values and beliefs of the American, Mexican-American, 

and "school" cultures, as well as to the local tradition of knowledge 

represented in the two centers. 

Children as Targets of Socialization 

Because the purpose of the socialization events recorded at the 

two day care centers was to communicate with children about their be

havior, the characteristics of the children themselves were important 

features of the events. Characteristics of the targets of these events 

which were examined included the sex of the child or children being 

socialized, the age of the tar~et, whether the target was an individual 

child or a group of children, and the ethnicity of the child. 

Sex Differences in Socialization 

At the east-side center, half (50.Ch) of the events involved 

boys, while only 26.8% involved girls. The remaining 23% of the events 

involved mixed groups of boys and girls. The most frequently socialized 
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type of behavior for all three types of targets were institutional be

haviors, behaviors required for efficient management of the center. A 

majority (80.4%) of the socialization events were concerned with these 

behaviors, which included being quiet, sitting on the floor, facing 

forward, and making a circle. Boys were more likely to be socialized 

for aggressive behaviors, social skills, peer group behaviors, and adult 

behaviors than were girls or mixed groups of children. Aggressive be

haviors for which children were socialized included hitting, biting, and 

throwing objects. Social skills included behaviors such as apologizing, 

cooperating and having "good" manners. Behaviors associated with the 

peer group included being friends or being the leader, while an example 

of a behavior normalJy reserved for adults was to lead a group activity. 

Mixed groups of children were more likely to be socialized for institu

tional behaviors than male or female targets. Statistical analysis of 

Table 4, comparing the relationships between the sex of the target chil

dren and the types of behavior for which they were socialized showed a 

weak but systematic relationship between these two variables. The chi

square value was significant at the .03 level, indicating that the 

variables were correlated but the Cramer's V score was only .15, showing 

only a weak association. The direction of association was negative; 

boys were more likely to be socialized for aggression and social skills, 

while girls and mixed groups of children were more likely to be social

ized for institutional behaviors. 

At the south-side center, the most common type of socialization 

target was the mixed group of children. Nearly half (46%) of the events 

recorded at this center involved groups of children. Boys were the 
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Table 4. Behaviors for which different types of tar ge ts were 
socialized at the East-side Center. 

Not 
Classi- Institu- Peer Aggres- Social Row 

fied tional Adult Group sion Skills Total % 

Boys 7 
~ 

178 4 4 21 23 237 50.3 
QJ 

~ Girls 4 101 2 2 4 13 126 26.8 

8 Mixed 
3 100 0 0 2 3 108 22.9 ft-I o Groups 

~ Column 
8 Total 14 379 6 6 27 39 471=N 100.0 

2 df = 10, p = .03, Cramer's V .145. X = 19.92, = 
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targets of 35.5% of the events and girls were the targets of only l8.~ 

of the events. Like the events at the east-side center, the overwhelm

ing majority of the events at this center were concerned with institu

tional behaviors. Girls had the highest proportion of socialization 

events involving institutional behaviors (95.7%). Neither mixed groups 

of children nor girls were socialized for peer group behaviors or 

aggression. Boys had the highest proportion of events involving social 

skills, while girls had the lowest proportion. There were no events 

involving the socialization of adult behavior at the south-side center. 

Analysis of Table 5, comparing the sex of the target with the behavior 

being socialized showed that the two variables were somewhat associated. 

While the chi-square value was not significant at the .05 level, the 

Cramer's V score of .22 showed some association of the two variables. 

Once again, the direction of association between these variables was 

negative, with boys more likely to be socialized for social skills and 

aggression, and girls and mixed groups to be socialized for institutional 

behaviors. 

Differences between the centers in the ways they socialized 

boys, girls, and mixed groups of children were noted in the ways in 

which socialization goals, strategies, and routines were used during 

socialization events. At the east-side center, the definition of appro

priate behavior was the most common goal, occurring during forty-six 

percent of the events. It was followed closely by the goal of defining 

inappropriate behavior (35.~~ of the events). The goal of punishing 

inappropriate behavior was found during 15.3% of the events, while the 

goal of rewarding appropriate behavior was found in only three percent 
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Table 5. Behaviors for which different types of targets were 
socialized at the South-side Center. 

Not 
Classi- Institu- Peer Aggres- Social Row 

fied tional Group sion Skills Total % 

.f.) 
Boys 2 31 1 2 8 44 35.5 

Q) 
be 

1~.5 a Girls 0 22 0 0 1 23 
8 . d 
Ct-; MJ.xe 1 52 0 0 4 57 46.0 
0 Groups 
Q) 

~ Column 
8 Total 3 105 1 2 13 124=N 100.0 

X2 
= 12.57, df = 8, p = .13, Cramer's V = .t'25. 
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of the events. Boys were slightly more likely to be the targets of 

events with the goal of defining inappropriate behavior (3o/tb) than to be 

the targets of events with the goal of defining appropriate behavior 

(3801%). Both girls and mixed groups of children were more likely to be 

the targets of events which had the definition of appropriate behavior 

as their goal than to be targets of events which defined behavior as 

inappropriate. Boys were more than twice as likely (66.7%) than girls 

(29.~~) to be the targets of events with the goal of punishing behaviors 

considered inappropriate. Boys and girls were equally likely to be 

rewarded for appropriate behavior. Analysis of Table 6 showed that 

these variables were somewhat associated. The chi-square value was sig

nificant at the .001 level, but the Cramer's V score was only .17. 

The definition of appropriate behavior was the most common goal 

at the south-side center, occurring during 61.3% of the socialization 

events. The definition of inappropriate behavior occurred during 32.3% 

of the events. Less than five percent (4.6%) of the events had as their 

goal the punishment of inappropriate behavior and less than two percent 

(1.6%) had the goal of rewarding appropriate behavior. All three types 

of targets were most likely to be the target of events with the goal of 

rewarding appropriate behavior in which the targets were girls and there 

were no events in which groups of children were the targets of the goal 

of punishing inappropriate behavior. A very weak association between 

these variables was found during the analysis of Table 7. The chi

square value was not significant at the .05 level and the Cramer's V 

score was only .19. The direction of association between these 



Table 6. Socialization goals of events with different types of 
targets at the East-side Center. 

Q) Q) Q) Q) 
~ I~ ~ I~ 

CI1 ~ III a:1 s:l CI1 
OM ,.. HOM ,.. orf,.. HOM ,.. 

~ 
,.. 0 ,.. 0 ,.. 0 ,.. 0 

Q) P, OM Q) p'°M 't:I p'°M ,s::: p'°M 
0 ~ 0 I> ~ o I> ,.. 0 I> 10 0 I> 
~ OM ,.. a:1 OM ,.. CI1 a:1 ,.. a:1 OM ,.. III 

-E % 
'+-I p..,t:: 

% 
'+-I p.,t:: ~ p.,s::: s:l p.,t:: 

Q) P. Q) Q) p.Q) % Q) P. Q) % ::s p. Q) % 0 ~<r:o ~ a:1r:o ~<r:o p.1'd~ 

Boys 1100 90 41.7 93 55.4 5 35.7 48 66.6 
+» 

~ Girls 0 0 61 28.2 39 23.2 5 35.7 21 29.2 

E-< Mixed 0 0 65 30.1 36 21.4 4 28.6 3 4.2 '0 Groups 
Q) 

~ Column 
E-< Total 1100 216 100.0 168 100.0 14 100.0 72 100.0 

2 X = 27.26, df = 8, p = .00, Cramer's V = .170. 

Table 7. Socialization goals of events with different types of 
targets at the South-side Center. 

Q) Q) Q) Q) 
~ I~ ~ I~ 
III ~ a:1 a:1 ~ a:1 

OM ,.. HOM ,.. OM ,.. HOM ,.. 
,.. 0 ,.. 0 ,.. 0 ,.. 0 

Q) P. OM Q) p'°M "0 P, OM ,t:: p'°M 
~ 0 I> ~ 0 I> ~ 0 I> 10 o I> 

OM ,.. a:1 OM ,.. ro ,.. a:1 OM ,.. m 
ct-. p...s:: '+-I p.,t:: ~ p,,t:: ~ p.,t:: 
Q) p.. Q) 

% Q) p. Q) % Q) p.. Q) % ::s p..Q) % ~<r:o ~a:1r:o ~<r:o p. a:1r:o 

Boys 22 29.0 16 40.0 1 50.0 5 83.3 
~ 
Q) 

Girls 15 19.7 7 17.5 0 0 1 16.7 be 

~ Mixed 8 39 51.3 17 42.5 1 50.0 0 0 
'+-I Groups 
0 
Q) 

Column ~ 
E-< Total 76 100.0 40 100.0 2 100.0 6 100.0 

2 df = 6, p .18, Cramer's V .189 X = 8.94, = = 
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~ 
III 

~~ o 0 
~E-< 

237 

126 

108 

471=N 

~ 
a:1 

:.~ o 0 
~E-< 

44 

23 

57 

471=N 
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variables was negative, since boys were five times more likely to be the 

targets in events with the goal of punishing inappropriate behavior. 

At the east-side center, boys were more likely than girls or 

mixed groups to be the targets of events involving the strategy of pre

venting participation in interactions. As Table 8 shows, boys were four 

times more likely to be assigned to less favored roles than were girls 

and were more likely to be assigned to less favored interactions. The 

strategies of allowing participation in favored interactions or adult 

role behaviors were employed only during events with boys or girls as 

targets, not during events with mixed groups of children. Mixed groups 

of boys and girls were more likely to be the targets of strategies 

labeling appropriate behaviors than were boys or girls alone. Boys were 

twice as likely to be the target of strategies labeling inappropriate 

behaviors than were girls or mixed groups of children. Analysis of 

Table 8 showed a significant association between these variables. The 

chi-square value was significant at the .001 level and the Cramer's V 

score was .20. 

Table 9 indicates that mixed groups of children were more likely 

to be the targets of the strategy of preventing ongoing interactions at 

the south-side center (50% of the events with this strategy), while boys 

were more likely to be the targets of the strategy of preventing future 

interactions. Boys were twice as likely to be assigned to less favored 

interactions than were girls. Mixed groups of children were more likely 

to be the targets of strategies labeling behaviors as appropriate. The 

strategy of preventing future interactions was not used for girls. A 



Table 8. Strategies used with different types of targets at the East-side Center. 

Interactional Strategy 
Allow ParticiEation: Assignment to Label Label 

Prevent Favored Re- Less Favored: Appro- Inappro-
Interaction: Inter- stricted Inter- priate priate 

Ongoing Future action Role Role action Behavior Behavior 

131 25 2 1 8 26 28 13 
Boys (51.6%) (53.2%) (50%) (~) (80%) (72.2%) (32.6%) (46.4%) 

.... 
~ 74 13 2 1 2 6 21 7 
~ Girls (29.1%) (27.%) (~) (50%) (20%) (16.7%) (24.4%) (2%) 
4-< 
0 

1; Mixed 49 9 0 0 0 4 37 8 
Groups (19.3%) (19.1%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (11.1%) (43%) (28.6%) 

Column 254 47 4 2 10 36 86 28 
Total (100%) (1e><:>%) (100%) (100%) (1~) (1~) (100%) (1()()%) 

2 X = 39.04, df = 16, p = .001, Cramer's V = .204 

Idio-
syn-

Cratic 

3 

(75%) 

0 

(0%) 

1 

(25%) 

4 

(100%) 

Row 
Total 

237 

126 

108 

471=N 

I\) 
I\) 
o 



Table 9. Strategies used with different types of targets at the South-side Center. 

Interactional Strategy 
Label Label 

Prevent Prevent Assignment to Appro- Inappro-
Ongoing Future Lese Favored priate priate Idiosyn-

Interaction Interaction Interaction Behavior Behavior cratic 

Boys 15 2 10 13 2 2 

(31.2%) (66.~) (47.%) (30.2%) (33.:%) (66.'7%) 

+l 
C1) 

9 0 4 7 0 be 3 
~ Girls 
8 (lB.?!}.;) (~) (19%) (16.~~) (~) (0)6) 
IH 
0 

C1) Mixed 2'+ 1 7 23 1 1 
~ Groups 

(50%) <33.3%) (33.3%) (53.%) (16.~) (33.3%) 8 

Column 48 3 21 43 6 3 
Total 

(1~) (1~) (l~) (1()()%) (1~) (1~) 

2 X = 10.29%, df = 10, P = .42, Cramer's V = .204 

Row 
Total 

44 

23 

57 

124=N 

r\) 
r\) 
~ 
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weak association of strategy with sex of the target was found during 

analysis of Table 9. The chi-square value was not significant at the 

.05 level but the Cramer's V score of .20 indicated that the variables 

were associated. 

No significant differences were found between the types of lin

guistic routines used with boys, girls and mixed groups of children at 

the east-side center. Table 10 shows that the questioning routine was 

the most common (21.7%), followed by the need routine (15.5%), and com

mand forms (14.9%) (see pp. 117-119 for description of routines). The 

choice/chance routine was used twice as often with boys and girls than 

it was with mixed groups of children. With male targets, the question

ing routine was most common. The questioning routine and the need 

routine were equally common with female targets. With mixed groups of 

children, the need routine was the most common. Statistical analysis 

of Table 10 showed that these variables were not strongly related. The 

chi-square value for Table 10 was not significant at the .05 level and 

the Cramer's V score was .17. 

At the south-side center, command forms were the most frequently 

used routine for all three types of socialization target. The over

whelming majority (94.4%) of the language forms used during the social

ization process in the south-side center were in En~lish. Only seven 

events (5.6% of the total number of events) involved the use of a 

Spanish language form. All the Spanish language forms used during 

socialization events were commands (Ven aqui, sientete). Over half 

(52.3%) of the events involving boys used command forms. Table 11 shows 

that command forms were used during only 39.1% of the events involving 



Table 10. Routines used with different types of targets at the East-side Center. 

Socialization Routine 

Ques- Choice/ Show-See Show-See Idiosyn-
tioning Need Chance Positive Nep.;ative Please Let's cratic 

Boys 59 28 17 3 1 5 8 77 

~ (57.:;%) (38.4%) (6:;%) (37.%) (~%) (31.2%) ( 53.:;%) (49.'7%) 
Q) 

be 

~ 23 23 8 3 0 7 3 37 8 Girls 
c,... (22.:;%) (31.%) (29.6%) (37.5%) (~) (43.8%) (2~) (23.~) 0 

Q) 
p. 

l: Mixed 21 22 2 2 3 4 4 41 
Groups (20.4%) (30.1%) (7.4%) (2%) (7%) (2%) (26.7%) (26.4%) 

Column 103 73 27 8 4 16 15 155 
Total 

(10<:J%) (10~) (100%) (100%) (1~) (100%) (1~) (10~) 

2 X = 25.79, df = 16, p = .06, Cramer's V = .166 

Corn-
rnand 

39 

(55.('%) 

22 

(31.4%) 

9 
(1?<}%) 

70 
(100%) 

Row 
Total 

237 

126 

108 

471=N 

I\) 
I\) 
VJ 



Table 11. Routines used with different types of tar~ets at the South-side Center. 

Socialization Routine 
Show-See Idiosyn-

Questioning Need Negative Let's cratic Command 

Boys 6 3 0 0 12 23 

~ 
(30%) (42o~) (~) (~) (33.3%) (43.4%) 

Ql 
be 
~ 

3 1 0 0 10 9 ~ Girls 
Co-< (15%) (14.2%) (~) (~) (27.8%) (1~) 
0 

Ql 

;; Mixed 11 3 1 7 14 21 
Groups (55%) (42.%.) (100%) (1~) <3R.%) (39.6%) 

Column 20 7 1 7 36 53 
Total (100%) (1~) (100%) (1~) (1~) (10C1%) 

2 X = 13.82, df = 10, p = .18, Cramer's V = .236 

Row 
Total 

44 

23 

57 

124=N 

f\) 
f\) 
+:-



225 

girls and during 36.9% of the events involving mixed groups of children. 

The questioning routine was used one and a half times more often with 

mixed groups than with boys and three and a half times more often with 

mixed groups than with girls. Analysis of Table 11 produced a Cramer's 

V score of .31, which showed a strong association between the two vari

ables. The chi-square value, however, was not significant at the .05 

level. 

The most frequently socialized targets at the east-side center 

were boys, while at the south-side center, mixed groups of children were 

most likely to be socialized. As seen in Table 12, the differences 

between the centers in the frequency with which different types of tar

gets were socialized was statistically significant. v!hen socialization 

goals, strategies, routines, and the types of behaviors socialized at 

the two centers were compared, it was found that the socialization of 

different types of targets involved very different types of interactions 

in the two centers. 

Some differences were noted in the ways boys and girls were 

socialized in the two centers. Boys were the targets of socialization 

events twice as often as girls in both centers. Furthermore, boys were 

two and a half times more likely than girls to be socialized for aggres

sive behavior at the east-side center. Only boys were socialized for 

aggression at the south-side center. One might expect that girls would 

be more likely to be socialized for social skills, but at the east-side 

center boys were just as likely as girls to be socialized for these be

haviors. At the south-side center, boys were four times more likely to 

be socialized for social skills than were girls. 
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Table 12. Socialization of different types of targets in the two 
centers. 

Mixed 
Center Boys % Girls % Groups % Row Total % 

East-side 237 50.3 126 26.8 108 22.9 471 100 

South-side 44 35.5 23 18.5 57 46.0 124 100 

Column 
Total 2R1 149 165 595=N 

2 df = 2, signif. .00, Cramer's V .209 X = ?5.99, = = 
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Boys were slightly more likely (20.3% of the events with male 

targets) to be punished than girls (16.7% of the events with female 

targets) at the east-side center. At the east-side center, girls were 

twice as likely to be rewarded than were boys. Boys were almost three 

times more likely than girls to be punished at the south-side center. 

While girls were slightly more likely than boys to have their behavior 

defined as appropriate at the south-side center, there were no events 

with the goal of rewarding behavior with female targets. 

The prevention of interaction was the most frequently used 

strategy with boys and girls at both centers. At the east-side center, 

boys were twice as likely to be assigned to less favored interactions 

and roles, while girls were twice as likely to be allowed to pHrticipate 

in favored interactions and roles. There were no major differences in 

the frequency with which the strategies were used with boys and girls 

at the south-side center, except that girls were three times more likely 

to have their behavior labeled inappropriate. 

Finally, there were no major differences in the frequency with 

which the socialization routines were used with boys and girls at the 

two centers, except that girls at the east-side center were twice as 

likely to have the "please" form used with them. While it is clear that 

there were gender differences in the ways in which children were social

ized in the day care center, it is also clear that individual children 

and mixed groups of children were being socialized in very different 

ways. 

At the east-side center, boys were at one end of a continuum of 

socialization events, with mixed groups of children at the opposite end. 
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Girls fell somewhere in between. Boys were socialized for aggression, 

peer group behaviors, social skills, and adult behaviors more often than 

girls or mixed groups of children. Boys were slightly more likely to be 

targets of events with the goal of defining inappropriate behavior and 

were far more likely to be the targets of the goal of punishing inappro

priate behavior. Boys were more likely to have their participation in 

interactions prevented than were other types of targets and were much 

more likely to be assigned to less favored interactions or role be

haviors. The questioning routine was the most frequently used type of 

routine with male targets. 

Very different types of interactions took place at this center 

when the targets were mixed groups of children. Mixed groups were most 

often socialized for institutional behaviors and were more likely to be 

the targets of events which defined their behavior as appropriate than 

of events which defined their behavior as inappropriate. They were more 

likely to be the target of strategies labeling appropriate behaviors, 

and to have the need routine used during their socialization events. 

At the south-side center, the focus of the socialization process 

was the socialization of mixed groups of children. While all types of 

targets were socialized most often for institutional behaviors and were 

most often the targets of the goal of defining appropriate behavior, 

mixed groups of children were socialized more often than either boys or 

girls. In no cases were groups of children punished at this center, and 

they were most likely to be the targets of strategies labeling appro

priate behaviors and preventing ongoing interactions. Command forms 

were used less often with mixed groups of children than with boys or 



girls. The questioning routine was used more often with mixed groups 

than with boys or girls. 
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At both centers, boys were more likely to be punished for inap

propriate behaviors, to be socialized for a~gressive behaviors, and to 

be assigned to less favored interactions. The socialization of boys 

focused on the inappropriate aspects of their behavior and was more likely 

to involve punishment. Groups of children, however, were more likely to 

have their behavior defined as appropriate, were less likely to be pun

ished, were less likely to have their participation in interactions pre

vented, and were less likely to have command forms used during their 

socialization. 

In order to determine whether the differences in the ways dif

ferent types of children were socialized in the two centers were due to 

cultural difference, the behavior of the children in the two centers 

were compared. Contingency tables comparing the types of behaviors per

formed by the targets at the two centers revealed no significant differ

ences between the behaviors of the children attending the two centers. 

Analysis of a contin~ency table comparing the types of behaviors for 

which boys were socialized at the two centers yielded a chi-square value 

significant at the .48 level, and a Cramer's V score of only .126. 

Similar results were produced for tables comparing the behaviors of 

girls and mixed groups of children at the two centers. These statis

tical analyses revealed little difference between the behaviors of the 

three types of targets. Therefore, it was concluded that boys were the 

primary focus of the socialization process at the east-side center 

because of certain cultural values emphasized at the center and not 

because they acted differently than the boys at the south-side center. 



230 

Similarly, the emphasis on the socialization of mixed groups of children 

at the south-side center was also due to cultural values and not to dif

ferences in the behavior of mixed groups of children in the two centers. 

These differences reflected a number of cultural values. Boys are con

sidered more aggressive than girls in both the American and Mexican

American cultures. Since aggressive behavior is discouraged by early 

childhood education, the aggressive behavior of boys was singled out 

and punished. The educational philosophy of the east-side center empha

sized the individual child and the purposiveness of children's behavior, 

which was reflected in the fact that boys and girls were socialized more 

often than groups of children. At the south-side center, the educa

tional philosophy stressed the equality of children rather than the 

individual needs of the child. Therefore, individual children were less 

likely to be singled out for socialization. Instead, the entire group 

of children was the target of cultural messages about appropriate be

havior. 

Age Differences in Socialization 

The age of the target had little effect on the socialization 

events recorded at the east-side center. There were no significant 

differences between the socialization goals or linguistic routines 

found during events involving targets of different ages. As Table 13 

shows, there were, however, some differences in the types of strategies 

used. While targets of all ages were most likely to have their partici

pation in ongoing interactions prevented, younger children (aged four to 

six) were more likely to have their behavior labeled as appropriate than 



Table 13. Strategies used to socialize children of different ages at the Bast-side Center. 

Allow Participation: Assignment to Label Label 
Prevent Favored Re- Less Favored: Appro- Inappro- Idio-

Interaction: Inter- stricted Inter- priate priate syn-
Ongoing Future action Role Role action Behavior Behavior cratic 

3 Years 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

4 Years 52 9 2 0 5 8 16 9 0 
~ 
Cll 
b: 

~ 5 Years (;6 13 1 2 3 7 17 9 1 
8 
It-! 
0 6 Years 2R 7 0 0 2 5 11 2 1 
Cll 
be; 

c:x: 
7 Years 6 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 

Column 
Total 152 30 4 2 10 23 46 20 2 

2 X = 57.1, df = 32, p = .004, Cramer's V = .222 

N = 289 because 182 events involved multiple tarpets. 

Row 
Total 

2 
( .7%) 
101 

()4.~) 

119 
(41.2%) 

56 
(19.4%) 

11 
<3.8%) 

289=N 
(100%) 

N 
\.N 
I-' 
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were older children (seven year olds), and older children were more 

likely to be assigned to less favored interactions. Children aged four 

to six were socialized for a broader range of behaviors than older or 

younger children, but the age of the target was not strongly associated 

with the types of behavior socialized. 

At the south-side center, there was no correlation between the 

age of the target and the goal of the socialization event. Both social

ization strategies and routines, however, appeared to be associated with 

the age of the target. Table 14 indicates that the strategies of label

ing behaviors as appropriate or inappropriate were not used with three 

year old targets, but were the most frequently used strategies with 

four year olds. Labeling of appropriate behavior and prevention of on

going interactions were used equally often with five year olds. Five 

year olds were the only age group with which the full range of strate

gies was employed. As Table 15 shows, the questioning routine was used 

primarily with four year olds, while command forms were the most fre

quently used routinized form with the three and five year olds. The 

ages of the targets had some effect on the type of behaviors for which 

they were socialized at the south-side center. While institutional be

haviors were the most frequently socialized type of behavior for all 

ages, aggression was socialized only in three and four year olds and 

the majority (66.7%) of the events involving social skills had targets 

who were five years old. 

The age of the target was not as important as the sex of the 

target in influencing other aspects of the socialization event at either 

center. However, it was more important at the south-side center than at 



Table 14. strategies used to socialize children of different ages at the South-side Center. 

Label Label 
Prevent Prevent Assignment to Appro- Inappro-
Ongoing Future Less Favored priate 'Priate Idiosyn- Row 

Interaction Interaction Interaction Behavior Behavior cratic Total 

2 Years 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 
(4.1%) 

3 Years 5 1 3 0 0 1 10 
~ (20.4%) 
IV 
b[ 

4 6 18 ~ 4 Years 0 7 1 0 
E-I <36. ?%) 
'H 

4 o 5 Years 1 3 5 1 1 15 
IV 
t:: 

(30.6%) 
~ 

6 Years 1 0 0 2 1 0 4 
(8.2%) 

Column 
Total 15 2 12 15 3 2 49=N 

(10~) . 

2 X = 15.78, df = 20, p = .72, Cramer's V = .2R4 

N = 49 because 75 events involved multiple targets. 

f\) 
\]oJ 
\]oJ 
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Table 15. Routines used to socialize children of different ages at the 
South-side Center. 

Socialization Routine Row 
Questioning Need Idiosyncratic Command Total 

2 Years 0 1 1 0 2 
(0%) (25%) (5.6%) (0%) 

3 Years 1 1 4 4 10 
(2(1%) (25%) (22.2%) (18.2%) ..., 

(1) 

18 b() 4 Years 3 1 9 5 
~ (60%) (25%) (~) (22.~) 8 

IH 
0 5 Years 1 ° 3 11 15 
(1) (20%) (~) (16.6%) ( 50%) bO « 

6 Years 0 1 1 2 4 
(0%) (25'16) ( 5.6%) (9.1%) 

Column 
Total 5 4 18 22 49=N 

(l~) (100%) (l~) (1~) 

2 X = 15.76, df = 12, P = .20, Cramer's V = .327 

N = 49 events because 75 events involved multiple targets. 
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the east-side center. At the east-side center, the chronological age of 

children was not emphasized by the center's philosophy or in its curric

ulum. Emotional age was more important than chronological age in deter

mining the assignment of children to story groups. The emphasis was on 

the individual attributes of the child, rather than her or his age. At 

the south-side center, however, chronological age was the primary basis 

of group membership and curricular design (see Fig. 6, p. 201). The two 

and three year old children were both spatially and socially isolated 

from the older children. The four and five year olds shared circle time 

activities, but were otherwise separated during the day. Children of 

all ages played together on the playground, but few socialization events 

took place in this setting. 

Ethnic Differences in Socialization 

Some ethnic differences were noted in the socialization events 

recorded at the south-side center. Since only two out of one hundred 

and eighteen children observed at the east-side were not Anglo, it was 

not possible to identify ethnic differences in the socialization process 

at that center. The ethnicity of the children attending the south-side 

center was determined by the observer on the basis of their participa

tion in the Mexican-American, Anglo, and Black subcultures. Some indi

cators of ethnicity included whether the child had a Spanish surname 

and the language(s) spoken in the child's home, although these were not 

the only possible indicators of ethnicity. The ethnicity of the target 

child did not significantly affect either the agent's choice of strategy 

or the socialization goal of the event. It did, however, have an effect 
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on which routines were used by the agents. Seventy-one percent of the 

children in the sample were Hispanic, 25% were Anglo, and ~ were Black. 

Only 39.2% of the events recorded at this center involved individual 

children. Of those events, 73.5% involved Hispanic children, 24.5% in

volved Anglo children, and 2% involved Black children. Black children 

were singled out less often for socialization than was expected from 

their representation in the sample population, while Hispanic children 

were singled out slightly more often than expected. Anglo children were 

socialized about as often as expected, based on their representation in 

the sample population. The underrepresentation of the Black children 

as socialization targets was due more to their sex (all were girls) than 

to their ethnicity. Girls were the least often socialized type of tar

get at this center. 

The ethnic origin of the target did have an effect on the 

routines used by the socialization agents at the south-side center. 

As Table 16 shows, events where the target was an Anglo child was charac

terized by the use of command forms in English, idiosyncratic forms, 

and the questioning routine. Hispanic children were the targets of 

events involving command forms in both English and Spanish, the ques

tioning routine, and the need routine, as well as idiosyncratic forms. 

The only event with a Black child (who was bilingual) as the target in

volved the use of the command routine in Spanish. The significant chi

square and Cramer's V scores for this analysis were due mostly to the 

fact that routines in Spanish were used only with bilingual children 

and to the fact that certain routines were used only with groups of 

children. 
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Table 16. Socialization routines used with children of different 
ethnic backgrounds at the South-side Center. 

Socialization Routine 
Idio-

Question- Show-See syn_· Corn- Row 
ing Need Negative Let's cratic mand Total 

Unclass- 2 0 0 0 0 2 4 
ified (~) (~) (~) (~) (~) (~) 

Anglo 2 0 0 0 5 5 12 
(16.6%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (41.7%) (41.'7%) 

~ Mexican 3 4 0 0 12 17 36 
"8 American (8.4%) (11.1%) (0%) (~) <33.3%) (47.2%) 
"~ s:: 
.c Black 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 4..1 
ril (~) (~) (a%) (~) (10{)%) (0%) 

~1ultiple 13 3 1 7 18 29 71 
Targets (18.3%) (4.2%) (1.4%) (9.%) (25.4%) (40.8%) 

Column 
Total 20 7 1 7 53 124=N 

2 .56, X = 18.49, df = 20, p = Cramer's V = .193 
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The ethnicity of the target also had a significant effect on who 

acted as the socialization agent. Four of the five primary socializa

tion agents socialized groups of children more often than individual 

children. One Hispanic teacher, however, socialized individual Hispanic 

children more often than groups of children. Individual Anglo children 

were socialized more often by another Hispanic teacher than by the other 

Hispanic teachers or the Anglo teacher. The Anglo teacher did not 

differ significantly from the Hispanic teachers in her relations with 

children from the three ethnic groups. 

Teachers as Socialization Agents 

Since the teachers at these centers served as the socialization 

agents in the overwhelming majority of the socialization events re

corded, several aspects of their behavior during these events were 

analyzed. Twenty-one agents were observed at the east-side center and 

seven were observed at the south-side center. The analyses of the con

tingency tables was concerned with variation in the agents' use of 

socialization goals, repertoires of interactional strategies and lin

guistic routines, the types of behaviors socialized, and which children 

they socialized. 

Socialization Goals 

As Tables 17 and 18 show, few differences were noted among the 

agents' use of the four socialization goals at either center. At both 

centers, the majority of the teachers participated most often in events 

with the goal of defining appropriate behavior. More agents at both 



Table 17. Socialization goals of events with different agents at the East-side Center. 

Define Define Reward Punish 
Agent Appropriate Inappropriate Appropriate Inappropriate Row 
Number Unknown Behavior Behavior Behavior Behavior Total 

1 1 39 21 2 20 83 

2 0 11 6 1 3 21 

3 0 12 12 3 4 31 

4 0 15 20 1 10 46 

5 0 30 31 0 7 68 

6 0 3 0 0 0 3 

7 0 0 2 0 0 2 

R 0 2 4 0 2 8 

9 0 13 11 0 5 29 

10 0 19 6 0 4 29 

11 0 14 9 0 5 28 

12 0 2 0 0 0 2 

13 0 2 0 0 0 2 

14 0 2 1 0 2 5 

15 0 1 0 0 0 1 

16 0 1 0 1 0 2 

17 0 19 28 2 6 55 

18 0 11 8 3 1 23 
:\) 
\.)J 
\.() 



Table l7--continued 

Socialization Goal 
Define Define Reward 

A~ent Appropriate Inappropriate Appropriate 
Number Unknown Behavior Behavior Behavior 

19 0 6 1 0 

20 0 1 1 0 

21 0 6 6 1 

Column 
Total 1 209 167 14 

2 X = 90.25, df = 80, p = .21, Cramer's V = .222 

N = 460 because 11 events involved multiple or unidentified agents. 

Punish 
Inappropriate 

Behavior 

0 

0 

0 

69 

Row 
Total 

7 

2 

13 

460=N 

f\) 
+:
o 
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Table 18. Socialization goals of events with different agents at the 
South-side Center. 

Soxialization Goal 
Define Define Reward Punish 

Agent Appropriate Inappropriate Appropriate Inappropriate Row 
Number Behavior Behavior Behavior Behavior Total 

50 11 10 0 2 23 

51 19 9 2 2 32 

52 12 8 0 1 21 

53 27 8 0 1 36 
54 3 3 0 0 6 

56 0 1 0 0 1 

58 1 0 0 0 1 

Mul tiple 
3 1 0 0 4 Agents 

Column 
Total 76 40 2 6 1~4=N 

2 
df = .81, X = 15.26, 21, p = Cramer's V = .203 
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centers were involved in events with the goal of punishing inappropriate 

behavior than were involved in events with the goal of rewarding appro

priate behavior. Only one teacher at the south-side center was involved 

in events with the goal of rewarding appropriate behavior. The teachers 

at these two centers differed very little in the types of cultural goals 

achieved during the socialization events in which they participated. 

Socialization Strategies and Routines 

The socialization agents at the east-side center differed very 

little in their repertoires of socialization strategies. Table 19 shows 

that the most frequently used strategy, the prevention of ongoing inter

actions, was the most commonly used strategy by 20 of the 21 agents 

observed. Some differences were noted, however, in their repertoires 

of linguistic routines. As Table 20 indicates, nine teachers made the 

most use of the questioning routine, three used the need routine most 

often, and another three used command forms most often. Two teachers 

used two of these routines equally often~ Routines other than the ques

tioning routine, the need routine, and command forms were used most 

often by two teachers and one teacher used non-routinized forms ex

clusively. 

At the south-side center, the strategies of preventing ongoing 

interactions and labeling appropriate behavior were used equally often. 

The agents at this center, however, differed in their use of these 

strategies. Table 21 demonstrates that four teachers used the preven

tion strategy most often, while three used the labeling strategy most 

often. These differences proved to be statistically significant during 



Table 19. 

Ap:ent 
Number 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

10 

11 

17 

18 

21 

Column 
Total 

Interactional strategies used by story group leaders at the East-side Center. 

Interactional Strategy 
Allow Label Label 

Prevent ParticiEa tion: Assignment to Appro- Inappro- Idio-
Interaction Favored Restricted Less Favored: priate priate syn-

Ongoing Future Interaction Role Role Interaction Behavior Behavior cratic 

43 5 0 1 3 12 14 4 1 

11 2 1 0 0 1 5 1 0 

17 2 0 0 0 0 10 2 0 

26 4 1 0 1 4 7 2 1 

37 9 0 0 1 3 12 6 0 

19 4 0 0 1 1 4 0 0 

15 3 0 0 0 2 4 4 0 

23 10 1 1 3 5 7 5 0 

9 2 1 0 0 2 8 1 0 

6 1 0 0 0 0 5 1 0 

206 42 4 2 9 30 76 26 2 

Row 
Total 

83 

21 

31 

46 

68 

29 

28 

55 

23 

13 

397 

I\J 
+
\N 



Table 20. Routines used by individual agents at the East-side Center. 

Socialization Rout.in~ 
Ap;ent Idio-
Number/ Question- Choice/ Show-See Show-See syn- Corn- Row % of 

Observer ing Need Chance Positive Negative Please Let's cratic mand Total Total 

Observer 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 .4 

1 14 11 3 1 0 3 4 28 19 83 17.6 

2 5 2 1 0 0 1 0 8 4 21 4.5 

3 4 1 7 0 2 1 1 14 1 31 6.6 

4 14 3 8 0 0 0 0 15 6 46 9.8 

5 16 13 2 2 1 1 4 19 10 68 14.4 

6 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 .6 

7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 .4 

8 2 0 0 1 0 1 0 3 1 8 1.7 

9 7 4 0 1 0 2 2 11 2 29 6.2 

10 7 5 1 0 1 0 1 6 8 29 6.2 

11 8 5 2 0 0 0 1 7 5 28 5.9 

12 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 .4 

13 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 .4 

14 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 1.1 

15 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 .2 

16 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 .4 

17 12 10 0 1 0 5 1 21 5 55 11.7 

18 7 4 1 1 0 0 1 9 0 23 4.9 f\) 

+-
+-



Table 20 --continued 

Socialization Routine 
Agent 
Number/ Question- Choice/ Show-See Show-See 
Observer ing Need Chance Positive Negative 

19 2 3 1 0 0 

20 0 0 0 0 0 

21 2 4 0 0 0 

Unknown 0 0 0 0 0 

Multiple 0 2 0 0 0 

Column 
Total 103 73 27 8 4 

X2 = 218.67, df = 192, P = .09, Cramer's V = .241 

Idio-
syn-

Please Let's cratic 

0 0 0 

0 0 1 

1 0 5 

0 0 0 

0 0 3 

16 15 155 

Corn- Row 
mand Total 

1 7 

1 2 

1 13 

2 2 

2 7 

70 471 

% of 
Total 

1.5 

.4 

2.8 

.4 

1.5 

100 

I\J 
+
\J1 



Table 21. strategies used by individual agents at the South-side Center. 

Interactional Strategy 
Label Label 

Prevent Prevent Assignment to Appro- lnappro- Idio-
Agent Ongoing Future Less Favored priate priate syn-
Number Interaction Interaction Interaction Behavior Behavior cratic 

50 5 0 4 10 3 1 

51 13 0 6 11 1 1 

52 9 0 5 6 1 0 

53 18 1 6 11 0 0 

54 0 2 0 3 1 0 

56 1 0 0 0 0 0 

58 0 0 0 1 0 0 

Multiple 2 0 0 1 0 1 

Column 
Total 48 3 21 43 6 3 

2 X = 55.81, df = 32, P = .01, Cramer's V = .300 

Row 
Total 

23 

32 

21 

36 

6 

1 

1 

4 

124 

% of 
Total 

18.6 

25.8 

16.9 

29.0 

4.9 

.8 

.8 

3.2 

100 

N 
+-
0'\ 



the analysis of a contingency table of the two variables. All the 

teachers at this center, except for one, used command forms more often 

than other socialization routines. Table 22 shows that the exception 

was an Anglo teacher who spoke only English. She used the questioning 

routine most often (34.8% of the time). Like the other teachers at the 

south-side center, she also used a great deal of command forms (30.4%). 

The differences between the agents' use of linguistic routines.during 

the socialization process were not statistically significant at the 

.05 level. The Cramer's V score for the contingency table of these 

variables did show some association between the variables. 

While the agents at both centers were accomplishing similar 

cultural goals through their socialization events, they used different 

repertoires of interactional strategies and routines during these events. 

While the prevention of ongoing interactions 'was the predominant strate

gy at the east-side center, a more balanced use of strategies was found 

at the south-side center. Eight strategies were found at the east-side 

center, although only one teacher used all eight. Missing from the 

teachers' repertoires at the south-side center were the strategies of 

allowing participation in favored interactions, allowing adult behavior, 

and assignment to less favored role behaviors. 

The agents of the two centers used quite different repertoires 

of linguistic routines during the socialization events recorded. At 

the east-side center, the questioning routine was the most common, 

followed by the need routine and command forms. At the south-side cen

ter, however, command forms predominated and the questioning routine, 

the need routine, and the let's routine came in as distant second and 
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Table 22. Routines used by individual agents at the South-side Center 

Socialization Routine 
Idio-

Agent Question- Show-See syn- Corn- Row % of 
Number ing Need Negative Let's cratic mand Total Total 

50 8 0 1 0 7 7 23 18.6 

51 4 0 0 1 9 18 32 25.8 

52 1 1 0 2 6 11 21 16.9 

53 7 5 0 4 8 12 36 29.0 

54 0 1 0 0 3 2 6 4.9 

56 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 .8 
58 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 .8 

Multiple 0 0 0 0 1 3 4 3.2 

Column 
Total 20 7 1 7 36 53 124 100 

2 
X = 37.71, df = 35, p = .35, Cramer's V = .247 



third place finishers. Besides the obvious differences in the use of 

Spanish at the two centers, individual teachers varied more from the 

center-side pattern at the east-side center than at the south~side cen

ter. The one Anglo teacher at the south-side center was more like her 

Anglo counterparts at the east-side center than her coworkers at the 

south-side center. 

The differences in the teachers' repertoires of strategies and 

routines at the two centers were consistent with philosophical differ

ences bet~leen the centers as well as with ethnic differences among the 

teachers. As discussed in Chapter 5, the east-side center had adopted 

an Adlerian philosophy of education. This approach to education 

stressed the values of equality, individuality, and self-reliance. 

These values were also part of the core value system of American society. 

The emphasis placed on the individuality of children in this center was 

reflected in the fact that individual children were socialized more 

often than groups of children. The use of the questioning and need 

routines by the teachers at the east-side center emphasized the pur

posiveness nature of children's behavior and served to focus the event 

on the child's internal needs and abilities. The staff and children of 

the south-side center were predominantly Hispanic and the socialization 

process in this center reflected the Mexican-American value system. 

The fact that mixed groups of children were the most frequently social

ized type of target was consistent with the Mexican-American value of 

identification with the group or community. The agents' use of co~~and 

forms was consistent with their authoritarian teaching style. This 
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teaching style was consistent with the Hispanic emphasis of respect for 

elders. 

Types of Behavior Socialized 

As previous analyses have shown (see Table 4, p. 214), institu

tional behaviors were the most frequently socialized type of behavior 

at the east-side center. A majority (80.4%) of the recorded events were 

concerned with this type of behavior. Individual teachers also sin~led 

out this type of behavior most often. Only three of the teachers at 

this center were involved in socialization events concerning all five 

types of behavior (institutional, aggression, adult, peer group, and 

social skills). The rest of the teachers socialized from one to four 

types of behavior. The chi-square value for the contingency table of 

these two variables was not significant at the .05 level, but the 

Cramer's V score of ~45 indicated some association between the agent 

involved in a socialization event and the type of behavior socialized. 

At the south-side center, institutional behaviors were also the 

most frequently socialized type of behavior (see Table 5, p. 216). Like 

the east-side teachers,. individual teachers at this center also social

ized institutional behaviors most often. Unlike the east-side center, 

however, there were striking differences among the teachers of this 

center in the socialization of other types of behavior. Only the 

teachers of the two and three year olds socialized aggressive behavior, 

and only the Mexican-American teachers socialized social skills. These 

differences were reflected in the statistical analysis of a contingency 

table of these two variables. The chi-square value was significant at 



the .00 level and the Cramer's V score of .53 indicated that the two 

variables were strongly associated. 
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While the teachers at both centers were primarily concerned with 

the socialization of institutional behaviors, differences were found 

between the centers. Teachers at the east-side center differed in the 

types of behaviors they socialized, but these differences were not found 

to be statisticallY significant. At the south-side center, however, 

significant differences were found in the types of behaviors socialized 

by individual teachers. The fact that only the Mexican-American teachers 

socialized social skills might have been related to the emphasis placed 

by the Hexican-American culture on "good" manners. However, since the 

lone Anglo teacher at this center was the head teacher, during mealtimes 

she was more involved in directing the activities of the staff (serving 

food, etc.) than with the behavior of the children. 

Types of Targets Socialized 

Hhile boys were socialized more often than girls or mixed groups 

of children at the east-side center, not all teachers were equally con

cerned with the socialization of boys. Four teachers (19% of the 21 

teachers involved) were responsible for 53.3% of the events in which 

boys were socialized. Two teachers (9.~ of 21) were responsible for 

41.~ of the events involving mixed groups of children. These two 

teachers were the assistant director and the most senior teacher, both 

of whom spent more time than the less experienced teachers in leading 

group activities. The chi-square value was significant at the .05 



level and the Cramer's V score of .25 showed that these two variables 

were, indeed, associated. 
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At the south-side center, individual teachers followed the 

center-wide pattern of socializing groups of children more often than 

boys or girls (see Table 5, p. 216). Only one Mexican-American teacher 

deviated from this pattern. While the Cramer's V score of .50 indicated 

these two variables were associated, the chi-square value was not sig

nificant at the .05 level. 

The south-side teachers were more concerned with the socializa

tion of mixed groups of children which was consistent with their philos

ophy of education. At the east-side center, however, the social roles 

of the teachers within the center's social structure affected their 

socialization of different types of targets. 

At both centers, individual teachers were far more likely to 

socialize children belonging to t~eir group than to socialize children 

from other groups. While the children at both centers spent much of 

their time under the supervision of "their" teacher, at both centers 

children from all groups ate lunch and snacks together, took naps to

gether, and played together on the playground. The significant corre

lations between these variables at both centers indicated that, even 

during communal activities, children were more likely to be socialized 

by their own teacher than by another. Analysis of a contingency table 

for these variables at the east-side center produced a chi-square value 

significant at the .00 level and a Cramer's V score of .50. At the 

south-side center, the chi-square value for these variables was also 

significant at the .00 level and the Cramer's V value was .67. 
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Summary 

Statistical analyses of the effects of the tar~et's sex, age, 

and ethnicity on the process of socialization in these two centers 

revealed some interesting correlations. At both centers, a number of 

differences in the ways boys and girls were socialized were found. In 

addition, a number of differences in the treatment of boys and mixed 

groups of children were identified. At the east-side center, emphasis 

was placed on the socialization of boys, while at the south-side center, 

the emphasis was on mixed groups of boys and girls. It was shown that 

these differences were not due to differences in the behavior of the 

children attending these centers. Instead, these differences were 

attributed to differences in the educational philosophies and cultural 

values emphasized in the two centers. 

The age of the target had little effect on the socialization 

events recorded at the east-side center. At the south-side center, 

however, the socialization strategies and routines used by the agents 

were correlated with the age of the target. 

The ethnicity of the children socialized at the south-side 

center had little effect on the socialization process. Black children, 

however, were socialized less often than was expected based on their 

representation in the sample popUlation. Since all the Black children 

in the sample were girls, their underrepresentation was attributed to 

sex rather than ethnicity. Some differences were noted in the routines 

used with children from the different ethnic groups, primarily because 

the use of Spanish was restricted to events involving bilin~ual tar~ets. 
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A number of differences in the roles played by socialization 

agents in the two centers were identified. At the east-side center, 

agents participated most often in socialization events which accom

plished the goal of defining appropriate behavior. The strategy of pre

venting ongoing interactions was the predominant strategy and the ques

tioning routine was the most frequently used socialization routine. 

Individual teachers at this center varied from the center wide pattern 

of use of routines. Several teachers were found to play major roles in 

the socialization of boys and mixed groups of children. 

The goal of defining appropriate behavior was the most frequent

ly used goal by all the teachers at the south-side center. Teachers 

made equal use of the strategies of preventing ongoing interactions 

and labeling appropriate behaviors. Except for the Anglo teacher, all 

teachers used command forms most often. Only the Mexican-American 

teachers socialized social skills at this center and only the teachers 

of the two and three year olds socialized aggressive behaviors. Like 

their counterparts at the east-side center, these teachers were far more 

likely to socialize children who belonged to their group than to social

ize children from other groups. Teachers at the south-side center 

varied less from the center-wide patterns of socialization than did the 

east-side teachers. This may have reflected the fact that all but one 

of the south-side teachers were Hispanics and that their behavior as 

socialization agents was consistent with the Mexican-American value 

system. Also, there was less turnover in staff at the south-side cen

ter. The greater range of variation in the behavior of socialization 

agents at the east-side center was consistent with the educational 
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philosophy of the center. The Adlerian philosophy of the center 

stressed the individuality and equality of both children and teachers. 

Individual differences in teaching style were not only tolerated, but 

encouraged. Also, the east-side teachers had had greater exposure to 

the philosophy and methodology of early childhood education and had 

been instructed in a variety of teaching techniques. 

This chapter has shown that characteristics of both the targets 

and socialization agents were important features shaping the socializa

tion process in the two day care centers. Chapter 8 will show that 

differences in the way social interaction was organized in the two cen

ters also affected the socialization process. In the next chapter, 

differences between socialization events recorded during different 

months, in different locations within the centers, and during different 

types of activities will be explored. 



CHAPTER 8 

CONTEXTUAL VARIATION IN SOCIALIZATION EVENTS 

This chapter will consider how contextual variation in the 

social interaction in the two day care centers affected the socializa

tion process. Seven aspects of contextual variation in socialization 

events were investigated. The first type of contextual variation which 

will be considered in this chapter is spatial variation (see pp. 257-

275). Socialization events which were recorded in different locations 

in the two centers will be compared in order to determine the effect of 

spatial location on the organization of the socialization process. A 

second aspect of contextual variation which will be considered in this 

chapter is temporal variation. Socialization events recorded during 

different months will be compared in order to determine whether the 

socialization process in the day care center changes over time (see pp. 

276-278). The third type of contextual variation with which this chap

ter is concerned is variation in the type of activities found in the 

daily schedules of the center. Events recorded during different daily 

activities will be analyzed in order to determine if there are signifi

cant differences in the ways children are socialized during different 

activities (see pp. 279-291). A fourth contextual feature which will 

be considered is the academic content of the activities found in the two 

centers. Activities which are designed to promote academic behaviors 

will be compared with non-academic activities in order to determine how 
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the soci~lization process differs in the two types of activities (see 

pp. 291-300). The fifth type of contextual variation which will be 

investigated is the size of-the group of children involved in different 

activities (see pp. 300-310). Events recorded during activities in

volving groups of different sizes will be compared in order to determine 

whether the behavior of socialization agents is influenced by the number 

of children whom they are supervising. A sixth type of variation which 

will be considered is differences in the participant structures used 

to organize social interaction in the day care center (see pp. 310-325). 

The seventh aspect of contextual variation which will be considered is 

variation in the participant structure of the socialization events them

selves (see pp. 325-333). Socialization events with different partici

pant structures will be compared in order to determine whether agents 

soxialize children differently during dyadic events than they do when 

several a~ents must cooperate in the socialization process. 

Spatial Variation in Socialization Events 

Two types of spatial variation were investigated. First, social

ization events were analyzed in order to determine whether events that 

took place indoors differed significantly from those that took place 

outdoors. Second, events were compared which took place in functionally 

differentiated areas of the centers. The results of these two types of 

analyses for each center will be discussed in turn. 

At the east-side center, whether an event took place indoors or 

outdoors did not have a significant effect on the socialization ~oal, 

interactional strategy, linguistic routine, or type of behavior 
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socialized during the event. Almost twice as many events took place 

inside the center (64.8%) as took place outside. Six of the daily ac

tivities during which events were recorded took place indoors, while 

four were outdoor activities. Much of the time the children spent out

doors was spent in free play and few events were recorded during this 

activity (see p. 280). All four socialization goals were found during 

both indoor and outdoor events. As Table 23 shows, the goal of reward

ing appropriate behavior was found far more often indoors, however. 

Ninety-two and nine-tenths percent of the events with this goal occurred 

indoors. In contrast, the goal of punishing inappropriate behavior 

occurred about equally often in the two locations (54.2% indoors, 45.8% 

outdoors). Since the majority of events took place indoors, the various 

interactional strategies were used more frequently indoors than outdoors. 

Table 24 shows that two strategies deviated from this pattern. The 

strategy of allowing participation in an adult behavior was equally 

likely in the two settings and the assignment of a child to a less 

favored interaction was slightly more common outdoors (55.6%) than in

doors (44.4%). An analysis of Table 25 revealed no significant differ

ences between the routines used indoors and those used outdoors. 

Institutional behaviors were the most frequently socialized type of 

behavior in both locations. As Table 26 shows, almost twice as many 

(61.5%) events involving social skills took place outdoors as took place 

indoors (3R.5%). This waS consistent with the fact that lunch and snack 

time took place outdoors at this center and many events concerning this 

type of behavior took place during these activities. 



Table 23. Socialization goals of events recorded in different areas of the East-side Center. 

Socialization Goal 
Define Define Reward Punish 

Appropriate Inappropriate Appropriate Inappropriate Row 
Area Unknown Behavior Behavior Behavior Behavior Total 

Unknown 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Indoors 1 141 111 13 39 305 

Outdoors 0 75 56 1 33 165 

Column 
Total 1 216 168 14 72 471=N 

2 X = 11.00, df = 8, p = .20, Cramer's V = .108 

N 
\Jl 

'" 



Table 24. Interactional Btrateg~.es used in different areas of the East-side Center. 

Strateg;£ 
Allow Label Label 

Prevent ParticiEation: Assignment to Appro- Inappro-
Interaction: Favored Restricted Less Favored: priate priate 

Area Ongoing Future Interaction Role Role Interaction Behavior Behavior 

Unknown 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
( .4%) (0;6) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 

Indoors 157 3B 3 1 7 16 IjR 22 
(61.Pf%) (80.9%) (7%) (50%) (7~) (44.4%) (67.4%) (78.6%) 

Outdoors 96 9 1 1 3 20 28 6 
(37.8%) (19.1%) (2%) (~) (30%) ( 51j.6%) (32.6%) (21.4%) 

Column 
Total 254 47 4 2 10 36 86 28 

2 X = 16.B6, df = 16, p = .39, Cramer's V = .134 

Idio-
syn-

cratic 

0 
(0%) 

3 
(75%) 

1 
(2%) 

4 

Row 
Total 

1 

305 

165 

471=N 

r\) 
0'\ 
o 



Table 25. Socialization routines used in different areas of the East-side Center. 

Socialization Routine 
Question- Choice/ Show-See Show-See Com- Idiosyn-

Area ing Need Chance Positive Negative Please Let's mand cratic 

Unknown 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(1%) (~) (0%) (~) (~) (~) (0%) (~) (.~) 

Indoors 66 49 17 6 4 10 11 41 101 
(64%) (67.1%) (63%) (7%) (1~) (62.~) (73.3%) (58.6%) (65.2%) 

Outdoors 36 24 10 2 0 6 4 29 54 
(3%) (32.%) ( 37'%) (2~) (~) (37.%) (26.7'%) (41.4%) (34.8%) 

Column 
Total 103 73 27 8 4 16 15 70 155 

2 X = 8.06, df = 16, p = .95, Cramer's V = .093 

Row 
Total 

1 

305 

165 

471=N 

N 
0'\ 
I-' 
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Table 26. Types of behaviors socialized in different areas of the 
East-side Center. 

T~Ees of Behavior 
Unclassi- Institu- Peer Aggres- Social Row 

Area fied tional Adult Group sion Skills Total 

Unknown 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
(0%) (.%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 

Indoors 8 255 5 4 18 15 305 
(57.1%) (67.3%) (83.%) (66.7%) (66.7%) (38.%) 

Outdoors 6 123 1 2 9 24 165 
(42.%) (32.%) (16.7%) (33.%) (33.3%) (61.5%) 

Column 
Notal 14 379 6 6 27 39 471=N 

2 X = 14.64, df = 10, p = .15, Cramer's V = .125 



All of the socialization events at the south-side center, except 

one, were recorded indoors. Analyses of tables comparing indoor events 

with outdoor events, then, would reveal very little. The lack of out

door socialization events at this center was consistent with the staff's 

conception of the role of the teacher. At this center, the teacher was 

considered to be an authority figure and a source of knowledge. The 

teacher was not seen as a friend to the children. Because they held 

this view of their role, the south-side teachers socially distanced 

themselves from the activities that took place outside. The social 

contexts in which the children participated outdoors was considered 

"play" contexts and the south-side teachers did not participate in these 

contexts. While the teachers did monitor the safety of the children as 

they played, they did not become involved in the definition of the 

children's behavior as appropriate or inappropriate. 

Some differences were noted in the socialization events which 

took place in functionally differentiated areas of the centers, however. 

Twenty-seven functionally differentiated areas were identified at the 

east-side center. These areas ranged from the kitchen, bathroom, and 

story corners inside to the sandbox, truck area, and lunch tables out

side. For ease of presentation, the categories of the original contin

gency tables for the east-side center have been collapsed into eight 

categories representing the four classrooms, the kitchen and hallway 

area, the porches, the playground, and the lunch tables. The original 

tables contained from 140 to 252 cells, many of which were empty. While 

these tables were analytically useful, including them would have con

tributed little to the reader's understanding of spatial variation in 



the socialization process. Tables 27, 29, 31, and 33 present spatial 

variation in socialization events in a way that is less confusing. 
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Some differences were found among the socialization goals repre

sented during events which occurred in different locations. Table 27 

shows that the goal of defining appropriate behavior was the most common 

goal at the east-side center. It was most common in the yellow class

room which was used for music time, choice time, naptime, and story 

group activities and at the lunch tables. The goal of defining inappro

priate behavior was most commonly found in the same two locations. The 

goal of rewarding appropriate behavior occurred most frequently in the 

music area of the yellow classroom, in the orange classroom, and in a 

story corner in the yellow classroom. The goal of punishing inappro

priate behavior occurred most often in the yellow classroom and on the 

front porch (where the afternoon story time took place). Statistical 

analysis of Table 27 showed that they were somewhat associated, with a 

Cramer's V score of .24, but the chi-square value was not significant 

at the .05 level. 

At the south-side center, the definition of appropriate behavior 

was also the most frequent socialization goal. Table 2R shows that it 

was the most frequently occurring goal in all locations, except the 

playhouse. The most frequent socialization goal in the playhouse was 

the definition of behavior as inappropriate. The goal of rewarding 

appropriate behavior occurred only in the preschool classroom. While 

the chi-square value for these variables was not significant at the 

.05 level, some association between them was indicated by the Cramer's 

V score of .23. 



Table 27. Socialization goals of events recorded in different locations at the East-side 
Center. 

Socialization Goal 
Define Define Reward Punish 

Appropriate Inappropriate Appropriate Inappropriate Row 
Location Unknown Behavior Behavior Behavior Behavior Total 

Unknown 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Yellow 1 102 65 7 30 205 Classroom 

Orange 0 33 36 5 9 83 Classroom 

Green 0 1 1 0 0 2 Classroom 

Kitchen 0 3 6 1 0 10 and Hall 

Kindergarten 0 2 3 0 0 5 Room 

Porches 0 28 23 0 21 72 

Playground 0 5 8 0 5 18 Areas 

Lunch Tables 0 42 25 1 7 75 

Column 
Total 1 216 168 14 72 471=N 

2 X = 104.67, df = 108, p = .58, Cramer's V = .236 

Statistics are derived from an original computed table. 
I\) 
a-. 
\J1 
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Table 28. Socialization goals of events recorded in different 
locations in the South-side Center. 

Socialization Goal 
Define Define Reward Punish 

Appropriate Inappropriate Appropriate Inappropriate Row 
Location Behavior Behavior Behavior Behavior Total 

Toddler 28 10 0 2 40 Classroom 

Toddler 12 5 0 0 17 Rug Area 

Playhouse 0 3 0 0 3 

Toddler 
3 0 0 0 3 Table Area 

Preschool 13 10 1 1 25 Classroom 

Preschool 15 12 1 2 30 Rug Area 

Preschool 4 0 0 1 5 Table Area 

Playground 1 0 0 0 1 

Column 
Total 76 40 2 6 l24=i1 

2 df 21, P .52, Cramer's V .23 X = 20.03, = = = 
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The most frequently used strategy at the east-side center was 

the prevention of ongoing interactions. Table 29 shows that it was the 

most common strategy in all locations except the kitchen and hall area, 

the kindergarten classroom, the truck area on the playground, and two 

of the porches outdoors. Sixty-two percent of the events in which on

goint interactions were prevented took place in four locations: the 

yellow and orange classrooms, the front porch, and the lunch tables. A 

variety of activities took place in these four locations, including 

story groups, choice time, music time, lunch, naptime, afternoon story 

time, and snack time. While a Cramer's V score of .24 indicated that 

these variables were associated, the chi-square value for Table 29 was 

not significant at the .05 level. 

Prevention of ongoing interactions and labeling appropriate 

behavior were the most frequently used strategies at the south-side 

center. An analysis of Table 30 showed that these two strategies 

occurred about equally often in both classrooms at the center. Because 

this center was much smaller than the east-side center, it had fewer 

functionally differentiated areas. Except for freeplay, all activities 

took place in the same locations. The chi-square value for Table 30 

was not significant at the .05 level but the Cramer's V score of .23 

showed that the variables were somewhat associated. 

At the east-side center, differences were noted in the linguis

tic routines used in different locations at the center. As Table 31 

shows, the questioning routine, the need routine, and command forms 

were the most frequently used routines at the center and one of these 

forms was the most frequently used routine in twenty four of the twenty 



Table 29. Interactional strategies used in different locations at the East-side Center. 

strategy 
Allow Label Label 

Prevent ParticiEation: Assignment to Appro- Inappro- Idio-
Interaction: Favored Restricted Less Favored: priate priate syn- Row 

Location Ongoing Future Interaction Role Role Interaction Behavior Behavior cratic Total 

Unknown 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Yellow 104 28 3 1 4 15 34 13 3 205 Classroom 

Orange 47 8 0 0 1 0 19 8 0 83 Classroom 

Green 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 Classroom 

Kitchen 
2 2 0 0 1 0 4 1 0 10 and Hall 

Kindergarten 
3 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 5 Room 

Porches 37 3 0 0 3 13 9 6 1 72 

Playground 12 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 18 Areas 

Lunch Tables 47 6 1 1 0 4 16 0 0 75 

Column 
Total 254 47 4 2 10 36 86 28 4 471=N 

2 X = 207.12, df = 216, p = .66, Cramer's V = .235 

Statistics are derived from an original computed table. 
!\) 
~ 
ex> 



Table 30. Interactional strategies used in different locations of the South-side Center. 

Strate& 
Prevent Assignment to Label Label 

Interaction Less Favored Appropriate Inappropriate Idiosyn- Row 
Location Ongoing Future Interaction Behavior Behavior cratic Total 

Toddler 18 1 6 14 1 0 40 Classroom 

Tocldler 
7 0 5 4 1 0 17 Rug Area 

Playhouse 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 

Toddler 2 0 0 1 0 0 3 Table Area 

Preschool 6 2 2 12 1 2 25 Classroom 

Preschool 12 0 7 7 3 1 30 Rug Area 

Preschool 0 0 1 4 0 0 5 Table Area 

Playground 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Column 
Total 48 3 21 43 6 3 124=N 

2 X = 33.09, df = 35, p = .56, Cramer's V = .231 

rv 
0\ 
-.0 



Table 31. Socialization routines used in different locations at the East-side Center. 

Socialization Routine 
Ques- Choice! Show-See Show-See Com- Idiosyn- Row 

Location tioning Need Chance Positive Negative Please Let's mand cratic Total 

Unknown 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Yellow 46 36 7 2 3 6 5 36 64 205 Classroom 

Orange 18 11 8 4 1 3 6 5 27 83 Classroom 

Green 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 Classroom 

Kitchen/Hall 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 6 10 

Kindergarten 
1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 5 Room 

Porches 16 11 3 2 0 0 1 12 27 72 

Playground 
4 2 4 0 0 0 1 0 7 18 Areas 

Lunch Tables 16 11 3 0 0 6 2 17 20 75 

Column 
Total 103 73 27 8 4 16 15 70 155 471 

2 X = 221.75, df = 224, p = .53, Cramer's V = .243 

Statistics are derived from an original computed table. 

I\.) 
-'l 
0 
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seven locations. In the block area, the choice/chance routine was the 

most frequently used socialization routine. It was also the only rou

tine used in the area of the swings. Only one location, the yellow 

classroom, came close to exhibiting the full repertoire of routinized 

forms. Eight of the nine routines were used in this location. The chi

square value was significant at the .00 level and the Cramer's V score 

was .33, showing a significant association between these variables. 

At the south-side center, few differences were found in the 

linguistic routines used in different locations in the center. Table 

32 shows that command forms were the most commonly used routinized form 

in all the indoor locations. Eighty percent of the routinized forms in 

Spanish were used in the toddler classroom, while only2Q% were used in 

other classrooms. The differential use of Spanish routines was reflected 

in the Cramer's V score of .26, but the chi-square value for Table 32 

was not significant at the .05 level. 

Institutionalized behaviors were the most frequently socialized 

types of behavior in all the east-side locations, except for the kinder

garten room, and two areas of the playground -- the sandbox and the 

crate area. Table 33 shows that in the kindergarten room, institutional 

behaviors and social skills were socialized equally often. Social 

skills were the most frequently socialized type of behavior in the sand

box and all the events that took place in the crate area involved ag

gression. Institutional behaviors were socialized most often on the 

front porch, at the lunch tables, and in the yellow classroom. Adult 

behaviors were socialized most often during events which took place in 

the yellow classroom, at the lunch tables, in one story corner, and in 



Table 32. Socialization routines used in different locations at the South-side Center. 

Socialization Routine 
Ques- Sho .... -See Idiosyn-

Location tioning Need Negative Let's Command cratic Ro.... Total 

Toddler 
3 2 0 3 17 15 40 Classroom 

Toddler 
2 2 1 4 5 3 17 Rug Area 

Play House 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 
Toddler 

1 1 0 0 1 0 3 Table Area 

Preschool 6 2 0 0 9 8 25 Classroom 

Preschool 8 0 0 0 13 9 30 Rug Area 

Preschool 0 0 0 0 5 0 5 Table Area 

Playground 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Column 
Total 20 7 1 7 53 36 124=N 

2 X = 49.07, df = 35, p = .06, Cramer's V = .28 

I\) 
~ 
I\) 
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Table 33. Types of behaviors socialized in different locations of the 
East-side Center. 

Behavior 
Not 

Classi- Institu- Peer Aggres- Social Row 
Location fied tional Adult Group sion Skills Total 

Unknown 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Yellow 
3 180 4 4 8 6 205 Classroom 

Orange 
5 62 1 0 9 6 83 Classroom 

Green 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 Classroom 

Kitchen/Hall 0 7 0 0 1 2 10 

Kindergarten 0 5 0 0 0 0 5 Room 

Porches 3 62 0 1 2 4 72 

Playground 1 8 0 0 6 3 18 
Areas 

Lunch Tables 2 53 1 1 1 17 75 

Column 
Total 14 379 6 6 27 39 471=N 

2 X = 189.48, df = 135, p = .001, Cramer's V = .284 

Statistics are derived from an original computed table. 
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the orange classroom. Peer group behaviors were socialized most fre

quently in the yellow classroom, in two story corners, on the front 

porch, and at the lunch tables. Aggression was socialized most often 

durinf, events in the block area, the yellow classroom, and the orange 

classroom. Social skills were socialized most frequently at the lunch 

tables, on the front porch, in the sandbox, and in the indoor class

rooms. While the chi-square value was significant at the .01 level and 

the Cramer's V score was .28, this analysis showed that certain multi

purpose areas were the settings for the socialization of all five types 

of behavior. 

Like the east-side center, institutional behaviors were the most 

frequently socialized type of behavior in all indoor locations at the 

south-side center. Table 34 shows that aggressive behaviors were social

ized only in the toddler classroom. No other important differences were 

found between the types of behavior socialized in the two classrooms at 

this center. The chi-square value for Table 34 was significant at the 

.00 level and the Cramer's V score was .54. 

Spatial differences between the socialization events at the two 

centers were due primarily to the larger area of the east-side center 

and greater functional differentiation made of that space. When the 

events at the south-side center were compared to the events that took 

place in the multipurpose areas of the east-side center, few differences 

existed. Differences in the types of strategies and routines used in 

different areas of the center and differences in the types of behaviors 

socialized in those areas were the result of social variation in the 

contexts that occurred in those locations, as will be seen below. 



275 

Table 34. Types of behaviors socialized in different locations of the 
South-side Center. 

Behavior 
Not Institu- Aggres- Social Row 

Location Classified tional Group sion Skills Total 

Toddler 0 33 0 2 5 40 Classroom 

Toddler 0 16 0 0 1 17 Rug Area 

Playhouse 0 3 0 0 0 3 

Toddler 0 3 0 0 0 3 Table Area 

Preschool 
3 18 0 0 4 25 Classroom 

Preschool 0 28 0 0 2 30 Rug Area 

Preschool 0 4 0 0 1 5 Table Area 

Playground 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Column 
Total 3 105 1 2 13 l24=N 

2 28, p X = 143.85, df = = .00, Cramer's V = .539 
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Temporal Variation 

In order to determine whether the socialization process changed 

over time in the day care center, the frequency with which socialization 

goals, strategies and routines were used during different months were 

investigated. The frequency with which the different types of behaviors 

were socialized during different months was also analyzed. These analy

ses were undertaken in order to determine whether socialization events 

which occurred at the beginning of the center's regular program differed 

from events which took place later in the year, when the children should 

have learned the rules for appropriate behavior in the different day 

care situations. The month was used as the unit of analysis for two 

reasons. This unit was used at both centers in planning the center's 

activities. The staff at the east-side center held monthly staff meet

ings at which the activities for the next month would be discussed. At 

the south-side center, the teachers met monthly to draw up the lesson 

plans for the next month. At the east-side center, lesson plans were 

drawn up on a weekly basis and each week had a different theme. It 

might have been preferable to use the week as the unit of analysis ~t 

this center but the month was used in order for the analyses at the two 

centers to be comparable. The split-week fieldwork schedule used during 

the data collection phase of research (see Chapter 4, pp. 131-132) meant 

that the researcher was in each center for only two days per calendar 

week and that those days were different each week. This fact further 

reduced the utility of the week as an analytic category. 

At the east-side center, the month during which a socialization 

event took place had no significant effect on any of these variables. 
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Socialization goals, strategies, routines, and the types of behavior 

socialized were similarly distributed across the seven month time period 

during which events were recorded. 

At the south-side center, however, temporal differences were 

noted in the socialization events. The month during which a socializa

tion event took place did not significantly affect the socialization 

goal of the event, the routine used during the event, or the type of 

behavior socialized. It did, however, have some effect on the agents' 

choice of strategy. As Table 35 shows, the strategies of preventing 

ongoing interactions, labeling appropriate behavior, and labeling in

appropriate behavior had cyclical patterns of variation throughout the 

period of observation. The strategy of assignment to less favored 

interactions increased as the school year progressed. Only 23.8% of 

the events involving this strategy took place during September, but 

28.6% took place during October, and 47.6% during November and the first 

week of December. The strategy of preventing future interactions was 

associated with the summer program and the beginning of the school year, 

and did not occur during later months. These differences were consis

tent with the center's educational philosophy. Drawing on their experi

ences with formal education, the staff of this center differentiated 

between the summer program whose purpose was to entertain the children 

and the regular program whose purpose was to educate the children. Con

trast this with the east-side center, where the activities had been 

designed to meet a variety of the children's needs at once and where 

less variation was found over time in the center's educational goals. 



Table 35. Interactional strate~ies used durinR events recorded in different months at 
the South-side Center. 

Lahe1 Label 
Prevent Assignment to Appro- Inappro-

Interaction Less Favored priate priate Idiosyn- Row 
Date Ongoing Future Interaction Behavior Behavior cratic Total 

August 2 2 0 6 0 0 10 
( 4.1%) (66.7%) (~) (14%) (~) (~) 

September 16 1 5 13 2 0 37 
(33.3%) <33.3%) (23.R%) (30.2%) <33.3%) (0%) 

October 9 0 6 7 1 2 25 
(1~.8%) (01~) (2R.6%) (16.3%) (16.7%) (66.7%) 

November/ 21 0 10 17 3 1 52 
December (43.R%) (0;.;) (47.6%) (39.%) ( 5016) <33.3%) 

Column 
Total 4R 3 21 43 6 3 124=N 

2 X = 25.96, df = 15, p = .04, Cramer's V = .264 

N 
...,J 
co 



Socialization During Different TyPes 
of Activities 
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As Chapters 5 and 6 have shown, the daily schedules of both the 

east- and south-side centers contained a number of different types of 

activities. These activities were planned by the centers' staffs in 

order to keep the children busy and happy, and to promote their physical, 

social, and cognitive development. The effects of the variation in 

activity type on the socialization process were investigated for both 

day care centers. 

At the east-side center, socialization events were recorded 

during nine activities. They were freeplay, story group, snack time, 

choices (interest centers), music time, journal, lunch time, afternoon 

story time, and naptime. Three activities, story group, music time, 

and afternoon story, together accounted for 54% of the socialization 

events recorded. As Table 36 shows, a similar distribution of the 

socialization goals was found for all activities, except for the goal 

of punishment of inappropriate behavior. This goal occurred most often 

during the afternoon story and was also associated with the music time 

and story group activities. No significant differences in the distri-

bution of the four goals for the activities of this center were found. 

Six activities were investigated at the south-side center. They 

were "circle time," "centers," freeplay, lunch time, naptime, and after-

noon activities. At this center, both the socialization goal of defin-

ing appropriate behavior and the goal of defining inappropriate behavior 

were important. Table 37 indicates that the goal of defining appro-

priate behavior was most important during "centers," while the goal of 



Table 36. Socialization f,oals found durin~ different activities at the East-side Center. 

Socialization Goal 
Define Define Reward Punish 

Appropriate Inappropriate Appropriate Inappropriate Row 
Activity unknown Behavior Behavior Behavior Behavior Total 

Unidentified 0 6 8 1 3 18 

Story Group 1 60 51 8 12 132 

Snack 0 15 16 1 4 36 

Freeplay 0 5 8 0 5 18 

Naptime 0 28 19 0 6 53 

Music Time 0 26 19 3 13 61 

"Choice Time" 0 4 2 0 2 8 

Journal Group 0 28 17 1 6 52 

Lunch 0 21 9 0 2 32 

Afternoon 0 23 19 0 19 61 story 

Column 
Total 1 216 168 14 72 471=N 

2 X = 44.17, df = 36, p = .17, Cramer's V •• 153 
N 
00 
0 
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Table 37. Socialization goals associated with different activities 
at the South-side Center. 

Socialization Goal 
Define Define Reward Punish 
Appro- Inappro- Appro- Inappro-
priate priate priate priate Row 

Activity Behavior Behavior Behavior Behavior Total 

Unknown 2 0 1 0 3 

Circle Time 19 15 0 3 37 

Nap Time 16 7 0 0 23 

Freep1ay 1 0 0 0 1 

Centers 31 14 1 3 49 

Lunch 3 0 0 0 3 

Afternoon 4 4 0 0 8 Activi ty 

Column 
Total 76 40 2 6 124=N 

2 df = 18, p • 05, Cramer's V .279 • X = 28.85, = = 



defining inappropriate behavior was most common during circle time. 

The goal of punishment of inappropriate behavior was equally common 

during these two activities, while the goal of rewarding appropriate 

behavior was most common during "centers." Only for the "centers" 

activities were all four goals represented. The emphasis on defining 

and rewarding appropriate behavior during "centers" was consistent with 

the teachers' sequential organization of tasks during this activity. 

All children performed each step of the "centers" activity together and 

all had to complete each step before any could proceed to the next. 

Teachers directing these activities were careful to define the appro

priate behavior involved in each step and to reward compliance with 

their structuring of the task. Statistical analysis of Table 37 re

vealed that these two variables were significantly correlated. The chi

square value was significant at the .05 level and the Cramer's V score 

was .28. 

The activity during which a socialization event took place was 

not significantly correlated with the interactional strategy used during 

the event at the east-side center. Prevention of ongoing interactions, 

labeling appropriate behavior, and prevention of future interactions 

were the most frequently used strategies at this center. Table 38 shows 

that all three occurred most often during the story group activity. 

The prevention of ongoing interactions was also prevalent during nap 

time and afternoon story. The strategy of labeling appropriate behavior 

was also common during music time and lunch time, while prevention of 

futUre interactions was common during journal time and nap time. While 

these differences were not statistically significant (chi-square not 



Table 3R• Interactional strategies used durin~ different activities at the.East-side Center. 

Interactional Strate~ 
Assignment to Label Label 

Prevent Allow ParticiEation Less Favored Appro- Inappro- Idio-
Interaction Favored Restricted Inter- priate priate syn- Row 

Activity Ongoing Future Interaction Role Role action Behavior Behavior cratic Total 

Unidentified 10 3 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 18 

Story Group 67 17 1 1 1 4 31 9 1 132 

Snack 23 3 1 1 0 2 6 0 0 ,6 

Freeplay 12 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 18 

Naptime 33 6 0 0 2 5 5 2 0 '53 

Music Time 27 5 1 0 2 7 13 5 1 61 

Choice Time 3 2 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 8 

Journal Group 30 7 1 0 2 0 7 4 1 52 

Lunch 18 2 0 0 0 2 10 0 0 32 

Afternoon 
31 2 0 0 3 13 5 6 1 61 story 

Column 
Total 254 47 4 2 10 36 86 28 4 471=N 

2 X = R3.63, df = 72, p = .17, Cramer's V = .149 
N 
co 
\).I 
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significant at the .05 level, Cramer's V = .15), they suggested that 

aspects of the participant structure of these activities affected the 

agents' choice of strategy. The relationships between various aspects 

of the participant structures of the activities found in the day care 

center and the structure of socialization events will be discussed 

below (pp. 310-325). 

Agents' choice of interactional strategy at the south-side cen

ter was not strongly associated with the ongoing activity. Prevention 

of ongoing interactions and labeling appropriate behavior were the most 

frequently used strategies. As seen in Table 39, the prevention of 

ongoing interactions was equally common during "centers" (38.8% of the 

events in which this strategy was used) and circle time (38.8% also). 

Labeling appropriate behavior was most common during "centers" and nap 

time. The chi-square value for Table 39 was not cignificant at the .05 

level, but a Cramer's V score of .25 indicated some association between 

them. 

Like socialization goals and interactional strategies, linguis

tic routines were not associated with the type of activity for either 

center. Minor differences were noted in the distribution of the most 

frequently used routines at the east-side center; however, the chi

square value for Table 40 was not significant at the .05 level and the 

Cramer's V score was .15. Similar results were obtained from an analy

sis of Table 41 of these variables at the south-side center. Command 

forms were the most frequently used routinized form at the south-side 

center and they were the most common routine for every activity except 



Table 39. Interactional strategies used durin~ activities at the South-side Center. 

Interactional Strategy 
Prevent Assignment to 

Interaction Less Favored Appropriate Inappropriate Idiosyn-
Activity On~oing Future Interaction Behavior Behavior cratic 

Unidentified 0 0 0 3 0 0 

Circle Time 19 0 9 6 3 1 

Naptime 7 1 0 12 1 2 

Freeplay 0 0 0 1 0 0 

"Centers" 19 1 11 16 2 0 

Lunch 0 0 0 3 0 0 

Afternoon 4 1 1 2 0 0 Activity 

Column 
Total 49 3 21 43 6 3 

2 X = 3R.39, df = 30, p = .14, Cramer's V = .248 

Row 
Total 

3 

38 

23 

1 

49 

3 

8 

124=N 

I\) 
ex> 
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Table 40. Socialization routines used durin~ activities at the East-side Center. 

Socialization Routine 
Ques- Choice! Show-See Show-See Com- Idiosyn- Row 

Activity tioning Need Chance Positive Ne,,;ative Please Let's mand cratic Total 

Unidentified 5 4 2 0 0 0 0 1 6 18 

Story Group 38 18 6 3 0 6 7 12 42 132 

Snack 8 2 3 0 0 4 1 6 12 36 

Freeplay 4 2 4 0 0 0 1 0 7 18 

Naptime 8 9 3 2 1 3 1 13 13 53 

Music Time 8 12 2 0 2 1 1 6 29 61 

"Choice Time" 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 1 3 8 

Journal Group 10 9 4 1 1 0 3 10 14 52 

Lunch 7 7 0 0 0 2 0 9 7 32 

Afternoon 
15 8 1 2 0 0 1 12 22 61 Play 

Column 
Total 103 73 27 8 4 16 15 70 155 4n=N 

2 X = Q2.43, df = 72, p = .05, Cramer's V = .157 

f\.) 
()O 
~ 



'rable 41. Socialization routines used during activities at the South-side Center. 

Socialization Routine 
Show-See Idiosyn-

Activity Questionin~ Need Nep;ative Let's cratic Command 

Unidentified 0 0 0 0 1 2 

Circle Time 7 2 1 2 8 17 

Naptime 0 1 0 1 11 10 

Freeplay 0 0 0 0 1 0 

"Centers" 9 3 0 4 13 20 

Lunch 0 1 0 0 0 2 

Afternoon 4 0 0 0 2 2 Activity 

Column 
'rotal 20 7 1 7 36 53 

2 X = 27.75, df = 30, p = .5R, Cramer's V = .212 

'rotal 

3 

37 

23 

1 

49 

3 

8 

124=N 

I'\.) 
00 
--.J 
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the afternoon activity, when the questioning routine was the most com

mon. The chi-square value for these variables at the south-side center 

was not significant at the .05 level and the Cramer's V score was .22. 

A significant relationship was found to exist between the on

going activity and the type of behavior socialized. By far, the most 

frequently socialized type of behavior at the east-side center was in

stitutional behavior (80.5%), with social skills a distant second (8.3%). 

As Table 42 shows, institutional behaviors were most often socialized 

during lunch time and story group. The socialization of adult behaviors 

was associated with story group activities, while the socialization of 

peer group behaviors was associated with music time. Aggressive be

haviors were equally likely to be socialized during story group activi

ties or during freeplay. Institutional behaviors were the most 

frequently socialized type of behavior during all activities except 

choise time, when aggression was the most frequently socialized type of 

behavior. Variation in the types of behaviors socialized during differ

ent activities at this center was statistically significant. The chi

square value for Table 42 was significant at the .00 level and the 

Cramer's V score was .24. 

Similar results emerr,ed from an analysis of these variables at 

the south-side center. Institutional behaviors were the most frequently 

socialized type of behavior (Q4.8%) and were the most frequently social

ized type of behavior in all indoor activities. Social skills were the 

next most frequently socialized type of behavior (10.4%). As Table 43 

shows, both types of behavior were socialized most often during "cen

ters," followed by circle time. Institutional behavior was the only 
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Table 42. Types of behavior socialized during different activities 
at the East-side Center. 

Behavior 
Not 

Classi- Institu- Peer Aggres- Social Row 
Activity fied tional Adult Group sion Skills Total 

Unknown 0 15 0 0 2 1 18 

Story Group 5 110 4 1 6 6 132 

Snack 1 29 1 1 1 3 36 
Vreep1ay 1 8 0 0 6 3 18 

Nap Time 0 51 0 0 1 1 53 
Music 2 50 1 2 4 2 61 

Choice Time 1 2 0 0 3 2 8 

Journal 0 44 0 1 2 5 52 

Lunch 1 17 0 0 0 14 32 

Afternoon 
3 53 0 1 2 2 61 Story 

Column 
Total 14 379 6 6 27 39 47l=N 

2 df = 45, .00, Cramer's V .240 X = 136.14, p = = 
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Table 43. Behaviors socialized during different activities at the 
South-side Center. 

Behavior 
Not 

Class i- Institu- Peer Aggres- Social 
Activity fied tional Group sion Skills Total 

Unkno .... n 0 3 0 0 0 3 

Circle Time 1 31 0 0 5 37 

Nap Time 0 22 0 0 1 23 

Freeplay 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Centers 1 39 0 2 7 49 

Lunch 0 3 0 0 0 3 

Afternoon 
1 7 0 0 0 8 Activity 

Column 
Total 3 105 1 2 13 124=N 

2 df = 24, p .00, Cramer' B V .522 X = 135.09, = = 
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type of behavior that was socialized during all six activities. Peer 

behavior was associated with freeplay, while aggression was associated 

with centers. Adult behaviors were not socialized at this center. 

Analysis of a contingency table for these variables (Table 43) indicated 

that they were strongly associated. The chi-square value was signifi

cant at the .00 level and the Cramer's V score was .53. 

Although the ongoing activity was found to have a significant 

effect only on the types of behaviors socialized during socialization 

events at both the centers, differences between the events recorded 

during different activities did sug~est that other social factors were 

affecting the socialization process. At the east-side center, the dif

ferences between socialization events in different contexts seemed to 

be correlated with the size of the group involved in the activity and 

the participant structure of that activity. At the south-side center, 

however, the children stayed in the same groups for all activities 

except lunch, naptime, and freeplay. The differences noted between 

circle time and centers could not be attributed to differences in group 

size or participant structure. Instead, they Geemed to be related to 

differences in the nature of the tasks involved in these activities and 

differences in the ways the teachers sequentially organized the steps 

of each task. These factors were also investigated and the results of 

those investigations will be presented below. 

Academic Content of Activities 

Some of the activities observed at both centers were specifi

cally concerned with, and designed for, the communication of academic 
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knowledge to the children. Other activities such as lunch time, snack 

time, naptime, and free play, were included in the daily schedule of 

activities to promote the physical and social development of the chil

dren. 

At the east-side center, five of the nine activities were clas

sified as academic. They were the story group activity, choice time, 

music time, the journal group activity, and the afternoon story. Non

academic activities at this center included free play, lunch, snack, and 

naptime. At the east-side center, socialization events that were re

corded during the academic activities were not found to be Significantly 

different from other activities. Analyses of Tables 44, 45, and 46, 

comparing the socialization goals, interactional strategies, linguistic 

routines, and types of behavior socialized in academic and non-academic 

activities all produced non-significant results. The Cramer's V scores 

for these tables were some of the lowest scores found during the analy

sis process. These results indicated that the teachers at this center 

were responding to other aspects of the social context, and not to the 

educational function of the activity_ They were also indicative of the 

educational philosophy of the center. The center's staff had tried to 

incorporate the transmission of academic skills into a variety of 

activities, rather than just the activities traditionally considered to 

be academic. 

At the south-side center, however, academic tasks were found to 

be significantly different from non-academic tasks in all aspects, 

except the use of linguistic routines. Sixty-nine and four tenths per

cent of the socialization events at this center were recorded during 



Tahle 44. Socialization goals found during academic tasks at the East-side Center. 

Socialization Goals 
Academic Define Define Reward Punish 
Content Appropriate Inappropriate Appropriate Inappropriate Row 
of Tasks Unknown Behavior Behavior Behavior Behavior Total 

Undetermined 0 6 8 1 3 18 
(0%) (2.8%) (4.7%) (7.1%) (4.?%) 

Non-academic 0 69 52 1 17 139 
Tasks (0%) 01.9;36) 01%) (7.1%) (23.6%) 

Academic 1 141 108 12 52 314 
Tasks (100%) (65.3%) (64.3%) (85.8%) (72.2%) 

Column 
Total 1 216 168 14 72 471=N 

2 X = 7.01, df = 8, p = .54, Cramer's V = .086 

N 
\,!) 
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Table 45. Interactional strategies used during academic tasks at the East-side Center. 

Allow Assip;nment to Label Label 
Academic Prevent ParticiEation: Less Favored: Appro- Inappro- Idio-
Content Interaction: Favored Restricted Inter- priate priate syn-
of Task Ongoing Future Interaction Role Role action Behavior Behavior cratic 

Unde- 10 3 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 
termined (3.<)%) (6.4%) (~) (~) (0%) (0%) (4.7%) (3.6%) (0%) 

Non- 86 11 1 1 2 12 24 2 0 Academic 
(33.9%) (23.4%) (2%) (50%) (20%) (33.3%) (27.9%) (7.1%) (0%) Tasks 

Academic 158 33 3 1 8 24 58 25 4 
Tasks (62.2%) (70.2%) (7%) (50%) (8~) (66.7%) (67.4%) (89.3%) (100%) 

Column 
Total 254 47 4 2 10 36 86 28 4 

2 X = 16.19, df = 16, p = .44, Cramer's V = .131 

Row 
Total 

18 

139 

314 

471=N 

f\.) 

-.0 
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Table 46. Socialization routines used during academic tasks at the East-side Center. 

Academic Socialization Routine 
Content Ques- Choice/ Show-See Show-See Com- Idiosyn-
of Task tioning Need Chance Positive Negative Please Let's mand cratic 

Unde- 5 4 2 0 0 0 0 1 6 
termined (4.%) (5.%) (7.4%) (0,!6) (~) (0%) (0%) (1. 4%) (3.%) 

Non- 27 20 10 2 1 9 3 28 39 Academic 
Tasks (26.2%) (27.4%) <37%) (2%) (2%) (56.2%) (20,!6) (40%) (25.1%) 

Academic 71 49 15 6 3 7 12 41 110 
Tasks (68.9%) (67.1%) (55.6%) (7%) (7%) (43.8%) (RQ%) (58.6%) (71%) 

Column 
Total 103 73 27 8 4 16 15 70 155 

2 X = 16.93, df = 16, p = .39, Cramer's V = .134 

Row 
Total 

1~ 

139 

314 

471=N 

I\J 

'" \1l 
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academic contexts (circle time, "centers") and 2R.2% took place during 

non-academic tasks (lunch time, naptime, afternoon activity, free play). 

As Table 47 shows, the socialization goals of rewarding appropriate 

behavior and punishing inappropriate behavior were associated with 

academic tasks. The most frequently used interactional strategies at 

this center were the prevention of ongoing interactions and the labeling 

of ap~ropriate behavior. Table 4~ indicates that the prevention of on

going interactions were the most common strategy during academic tasks, 

while labeling appropriate behavior was the most prevalent strategy in 

non-academic tasks. Because of the predominance of command forms during 

all activities, no significant differences were noted in the linguistic 

routines used in the different types of tasks. Institutional behaviors 

were the most frequently socialized behaviors in both academic and non

academic tasks. As seen in Table 49, the only events involving aggres

sive behavior were recorded during academic tasks, and the only event 

involving peer group behavior was recorded during a non-academic task. 

Surprisingly, 92.3% of the events involving social skills were recorded 

during academic tasks. Conversely, 94.1% of the events recorded during 

non-academic tasks involved institutional behaviors. This seemingly 

inconsistent distribution of events involving social skills is under

standable in light of the types of behaviors classified as social skills. 

The vast majority of the events involving social skills which took place 

during academic tasks involved sharing and putting away toys or educa

tional materials. The staff of this center had modeled the center's 

curriculum after that of the elementary school ann the teachers were 

very concerned with the academic preparation of the children. Their 
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Table 47. Socialization goals and academic content of activities at 
the South-side Center. 

Socialization Goal 
Define Define Reward Reward 
Appro- Inappro- Appro- Inappro-
priate priate priate priate Row 

Activity Behavior % Behavior % Behavior % Behavior % Total 

Unknown 2 66.7 0 0.0 1 33.3 0 0.0 3 

Academic 50 58.1 29 33.7 1 1.2 6 7.0 86 

Non- 24 68.6 11 31.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 35 academic 

Column 
Total 76 40 2 6 124=N 

2 X = 23.53, df = 6, p = .00, Cramer's V = .308 



Table 48. Interactional strategies and academic content of activities at the South-side Center. 

Label Label 
Prevent Prevent Assignment to Appro- Inappro-

Activity Ongoing Future Less Favored priate priate Idiosyn- Row 
Content Interaction Interaction Interaction Behavior Behavior cratic Total 

Unknown 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 
(~) (~) (0%) (10~) (~) (~) 

Academic 37 1 20 22 5 1 86 
(4%) (1.2%) (23.2%) (25.6%) (5.8%) (1.2%) 

Non- 11 2 1 18 1 2 35 
academic (31.4%) (5.7%) (2.%) (51.4%) (2.«)%) (5.~) 

Column 
Total 48 3 21 43 6 3 124::N 

2 X = 22.27, df = 10, p = .01, Cramer's V = .299 

tv 

'" co 
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Table 49. Relationship of type of behavior socialized and the academic 
content of activities at the South-side Center. 

Behavior 
Not 

Activity C1assi- Institu- Peer Aggres- Social Row 
Content fied tional Group sian Skills Total 

Unknown 0 3 0 0 0 3 
(~) (1~) (0%) (0%) (0%) 

Academic 2 70 0 2 12 86 
(2.3%) (81.4%) (0%) (2.3%) (14%) 

Non- 1 32 1 0 1 35 
academic 

(2.%) (91.4%) (2.9%) (0%) (2.%) 

Column 
Total 3 105 1 2 13 124=N 

2 df = 8, .52, Cramer's V = .169 X = 7.16, p = 
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actions as socialization agents during academic tasks were found to be 

significantly different from their behavior during non-academic tasks. 

Variation in Group Size 

The analyses of socialization events recorded durin~ different 

types of activities described in pages 279 to 291 indicated that the 

size of the group of children involved in an activity affected the 

nature of the socialization events recorded during that activity. Group 

size is an important consideration in an analysis of the socialization 

process in the day care center for several reasons. First, the number 

of children involved in an activity constrains the amount of attention 

any individual child may receive from the teacher and what opportunities 

exist for interaction with other children. These factors, in turn, 

affect the behavior of children and the ways in which they will be 

socialized. Group size is considered to be an important factor by early 

childhood educators. Early childhood education emphasizes the use of 

small group activities, such as interest centers, with young children. 

Large group activities are not considered to be appropriate with young 

children. The State of Arizona has established regulations governing 

day care centers which, among other things, set limits on how many 

children can be cared for by a single adult. The ratios of adults to 

children range from 1:8 for infants to 1:25 for five to six year olds. 

These ratios are thought to reflect the changing needs of children in 

different developmental stages. Group size is a frequently mentioned 

criterion in guides to the selection of a center which are prepared for 

parents. 
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At the east-side center, the daily schedule was composed of 

activities ranging in size from very small (less than five participants) 

to very large (more than fifty participants). Each child was assigned 

to a story group of ten to fifteen children. During the story group and 

journal activities, the participants were the members of one such story 

group and their teacher. For snack time, two story groups and their 

teachers joined together. All five story groups at the center partici

pated in lunch time, music time, afternoon story, and naptime. The 

number of participants in an activity had an effect on the types of be

haviors socialized during that activity. Institutional behaviors were 

most often socialized when all five story groups were present, or during 

activities involving a single story group. Both aggressive and adult 

behaviors were socialized most often during activities involving only 

one story group. Peer group behaviors and social skills were socialized 

most often during activities involving all five story groups. Statisti

cal analysis of Table 50 resulted in a chi-square value that was sig

nificant at the .01 level and a Cramer's V score of .14. As Tables 51 

and 52 show, the size of the group involved in the ongoing activity did 

not significantly affect either the socialization goals or the linguis

tic routines used during events which took place during that activity. 

It did, however, have an effect on the types of interactional 

strategies used during the socialization events. The strategy of pre

venting an ongoing interaction was the most commonly employed strategy 

at the east-side center and was the most common strategy in groups of 

all sizes. As seen in Table 53, activities involving only one story 

group saw the use of quite different strategies than those used during 
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Table 50. Behaviors socialized during activities involving groups of 
different sizes at the East-side Center. 

Behavior 
Not 

Classi- Institu- Peer Aggres- Social Row 
Group Size fied tional Adult Group sion Skills Total 

Unknown 0 15 0 0 2 1 18 
(~) (4%) (~) (~) (7.4%) (2.6%) 

Individual 
Children 1 8 0 0 6 3 18 

or Pairs (7.1%) (2.1%) (0%) (~) (22.~) (7.7%) 
Children 

One Group 6 156 4 2 11 13 192 
(42.<)%) (41.~) (66.6%) <33.3%) (40.8%) (33.3%) 

Two Groups 1 29 1 1 1 3 36 
(7.1%) (7.6%) (16.7%) (16.7%) (3.7%) (7.7%) 

Five Groups 6 171 1 3 7 19 207 
(42.9%) ( 45.1%) (16.'7%) (50%) (25.%) (48.'7%) 

Column 
Total 14 379 6 6 27 39 471=N 

2 X = 38.14, df = 20, P = .01, Cramer's V = .142 



Table 51. Socialization f,oals of events recorded durin~ activities involving groups of 
different sizes at the East-side Center. 

Socialization Goal 
Define Define Reward Punish 

Appropriate Inappropriate Ap-propriate Inappropriate Row 
Group Size Unknown Behavior Behavior Behavior Behavior Total 

Unknown 0 6 8 1 3 18 
( ()}b) (2.8%) (4.R%) (7.1%) (4.~) 

Individual 
Children or 0 5 8 0 5 18 
Pairs of (0%) (2.3%) (4.8%) (0%) (7%) 
Children 

One Group 1 92 70 9 20 192 
(100%) (42.6%) (41.6%) (64.3%) (27.8%) 

Two Groups 0 15 16 1 4 36 
(~) (6.9%) ( 9.5'?~) (7.1%) (5.6%) 

Five Groups 0 98 66 3 40 207 
(0%) (45.4%) (39.3%) (21.%) (55.6%) 

Column 
Total 1 216 16P, 14 72 471=N 

2 X = 18.10, df = 16, p = .32, Cramer's V = .098 

\.N 
o 
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Table 52. Socialization routines used during activities involving groups of different sizes 
at the East-side Center. 

Socialization Routine 
Ques- Choice/ Show-See Show-See Com- Idiosyn- Row 

Group Size tioning Need Chance Positive Nef;ative Please Let's mand cratic Total 

Unknown 5 4 2 0 0 0 0 1 6 18 
(4.8%) (5.%) (7.4%) (0%) (0}6) (0%) (0%) (1.4%) 0.%) 

Individual 
Children or 4 2 4 0 0 0 1 0 7 18 
Pairs of 0.9%) (2.%) (14.8%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (6.%) (0%) (4.%) 
Children 

One Group 48 29 12 4 1 6 10 23 59 192 
(46.6%) 09.?%) (44.%) (50%) (2%) (37.%) (66.6%) 02.9%) 08.1%) 

Two Groups 8 2 3 0 0 4 1 6 12 36 
(7.8%) (2. %) (11.1%) (0%) (0%) (2%) (6.'(%) (8.6%) (7.'(%) 

Five Groups 38 36 6 4 3 6 3 40 71 207 
06.9%) (49.4%) (22.2%) (50%) (7%) 07.5%) (20%) (57.1%) (45.8%) 

Column 
Total 103 73 27 8 4 16 15 70 155 471=N 

2 X = 43.22, df = 32, p = .09, Cramer's V = .152 

~ 
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Table 53. strategies used with different activities involving groups of different sizes at the 
East-side Center. 

Interactional Strate8I 
Allow Assignment to Label Label 

Prevent ParticiEation: Less Favored: Appro- Inappro- Idio-
Interaction: Favored Restricted Inter- priate priate syn-

Group Size Ongoing Future Interaction Role Role action Behavior Behavior cratic 

Unknown 10 3 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 

Individual 
or Pairs of 12 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 
Children 

One Group 100 26 2 1 3 4 40 14 2 

Two Groups 23 3 1 1 0 2 6 0 0 

Five Groups 109 15 1 0 7 27 33 13 2 

Column 
Total 254 47 4 2 10 36 86 28 4 

2 X = 44.77, df = 32, p = .07, Cramer's V = .154 

Row 
Total 

18 

18 

192 

36 

207 

471=N 

\JJ 
o 
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activities involving all five story groups, however. During socializa

tion events which took place during activities involving one story group, 

the strategies of preventing future interactions, allowing participation 

in favored interactions, and labeling behaviors as (in)appropriate were 

common. Events recorded during activities involving very large groups 

of children, however, were far more likely to involve the strategies 

of preventing an ongoing interaction and assignment to a less favored 

interaction or role behavior. 

At the south-side center, much less variation in group size was 

noted. For the majority of the day, the children participated in activ

ities with the other members of their group (the two and three year old 

group, the four year old group, and the kindergarten group). The 

groups joined tOf,ether only for lunch and naptimes and when on the play

ground. All the academic tasks at this center were small group activi

ties. This fact made it difficult to assess the effect of group size 

on socialization events. As Table 54 shows, significant differences 

were noted in the socialization goals of events recorded during small 

group activities and those recorded during large group activities. The 

goals of rewarding appropriate behavior and punishing inappropriate 

behavior were found only during small group activities. Exactly the 

same distribution was noted for events recorded during academic con

texts. The size of the group in the ongoing activity also affected the 

strategies used during socialization events at this center. Table 55 

shows that the prevention of participation in future interactions was 

associated with large group activities, while assigning a child to a 

less favored interaction was associated with small group activities. 



Table 54. Socialization goals associated with groups of different 
sizes at the South-side Center. 

Socialization Goal 
Define Define Reward Punish 
Appro- Inappro- Appro- Inappro-
priate priate priate priate Row 

Group Size Behavior Behavior Behavior Behavior Total 

Unknown 2 0 1 0 3 

Small Group 51 29 1 6 87 Activities 

Large Group 23 11 0 0 34 Activi ties 

Column 
Total 76 40 2 6 124::N 

2 df 6, p .00, Cramer's V .306 X = 23.27, = = = 

307 



Table 55. Strategies associated with groups of different sizes at the South-side Center. 

Interactional Strategy 
Label Label 

Prevent Prevent Assignment to Appro- Inappro-
Ongoing Future Less Favored priate priate Idiosyn- Row 

Group Size Interaction Interaction Interaction Behavior Behavior cratic Total 

Unknown 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 

Small Group 
37 1 20 23 5 1 87 Activities 

Large Group 
Activities 11 2 1 17 1 2 34 

Column 
Total 48 3 21 43 6 3 124=N 

2 X = 21.09, df = 10, P = .02, Cramer's V = .292 

VJ o 
00 



309 

Prevention of ongoing interactions was the most frequently used strategy 

during small group activities, while labeling of appropriate behavior 

was the most frequently used strategy during large group activities. No 

significant correlations were noted between group size and linguistic 

routines or types of behaviors socialized. As Table 40, p. 286, shows, 

this was expected since command forms predominated in all types of 

activities at the south-side center. 

The anparent effect of group size on socialization events at 

the south-side center was attributed to the fact that all the small 

group activities at this center were academic activities, while all the 

large group activities were non-academic. Comparison of academic and 

non-academic activities at the south-side center (pp. 292-296) indicated 

that the socialization goals and strategies associated with academic 

activities were different from the socialization goals and strategies 

associated with non-academic activities. Exactly the same results were 

obtained when large and small group activities were compared. The goals 

which were associated with the small group academic activities were re

warding appropriate behavior and punishing inappropriate behavior. The 

punitive strategy of assignment to a less favored interaction was also 

associated with small group academic activities. These associations are 

consistent with the educational philosophy and teaching styles of the 

south-side teachers. The south-side teachers attached a great deal of 

importance to the transmission and acquisition of academic knowledge. 

It is not surprising then, that they would reward appropriate behavior 

and punish inappropriate behavior during the type of activity they con

sidered to be most important. The south-side teachers had adopted an 



310 

authoritarian style of teaching which included the use of the punitive 

strategy of assignment to less favored interactions. These features 

were not found in the teachers' behavior during non-academic activities. 

As discussed in Chapter 6 (pp. 205-208), when not occupying the role of 

teacher, the south-side teachers socially and physically distanced them

selves from the children's interactions. During non-academic activi

ties, they were less concerned with evaluating and socializing the 

children's behavior. 

At the east-side center, group size was not associated directly 

with the academic content of activities. There were both large and 

small group academic activities. Large group activities at this center 

incluoed academic activities, such as musuc time, as well as non-academic 

activities such as lunch time. The differences in the socialization 

process during activities involving groups of different sizes at this 

center could not be explained by the academic content of the activities. 

Instead, as will be seen below, they were related to differences in the 

ways social interaction was organized during different activities. 

Three types of participant structure were identified at the east-side 

center and socialization was found to be significantly different during 

activities with different types of participant structures. 

Participant Structures 

At the east-side center, three types of participant structure 

were identified in the organization of social interaction. Participant 

structures have been defined as structural arrangements of interaction 

and as ways of organizing verbal interactions with students (Philips 
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1970, 1983). The first type of participant structure (Type I) found at 

the east-side center involved a single teacher interacting with a large 

number of children. This structure was found during the music time and 

afternoon story activities. At music time, the tea~her would be in con

trol of all five story groups of children. During the summer program, 

it was not unusual for seventy or more children to participate in music 

time. Somewhat smaller groups of children participated in the afternoon 

story, but groups of thirty to forty children were not uncommon. While 

other staff members were present during these activities, they sat in 

the "audience" with the children and their participation was to a large 

extent controlled by the group leader. In both activities, the group 

leader sat in a chair faCing the group and was supposed to be in sole 

charge of the activity. The leader selected which songs to sing and 

which books to read. She might ask for suggestions from the floor, but 

such a decision was at her discretion and the children had to raise 

their hands to make a suggestion. The leader tightly controlled access 

to the floor, calling on individual children for comments about stories, 

suggestions for songs, or opportunities to perform in front of the 

group. At music time, the group leader might decide to split the group 

into two for certain musical games, such as "Do the Hoky Poky." If this 

was done, the leader assigned both children and other staff members to 

a group and controlled the game from a position of authority next to 

the record player. This participant structure was characterized by the 

teacher's control over the beginning and ending of the activity, the 

sequence of events within the activity, and the contributions of other 

participants to the activity. 
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A second type (Type II) of participant structure found at the 

east-side center involved a single adult and a small group of children. 

Interaction was more cooperatively organized during this type of par

ticipant structure. This type of participant structure was found during 

the story group, journal time, and choice time activities. While the 

type of activity had been predetermined by the teacher and she was in 

control of social interaction, children's contributions were activ~ly 

sought and could determine the outcome of the activity. In one case, a 

teacher deviated from her lesson plan because the children in her story 

group asked to make a list of the rules for handling the small animals 

found in the center. The roles of teacher and student were reversed 

in this instance, with the teacher following the children's directions 

and writing down what they had to say. During this type of participant 

structure, teachers actively sought the contribution of the children 

and the course of the interaction depended in large part on the teacher's 

interpretation of the children's mood and interest. 

The third type of participant structure (Type III) found at the 

east-side center involved a large group of children interacting with 

each other, rather than with a teacher. A number of adults, from two 

to six or seven, would be monitoring the social interaction of the chil

dren. Children were free to initiate interaction with a peer or adult 

and to continue to interact as long as the teachers judged their be

havior to be appropriate. Anyone of the several adults monitoring the 

activity was free to step in and redirect a social interaction if she 

thought the children's behavior inappropriate. Activities with this 

type of participant structure included snack and lunch times, naptime, 
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and free play. During this type of participant structure, the children 

were engaged in a number of different social interactions which they had 

initiated and had control over. The role of the teacher was as a 

monitor of the children's physical and emotional well being. Teachers 

might be drawn into a game of tag or a "cooking project" in the sand 

box, but such participation was usually initiated by the children. 

Significant differences were noted in the organization of 

socialization events which took place during different types of partici

pant structures at the east side center. As Table 56 shows, there were 

significant differences in the socialization goals of events which took 

place during different types of participant structures. While the goals 

of defining appropriate and inappropriate behavior and rewarding appro

priate behavior were associated with the Type II participant structure, 

the goal of punishing inappropriate behavior was associated with the 

Type I structure. Punishment of inappropriate behavior was most common 

during activities where a single teacher was responsible for organizing 

and monitoring the social interactions of a very large group of chil

dren. Rewarding of appropriate behavior was strongly associated with 

the Type II participant structure, a structure in which the children 

had a role in shaping the interaction. The Type III participant struc

ture was not associated with any particular socialization goal. 

There were also significant differences in the types of inter

actional strategies used by agents during activities with different 

participant structures. Table 57 shows that the strategies of assign

ment to a less favored role or interaction were strongly associated 



Table 56. Socialization goals found during activities with different participant 
structures at the East-side Center. 

Socialization Goal 
Define Define Reward Punish 

Appropriate Inappropriate Appropriate Inappropriate Row 
Unknown Behavior Behavior Behavior Behavior Total 

Unclassified 0 6 8 1 3 18 
(0}6) (2.R%) (4.8%) (7.1%) (4.2%) 

Type I 0 49 38 3 32 122 
(0%) (22.7%) (22.6%) (21.%) (44.4%) 

Type II 1 92 70 9 20 192 
(100%) (42.6%) (41.6%) (64.3%) (27.8%) 

Type III 0 69 52 1 17 139 
(0%) (31.9%) (31%) (7.1%) (23.6%) 

Column 
Total 1 216 168 14 72 471=N 

X2 = 22.98, df = 12, p = .03, Cramer's V = .128 
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Table 57. Interactional strategies used during activities with different participant structures 
at the East-side Center. 

Interactional Strategy 
Allow Assignment to Label Label 

Prevent ParticiEation: Less F;wored Appro- Inappro- Idio-
Participant Interaction: Favored Restricted Inter- priate priate syn- Row 
Structure Ongoing Future Interaction Role Role action Behavior Behavior cratic Total 

Un- 10 3 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 18 
classified <3.%) (6.4%) (0;6) (0%) (0%) (0%) (4.~) <3.6%) (016) 

Type I 58 7 1 0 5 20 18 11 2 122 
(22.8%) (14.%) (2%) (0%) (~) (55.6%) (20.%) <39.3%) (50%) 

Type II 100 26 2 1 3 4 40 14 2 192 
(39.4%) (55.3%) (50%) (50%) (30%) (11.1%) (46.%) (50%) (50%) 

Type III 86 11 1 1 2 12 24 2 0 139 
(33.%) (23.4%) (2%) (50%) (20%) <33.3%) (27.%) (7.1%) (0%) 

Column 
Total 254 47 4 2 10 36 86 28 4 471""N 

2 X = 45.99, df = 24, p = .01, Cramer's V = .180 

VI 
I-' 
\J1 
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with the Type I participant structure. The mo!e punitive strategies, 

then, were most frequently employed during the large group activities, 

when a single teacher was trying to control the behavior of a large 

number of small children. The strategies of allowing participation in 

a favored interaction or restricted (adult) role were associated with 

the Type II and Type III participant structure. The Type II participant 

structure was found primarily during activities involving the members 

of a single story group. This was the most important social unit at 

the center and close relationships developed among the children of a 

story group and between the teacher and "her group." During this type 

of participant structure, children had an important opportunity to con

tribute to the structuring of interaction and were the most likely to 

have their efforts favorably received. 

As Table 58 shows, the significant differences noted in the dis

tribution of socialization goals and interactional strategies across 

participant structures were not found in the distribution of socializa

tion routines. The chi-square value of this table was not significant 

at the .05 level and the Cramer's V score was .116. However, it is 

interesting to note that all the routinized forms, except three, were 

used most often during Type II participant structures. The exceptions 

to this pattern were the show-see negative form, the please form, and 

commands. The show-see negative form was associated with the Type I 

participant structure, while the please and command forms were associ

ated with the Type III participant structure. Show-see negative forms 

are used to call attention to the performance of an inappropriate be

havior and their use during ~he Type I participant structure is 



Table 58. Socialization routines used during activities with different participant structures 
at the East-side Center. 

Socialization Routine 
Ques- Choice/ Show-See Show-See Com- Idiosyn-

tioning Need Chance Positive Negative Please Let's mand cratic 

Unc1assi- 5 4 2 0 0 0 0 1 6 
fied (4.%) (5.%) (7.4%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (1.4%) <3.%) 

Type I 23 20 3 2 2 1 2 18 51 
(22.3%) (27.4%) (11.1%) (2%) (50%) (6.2%) (13.3%) (25.7%) <32.9%) 

Type II 48 29 12 4 1 (-j 10 23 59 
(46.6%) <39.7%) (44.%) (50%) (25%) <37.%) (66.7%) (32.9~) <38.1%) 

Type III 27 20 10 2 1 9 3 28 39 
(26.2%) (27.4%) <37%) (2%) (2%) (56.3%) (20%) (4a%) (25.1%) 

Column 
Total 103 73 27 8 4 16 15 70 155 

2 X = 28.67, df = 24, p = .23, Cramer's V = .143 

Row 
Total 

18 

122 

192 

139 

471=N 

VI 
I-' 
"'l 
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consistent with the goal of punishing inappropriate behavior and the use 

of punitive strategies. The association of please forms with the Type 

III participant structure is not unusual, since several of the activi

ties involving this structure were meal time situations in which the use 

of "manners" ..... as stressed. It is some ..... hat surprising that command forms 

should be associated with this participant structure, since it involves 

the least amount of teacher direction of interaction. However, none of 

the activities characterized by this structure involved academic tasks, 

so it is possible that the adults were operating less in the role of 

early childhood educators and more in the role of a parent or guardian. 

As Table 59 shows, there were no significant differences in the 

fre<juency ... d th .... ·hicr. di fferent types of behaviors were socialized during 

different participant structures. Institutional behaviors were the most 

frequently socialized type of behavior in all three structures. All 

types of behaviors were socialized most often during the Type II par

ticipant structure, except social skills and peer group behavior. Not 

surprisingly, social skills ..... ere socialized Most often during activi

ties with the Type III participant structure. These activities included 

snack and meal time activities during which social skills were heavily 

emphasized. Peer group behaviors ..... ere socialized most often during the 

Type I participant structure, ..... hic~ involved a large peer group of chil

dren with a sinr,le adult as the group leader. Not only were there more 

children for a child to interact with, but the group leaders seemed 

less tolerant of peer behaviors during such situations. 

At the south-side center, only two types of participant struc

tures were identified. The Type I participant structure found at the 



Table 59. Type of behaviors socialized during activities with different participant 
structures at the East-side Center. 

Behavior 
Participant Not Peer Social 
Structure Classified Institutional Adult Group Aggression Skills 

Unc1assi- 0 15 0 0 2 1 
fied (~) (4%) (~) (0%) (7.4%) (2.~) 

Type I 5 103 1 3 6 4 
<35.~) (27.2%) (16.~) (50%) (22.2%) (10.%) 

Type II 6 156 4 2 11 13 
(42.9%) (41.1%) (66.6%) <33.3%) (40.8%) <33.%) 

Type III 3 .105 1 1 8 21 
(21.4%) (27.7%) (16.%) (16.'?}6) (29.6%) ( 53.8%) 

Column 
Total 14 379 6 6 27 39 

2 X = 19.06, df = 15, p = .21, Cramer's V = .116 

Row 
Total 

18 

122 

192 

139 

471=N 

'vi 
I-' 
~ 
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east-side center, in which a large group of children and teachers were 

under the direction of a single adult, was missing from the organization 

of interaction at the south-side center. The Type II participant 

structure, where a single teacher interacted with a small group of chil

dren was used to organize interaction durin~ the circle time and 

"centers" activities. The other activities at the south-side center 

were ch~racteri7~d by the Type III participant structure. The activi

ties of breakfast, lunch, naptime, and free play all involved a lar~e 

number of children engaging in social interaction monitored by several 

adults, any of whom could interrupt peer interactions considered to be 

inappropriate. 

Significant differences were found in the socialization goals 

and interactional strategies associated with the two types of partici

pant structure. As Table 60 shows, all socialization goals were found 

most often during the Type II participant structure. There were no 

events with the goals of rewardinf, appropriate behavior or punishing 

inappropriate behavior recorded during the Type III participant struc

ture. The goals of rewardinf, and punishing generally tended to occur 

more often with individual children than with groups of children. It 

is understandable that they should occur during the Type II participant 

structure. In this structure, an individual teacher interacted with a 

small group of children, calling on them in turn to make some contribu

tion to the interaction. In the Type III participant structure, several 

teachers monitored the activities of a large group of children. At the 

south-side center, the tea"hers tended to talk with each other while 
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Table 60. Socialization goals found during activities with different 
participant structures at the South-side Center. 

Unc1assi-
fied 

Type II 

Type III 

Column 
Total 

Define 
Appropriate 

Behavior 

2 
(2.6%) 

50 
(65.go~) 

24 
(31.6%) 

76 

Socialization Goal 
Define Reward 

Inappropriate Appropriate 
Behavior Behavior 

0 1 
«(}%) (50%) 

29 1 
(72.5%) (~) 

11 0 
(27.596) (0%) 

40 2 

2 df = 6, p = .00, Cramer's V .308 X = 23.53, = 

Punish 
Inappropriate 

Behavior 

0 
(~) 

6 
(100%) 

0 
(0%) 

6 

Row 
Total 

3 

86 

35 

124=N 
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watching thp. children at play or nappin~. If the activities of a group 

of children got out of line, then a teacher would intervene. There was 

less opportunity for the socialization of individual children in thi~ 

type of participant structure. 

As Table 61 indicates, there were also significant differences 

in the interactional strategies associated with the different types of 

participant structure. All strategies, except the prevention of future 

interaction and idiosyncratic strategies, occurred most often with the 

Type II participant structure. The threat of preventing future inter

action was used during Type III activities, such as lunch or naptime, 

was used as a way to get the children to eat their lunch or to be quiet. 

They were told that if they did not comply with the teachers' directions 

that they would not be allowed to go outside and play. 

There were no sirnificant differences in the socialization 

routines used with the different types of participant structure. Com

mand forms were the most frequently used routine with both types of 

structures and all routines occurred most often during the Type II par

ticipant structure. As Table 62 shows, there were no significant dif

ferences in the types of behavior socialized during nctivities with 

different types of participant structure. All types of behavior, except 

peer ~roup behavior, were socialized most often during the Type II par

ticipant structure. The one event in which a peer group behavior was 

socialized occurred on the playground during the Type III participant 

structure. The only events involving the socialization of aggressive 

behavior occurred during Type II participant structure. 



Table 61. Interactional strategies used during activities with different participant structures 
at the South-side Center. 

Interactional Strate~ies 
Prevent Assignment to Label Label 

Participant Interaction: Less Favored Appropriate Inappropriate Idiosyn-
Structure Ongoing Future Interaction Behavior Behavior cratic Total 

Unclassified 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 
(a%) (a%) (a%) (7%) (a%) (a%) 

Type II 37 1 20 22 5 1 86 
(77.1%) (33.3%) (95.2%) (51.1%) (83.3%) (33.3%) 

Type III 11 2 1 18 1 2 35 
(22.9%) (66.7%) (4.8%) (41.9%) (16.7%) (66.7%) 

Column 
Total 48 3 21 43 6 3 l24=N 

2 X = 22.27, df = 10, p = .01, Cramer's V = .299 

\J.I 
I\J 
\J.I 
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Table 62. Types of behaviors socialized during activities with dif
ferent participant structures at the South-side Center. 

Not 
Participant C1assi- Institu- Peer Social Row 
Structure fied tional Group Af';'gression Skills Total 

Unc1assi- 0 3 0 0 0 3 
fied (0%) (2.9%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 

Type II 2 70 0 2 12 86 
(66.7%) (66.6%) (0%) (l~) (92.3%) 

Type III 1 32 1 0 1 35 
<3%) <30.5%) (1~) (0%) (7.7%) 

Column 
Total 3 105 1 2 13 124=N 

2 df = 8, .169 X = 7.1%, p = .'52, Cramer's V = 
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The differences noted between socialization events associated 

with the different types of participant structures at the south-side 

center are most likely due to differences in the academic content of the 

activities with these structures. As previously discussed (pp. 292-

297), teachers at this center placed heavy emphasis on the socialization 

of academic behaviors and their behavior was very different in academic 

and non-academic settings. All the activities with the Type II partici-

pant structure at this center were academic (circle time, "centers"), 

while all the activities with the Type III participant structure were 

non-academic (lunch, breakfast, naptime, and free play). This was not 

true of the activities at the east-side center, where two different 

types of participant structure (Type I and Type II) were associated with 

academic activities. There were sip,nificant differences in the social-

ization events recorded at the east-side center durin~ academic activi-

ties with different types of participant structure. 

Participant Structures of the Socialization 
Events 

Not only were different types of participant structure used to 

organize social interaction during the daily activities at the two 

centers, but different types of participant structures were used to 

organize the socialization events themselves. There were three differ-

ent types of participant structure used during socialization events. 

The first type was a dyadic interaction in which the agent interacted 

with a single child. In a second type of socialization event, several 

teachers jointly acted as the socialization a~ent. Durin~ this type of 

event, the teachers had to coordinate their actions with each other, 
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wh.ile interactin~ with the target at the same time. The usual process 

of turn-taking during such events was for one adult to speak to the 

target, who then responded, and for that response to be answered by a 

second adult. Since the adults addressed their remarks to the children 

and not to each other, they had to infer the intentions of the other 

adults from their remarks and try to match them. A third type of par

ticipant structure involved a single agent interacting with two or more 

children during a socialization event. Since only three events involv

ing multiple agents were recorded in each center, during the data 

analyses they were combined with socialization events involving multiple 

targets. Significant differences were found between dyadic and non

dyadic socialization events at the east-side center, but no differences 

were found at the south-side center. However, significant differences 

were noted in the types of behavior for which individual children and 

groups of children were socialized at the south-side center. 

At the east-side center, significant differences were noted in 

the interactional strategies used and the types of behaviors socialized 

but not in the socialization goals or linguistic routines. As Table 63 

shows, all types of behavior were socialized ~ore often during dyadic 

events than during non-dyadic events. All the events in which adult or 

peer group behaviors were socialized were dyadic events. Institutional 

behaviors, social skills, and aggression were socialized during both 

dyadic and non-dyadic events. Table 64 shows that during dyadic events, 

agents employed the full ran~e of socialization strategies. The 

strategies of allowing participation in a favored interaction or 
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Table 63. Types of behaviors socialized during dyadic events at the 
East-side Center. 

Behavior 
Not 

Type of Class i- Institu- Peer Aggres- Social Row 
Event fied tional Adult Group sion Skills Total 

Not 0 6 0 0 0 0 6 
Classified (~) (1.6%) (~) (0%) (0%) (0%) 

Dyadic 10 208 6 6 22 32 284 
(71.4%) ( 54.9%) (100%) (100%) (81.%) (82.1%) 

Non-dyadic 
(Multiple 4 165 0 0 5 7 181 
agents or (28.6%) (43.%) (m;) (0%) (18.%) (17.9%) 
targets) 

Column 
Total 14 379 6 6 27 39 471=N 

2 X = 26.38, df = 10, p = .00, Cramer's V = .167 



Table 64. strategies associated with dyadic events at the East-side Center. 

Interactional Strategy 
Assignment to Label 

Prevent Less Favored: Appro-
Type of Interaction: Favored Restricted Inter- priate 

Event Ongoing Future Interaction Role Role action Behavior 

Unclassi- 2 1 0 0 0 1 2 
fied (.8%) (2.2%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (2.8%) (2.3%) 

Dyadic 149 30 4 2 9 23 46 
(58.~) (63.8%) (100%) (100%) (90%) (63.%) (53.%) 

Non-dyadic 
(multiple 103 16 0 0 1 12 38 
ap;ents or (40.%) (34%) (0%) (0%) (10%) (33.%) (44.2%) 
targets) 

Column 
Total 254 47 4 2 10 36 86 

2 X = 16.15, df = 16, p = .44, Cramer's V = .131 

Label 
Inappro-
priate 

Behavior 

0 
(0%) 

20 
(71.4%) 

8 
(28.6%) 

28 

Idio-
syn-

cratic 

0 
(0%) 

1 
(2%) 

3 
(7%) 

4 

Row 
Total 

6 

284 

1R1 

47l=N 

\).I 
r\J 
ex> 



restricted role behavior and assignment to a less favored role were 

used only during dyadic events. 
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At the south-side center, no significant differences were found 

between dyadic and non-dyadic events. Teachers at this center did not 

seem to act any differently when a socialization event involved only 

themselves and the socialization target than they did when other par

ticipants were involved in the socialization event. 

The teachers at the two centers also reacted differently to 

events involving single children than they did to events involving 

several children. At the east-side center, there were significant dif

ferences in the types of behaviors for which individual targets were 

socialized as compared to multiple targets (two or more children). As 

Table 65 shows, 6l.~ of the events recorded at this center involved 

single targets, while 38.7% involved two or more children. There were 

no events in which multiple targets were socialized for adult or peer 

group behaviors. Ag~ression and social skills were far more likely to 

be associated with single targets than multiple targets e Over 90% of 

the events involving multiple targets concerned institutional behavior, 

while only 73.6% of the events involving single targets were concerned 

with that type of behavior. No differences were found in the socializa

tion goals, strategies, and routines used with single or multiple tar

gets. 

At the south-side center, no differences were noted between the 

types of behaviors for which single targets and those for which mul

tiple targets were socialized. There were, however, significant differ

ences between the socialization goals of events involving single 
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Table 65. Types of behavior for which individual children were 
socialized at the East-side Center. 

Behavior 
Not 

No. of Classi- Institu- Peer Aggres- Social Row 
Children fied tional Adult Group sion Skills Total 

Individual 10 213 6 6 22 32 289 
Child (3.4%) (73.~) (2.1%) (2.1%) (7.6%) (11.1%) 

2 or more 4 166 0 0 5 7 182 
Children (2.2%) (91.2%) (~) (~) (2.8%) (3.8%) 

Column 
Total 14 379 6 6 27 39 471=N 

2 X = 24.06, df = 5, p = .00, Cramer's V = .226 
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targets and the goals of events with multiple targets. As Table 66 

shows, the goal of punishing inappropriate behavior was found exclusive

ly during events in which a single child was the socialization target. 

The goal of defining appropriate behavior was associated with events in 

which two or more children were the targets. No significant differences 

concerning strategies were found between events involving single and 

multiple targets. 

At both centers, very few socialization events involved several 

teachers acting collectively to socialize children. Three such events 

were recorded at each center. Since far more events were recorded at 

the east-side center, this meant that events involving multiple agents 

were far more frequent at the south-side center than at the east-side 

center. 

Three events represented only .64% of the events recorded at 

the east-side center, but represented 2.42% of the events at the south

side center. At both centers, the only differences noted between events 

involving single agents and those with multiple agents were in the 

strategies used by multiple agents. At both centers, events in which 

several teachers acted collectively involved the strategy of preventing 

an ongoing interaction. At the east-side center, the strategy of 

assignment to a less favored role behavior was also used during an 

event with multiple agents. Two of the events recorded with multiple 

agents, one at each center, involved the use of idiosyncratic strate

gies. Idiosyncratic strategies were strategies that were idiosyncratic 

to a particular agent or event; they did not occur more than one time. 

The fact that a third of the events involving multiple agents employed 
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Table 66. Socialization goals and the socialization of individual 
children at the South-side Center. 

Socialization Goal 
Define Define Reward 
Appro- Inappro- Appro-

No. of priate priate priate 
Targets Behavior Behavior Behavior 

Individual 27 19 1 
Child (50.<)%) (35.<)%) (1.<)%) 

2 or more 49 21 1 
Children (6<)%) (29.6%) (1.4%) 

Column 
Total 76 40 2 

2 X = 10.07, df = 3, p = .02, Cramer's V = .285 

Punish 
Inappro-
priate 

Behavior 

6 
(11.3%) 

0 
(~) 

6 

Row 
Total 

53 

71 

124=N 
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idiosyncratic strategies reflected the rare and special nature of these 

events. Teachers were not used to acting collectively and created new 

strategies in these situations instead of calling on their usual reper

toire of strategies. It should also be noted that all events involving 

multiple agents were concerned with inappropriate behaviors. Teachers 

acted collectively to stop inappropriate behavior but did not join 

together to define or reward appropriate behaviors. 

Summary 

A number of contextual features were found to influence the 

socialization process in the day care center. No significant change 

over time was found in socialization events recorded during different 

months. It might have been expected that socialization at the begin

ning of the summer session and academic year might be different from 

socialization during later months when the children had been socialized 

into the norms for appropriate behavior. That this was not so may have 

reflected the higher turnover rate of children in the day care center 

than is found in elementary school classrooms. Significant differences 

in socialization events recorded in different spatial locations at the 

two centers were related to the types of activities associated with 

those locations. An analysis of socialization events recorded during 

different activities in the two centers revealed that a number of con

textual features affected the socialization process in these centers. 

Significant differences were found between socialization events recorded 

during academic and non-academic activities at the south-side center. 

The academic content of activities did not have a significant effect on 
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socialization events recorded at the east-side center. Instead, sig

nificant differences were found during activities involving different 

sized groups of children. These differences were linked, in turn, to 

different types of participant structure used to organize social inter

action during those activities. Differences in the participant struc

tures of socialization events themselves were found to be related to the 

socialization goals of the events and the types of behavior socialized 

during them. Contextual variation in the socialization events recorded 

in the two centers was found to be consistent with the educational 

philosophy and teaching styles of the staffs of the two centers. These 

analyses have shown that contextual variation, as well as variation in 

targets and socialization agents, has an important effect on the 

organization of the socialization process in the day care center. 

So far, the analyses of the data have been concerned with how 

social variables such as the characteristics of the children and 

teachers and the social context affect the features of socialization 

event. In the next chapter, Chapter 9, the discussion will turn to a 

consideration of the interrelationships among the features of the 

socialization events. Relationships between the socialization goals, 

interactional strategies, linguistic routines, and types of behaviors 

socialized during an event will be explored. Tests of the seven 

hypotheses about the interactional model of socialization which were 

outlined in Chapter 4, will be analyzed. Also in Chapter 9, the results 

of a log-linear analysis of the interactional model of socialization 

will be discussed. 



CHAPTER 9 

TESTING THE MODEL: SOCIALIZATION 
THROUGH INTERACTION 

As Chapters 7 and 8 have illustrated, the goals, strategies and 

routines found during socialization events were correlated with a number 

of social features. The cultural goal accomplished by an event and the 

agent's choice of an interactional strategy and a linguistic routine 

were not determined solely by external features of the social system. 

Knowledge about social contexts, appropriate ways of behaving during 

those contexts, and ways to socialize inappropriate behaviors were part 

of the individual's social competence (see Chap. 4, Pp. 113-114). When 

a socialization agent chose from her/his repertoire of socialization 

strategies and routines, the choice was not made at random. Rather, the 

agent, as a knowledgeable member of the culture, selected a strategy 

and routine which would best accomplish the culturally defined goal. 

Like other forms of social behavior, the socialization agent's choices 

were not necessarily made consciously but, instead, were culturally 

conditioned responses to the behavior of another interactant. The com-

ponents of the model of the socialization outlined in Chapter 4 were 

influenced by each other, as well as by the ongoing social situation. 

Statistical analyses of the relationships among these components at 

the two centers will be reviewed in this chapter. Also in this chapter, 

the results of the tests of the seven hypotheses about the interactional 
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model will be discussed. The final section of this cha~ter will con-

sider the results of a lo~-linear analysis of the interactional model. 

Relationships Among the Components of the Model 

Cultural Goals and Interactional 
Strategies 

The cultural goal accomplished by a socialization event was 

strongly associated with the type of interactional strategy used during 

that event at the east-side center. The goal of definin~ behavior 

appropriate for the ongoing context was associated with the strategies 

of preventing the ongoing interaction and labeling appropriate behavior. 

As Table 67 shows, defining behavior considered inappropriate for the 

ongoing context was accomplished primarily with the strategies of pre-

venting the ongoing interaction, labelin~ inappropriate behavior, and 

preventing a future interaction. Strategies associated with the goal 

of rewarding appropriate behavior were labeling appropriate behavior, 

allowing participation in a favored interaction, and allowing partici-

pat ion in restricted role behaviors. The goal of punishin~ inappro-

priate behavior was associated with the strategies of preventing the 

ongoing interaction, assignment to less favored interactions, and pre-

vention of future interactions. The strategy of allowing a child to 

participate in a favored interaction was found only during events with 

the goals of either defining or rewardinf. appropriate behavior. Con-

versely, assignment to a less favored role occurred only during events 

with the goals of defining or punishing inappropriate behavior. The 

strategy of labeling appropriate behavior was the most flexible 



Table 67. Association of socialization goals and interactional strategies at the East-side Center. 

Allow Assignment to Label Label 
Prevent ParticiEation: Less Favored: Appro- Inappro-

Interaction: Favored Restricted Inter- priate priate Idiosyn- Row 
Goals Ongoing Future Interaction Role Role action Behavior Behavior cratic Total 

Unknown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
(~) (0%) (~) (~) (~) (~) (~) (~) (2%) 

Define 
. t 128 8 1 0 0 3 74 0 2 216 

Appropr~a e (50.4%) (1%) (2%) (~) (~) (8.3%) (86%) em;) (50%) 
Behavior 

Define 
lnappro- 100 23 0 0 6 13 1 24 1 168 
priate (39.4%) (48.9%) (~) (O%) (6~) (36.1%) (1.2%) (85.%) (2%) 
Behavior 

Reward 0 0 3 2 0 0 9 0 0 14 
Appropriate (0%) (O%) (7%) (100%) (~) em;) (10.%) (m;) (~) 
Behavior 

Punish 
Inappro- 26 16 0 0 4 20 2 4 0 72 
priate (l0.3l6) <34.1%) (~) em;) (~) (55.6%) (2.3%) (14.3%) (0%) 
Behavior 

Column 
Total 254 47 4 2 10 36 86 28 4 471=N 

2 X = 470.99, df = 32, p = .00, Cramer's V = .499 VJ 
VI 
--.J 



socialization strategy; it was used during events which accomplished 

all four of the cultural goals. It would seem, then, that stating the 

appropriate way of behaving was an effective strategy no matter what 

the goal of the event. Figure 8 schematically represents the relation

ships among the components of the model. The Cramer's V measure of 

association between the cultural goal and interactional strategy was 

.500. The chi-square for Table 67 was significant at the .00 level. 

The results of a statistical analysis of the relationship between the 

cultural goal of an event and the strategy used during it indicated 

the two were strongly associated. 

These two components of the model were also strongly associated 

at the south-side center. Table 6R shows that the most common sociali

zation goal at this center was the definition of appropriate behavior 

and it was associated with the strategies of labeling appropriate be

havior and the prevention of ongoing interactions. The strategies of 

preventing ongoing interactions, labeling a behavior as inappropriate 

and assignment to less favored interactions were used during events 

which accomplished the goal of defining inappropriate behavior. The 

only strategy associated with the goal of rewarding appropriate be

havior was the labeling of a behavior as appropriate and the only strat

egy associated with the goal of punishin~ inappropriate behavior was 

assignment to less favored interactions. None of the strategies used 

at this center were used to accomnlish all four of the culturally de

fined goals. Figure 9 schematically represents the relationships among 

the components of the model at this center. It indicates that analysis 
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Figure 8. Relationships among the components of the model at 
the East-side Center as indicated by Cramer's V 
measure of association. 
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Table 68. Association of socialization goals and interactional strategies at the South-side Center. 

Interactional strate~ 
Label Label 

Prevent Prevent Assignment to Appro- Inappro-
Ongoing Future Less Favored priate priate Idiosyn- Row 

Goal Interaction Interaction Interaction Behavior Behavior cratic Total 

Define 31 0 4 40 0 1 76 Appropriate (64.6%) (~) (lWi) (9%) (a%) (33.%) Behavior 

Define 17 3 11 1 6 2 40 Inappropriate 
(35.4%) (100%) (52.4%) (2.3%) (100%) (66.7%) Behavior 

Reward 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 
Appropriate 

(~) (~) (0%) (4.~) (0%) (~) 
Behavior 

Punish 0 0 6 0 0 0 6 Inappropriate 
(~) (0%) (28.6%) (0%) (a%) (0%) 

Behavior 

Column 
Total 48 3 21 43 6 3 124=N 

2 X = 80.99, df = 15, p = .00, Cramer's V = .467 

\).j 
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Figure 9. Relationships among the components of the model at 
the South-side Center as indicated by the Cramer's V 
measure of association. 



of a continf,ency table of socialization ~oals and interactional strate-

gies, Table 6R, produced a Cramer's V score of .467. Such a score 

indicates a very strong association between these variables. 

Cultural Goals and Socialization 
Routines 

The cultural goal accomplished by a socialization event was 

also associated with the linguistic routine used during that event. 

The routine used most frequently at the east-side center was the ques-

tionin~ routine. As Table 69 shows, it was the only routine which was 

used during events with all four of the socialization goals. The need 

routine, the choice/chance routine, the please routine, the let's 

routine, and command forms were used to accomplish all the goals except 

the rewarding of appropriate behavior. Socialization events which had 

the goal of rewarding appropriate behavior were characterized by the 

use of idiosyncratic forms and the questioning routine. The goal of 

defining appropriate behavior was associated with the need routine, the 

let's routine, the please routine, and command forms. During events 

with the goal of defining inappropriate behavior, the most frequently 

used routines were the questioning routine, the choice/chance routine, 

and the show/see negative routine. The goal of punishing inappropriate 

behavior was associated with a high percentage of idiosyncratic forms, 

as well as with command forms and the choice/chance routine. Statisti-

cal analysis of these relationships found them to be significant at the 

.00 level. Figure 8, p. 339 lists a Cramer's V value of .238, also 

indicating that these two components are related. 



Table 69. Association of socialization goal and routine at the East-side Center. 

Socialization Routine 
Idio-

Question- Choice/ Show-See Show-See syn- Corn- Row 
Goal ing Need Chance Positive Negative Please Let's cratic mand Total 

Unknown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
(0%) (0%) (~) (0%) (~) (~) (~) (1~) (0%) 

Define 
. t 45 51 5 4 0 13 12 42 44 216 

Appro~rl.a e (20.836) (23.6%) (2.3%) (1.%) (0%) (6%) (5.6%) (19.4%) (20.4%) Behav~or ~ 

Define 
Inappro- 49 16 14 4 3 1 2 62 17 168 
priate (29.~) (9.%) (8.3%) (2.4%) (1.8%) (.6%) (1.~) (36.%) (10.1%) 
Behavior 

Reward 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 14 
Appropriate (28.6%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (71.4%) (0%) 
Behavior 

Punish 
Inappro- 5 6 8 0 1 2 1 40 9 72 
priate (6.9%) (8.3%) (11.1%) (0%) (1.4%) (2.8%) (1.4%) (55.6%) (12.%) 
Behavior 

Column 
Total 103 73 27 8 4 16 15 155 70 471=N 

2 X = 103.61, df = 32, p = .00, Cramer's V = .235 
VI 
.+:-
VI 
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At the south-side center, very different relationships were 

noted between the socialization goal accomplished during an event and 

the routinized linguistic form used during that event. As seen in Table 

70, the goal of defining appropriate behavior was associated with the 

use of command forms and the questioning routine. Events with the goal 

of defining inappropriate behavior were associated with the questioning 

routine, the show/see negative routine, and command forms in both 

English and Spanish. The two events with the goal of rewarding appro-

priate behavior employed an English command form and an idiosyncratic 

form. The goal of punishing inappropriate behavior vas associated with 

English command forms and idiosyncratic forms. While Figure 9, p. 341, 

indicates an association between the socialization goal and Ilnguistic 

routine used during an event, a chi-square analysis of the contingency 

table of these variables was not significant at the .05 level. 

Interactional Strategies and Social
ization Routines 

While the linguistic routine used during a socialization event 

was associated with the socialization goal of that event, it was not 80 

closely associated with the interactional strategy used during the 

event. At the east-side center, the strategy of preventing an ongoing 

interaction was the most common strategy and it was used with the full 

range of routines found at the center. The strategy of allowing par-

ticipation in favored interactions occurred only with the questioning 

routine and idiosyncratic forms, while the strategy of allowing par-

ticipation in restricted role behaviors was associated only with ques-

tion forms. The show/see routine was used only during events involving 



Table 70. Association of socialization goal and routine at the 
South-side Center. 

Sociali- Socialization Routine 

zation Question- Show-5ee Idiosyn- Com-
Goal ing Need Negative Let's cratic mand 

Define 
Appro- 11 7 0 7 14 37 
priate (14.%) (9.2%) (~) (9.2%) (18.4%) (48.7%) 
Behavior 

Define 
Inappro- 9 0 1 0 20 10 
priate (22.%) (m;) (2.%) (~) (~) (2%) 
Behavior 

Reward 
Appro- 0 0 0 0 1 1 
priate (~) (~) (a%) (0%) (50%) (50%) 
Behavior 

Punish 
Inappro- 0 0 0 0 1 5 
priate (0%) (0%) (0%) (~) (16.~) (83.3%) 
Behavior 

Column 
Total 20 7 1 7 36 53 

2 X = 28.90, df = 15, p = .02, Cramer's V = .279 

Total 

76 

40 

2 

6 

124=N 
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strategies that prev~nted ongoing or future interactions and that 

labeled inappropriate behaviors. Please and let's forms were associated 

only with the strategies of labeling appropriate behavior and prevention 

of ongoing interactions. The choice/chance routine and the let's rou

tine showed a particularly strong association with events involving the 

prevention of ongoing interactions. While the chi-square value for a 

contingency table of these variables was significant at the .05 level, 

the Cramer's V score of 0159 listed in Figure 8, p. 339, showed that 

the association of these two components was not particularly strong. 

The association of linguistic routine and interactional strategy 

was somewhat stronger at the south-side center. Once again, the strat

egy of preventing ongoing interactions was found with the full range of 

routines. The need and let's routines occurred only durin~ events which 

prevented an ongoing interaction or labeled appropriate behavior. While 

the majority (71.4%) of the need routines occurred during events which 

labeled appropriate behavior, the majority (71.4%) of the let's routines 

occurred durin~ events which prevented an ongoing interaction. Command 

forms in English and Spanish were used along with the strategies of 

preventing an ongoing interaction, assignment to a less favored inter

action, labelin~ of appropriate behavior, and labeling inappropriate 

behavior. While the Cramer's V value of .255 reported in Figure 9, 

p. 341, ~ndicated an association between these variables, the chi-square 

value was not significant at the .05 level. 

Routinized forms were used more than once during a socialization 

event. For each socialization event, entries were made on the social

ization event record sheet listing the first and second routines used 



by the aF,ent. Many socialization events did not involve a second rou

tine because the child's resnonse to the initial routine was to modify 

the behavior in question. If the socialization target did not respond 

to the agent's initial routine, the agent could accept the target's 

definition of her/his behavior as appropriate and terminate the event. 

Agents rarely chose to accept the child's definition and, instead, 

followed the initial routine with a second attempt to communicate to 

the child about the (in)appropriateness of that behavior. Each social

ization event record sheet listed the first and second routine sepa

rately. When the information was coded for entry onto the computer, 

the code 00 was used to indicate that no second routine had been used. 

RTI and RT2 were the two variables used durinF, the data coding and 

analysis to represent the first and second routinized forms. Previous 

discussions of the relationships of socialization routines with other 

featUres of the socialization event were based on analyses of the rela

tionships of the first routinized form with those features. In this 

section, consideration will be given to the relationships among the 

linguistic forms used during a single event. Statistical analyses were 

done of contingency tables of the first and second routines in order 

to determine the nature of the relationships between them. 

At the east-side center, over half (51.9%) of the events did 

not involve a second use of a socialization routine. Table 71 shows 

that in the events which did use a second routinized form, five of the 

eight socialization routines were used most often after the same form. 

The questioning routine, the need routine, show/see negative forms, the 



Table 71. Relationship between first and second routines at the East-side Center. 

Second Routine 
No Idio-

First Second Question- Choice/ Show-See Show-~ee syn- Corn- Row 
Routine Routine ing Need Chance Positive Nef;ative Please Let's cratic mand Total 

Question- 54 15 5 3 3 0 0 1 17 'j 103 
ing (14.6%) 

Need 39 6 8 4 0 0 1 1 10 4 73 
(11%) 

Choice/ 15 1 2 2 0 0 0 0 7 0 27 
Chance (7.4%) 
Show-See 3 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 8 
Positive (12.5%) 

Show-See 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 4 
Ner:;ative (5~) 

Please 9 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 2 16 
(6.3%) 

Let's 8 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 3 15 
(13.3%) 

Idiosyn- 84 6 8 3 1 0 1 1 41 10 155 
cratic (26.%) 

Command 33 3 6 2 0 0 2 1 8 15 70 
(21.4%) 

Column 
Total 245 33 31 14 5 3 5 6 87 42 471=N 

2 X = 278.45, df = 72, p = .00, Cramer's V = .272 

(row percentage - events with repetition of same routine.) \J,I 
~ 
00 



let's routine, and command forms all occurred most often in second posi

tion when the same form had been used initially by the agent. Three 

routines, however, differed from this pattern. Show/see positive rou

tines were used most often after the questioning routine. The choice/ 

chance routine occurred in second position most often after the need 

routine; and the please routine was used most often after command forms. 

Routinization in the linguistic forms used during the socialization 

process at the east-side center, then, was found on two levels. First, 

similar forms were used throughout the 471 events recorded at the cen

ter. Second, the same routinized form tended to be used over ano over 

again within a single event. The chi-square value for Table 71 was 

significant at the .00 level and the Cramer's V score was .264. 

At the south-side center, most of the socialization events 

recorded (71.8%) involved a second use of a routinized form. As seen 

in Table 72, four of the five routinized forms used at this center were 

used most frequently after the same form in initial position. The 

questioning routine, the need routine, the let's routine, and command 

forms were all used most often after a similar form. Only show/see 

negative routines varied from this pattern. The one show/see negative 

~outine used in second position occurred after an idiosyncratic form. 

More routinization of form was found in the language used during social

ization events at this center than at the east-side center. Seventy

one and eight tenths percent of the events at the south-side center 

involved a second use of a routinized form, while only 48.1% of the 

events at the east-side center involved a second routine. The second 



Table 72. Relationship between first and second routines at the South-side Center. 

Second Routine 
No 

First Second Question- Show-See Idiosyn- Corn- Row 
Routine Routine ing Need Negative Let's cratic mand Total 

Questioning 8 4 0 0 0 5 3 20 
(20%) 

Need 2 0 1 0 0 3 1 7 
(14.3%) 

Show-See 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
Negative (0%) 

Let's 4 0 0 0 2 1 0 7 
(28.6%) 

Idiosyncratic 11 3 0 1 0 12 9 36 
(33.3%) 

Command 10 4 1 0 2 2 34 53 
(64.2%) 

Column 
Total 35 11 3 1 4 23 47 124=N 

2 X = 104.27, df = 30, p = .00, Cramer's V = .410 

(row percentage - events with repetition of same routine.) 

VI 
'(g 
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routine was more likely to be the same as the first routine at the 

south-side center than at the east-side center. At the south-side cen

ter, 68.1% of the command forms used in second position occurred after 

initial command forms. At the east-side center, only 34.1% of the 

command forms used in second position occurred after initial command 

forms. The same pattern was true for all routinized forms, except the 

questioning routine. Agents at the east-side center, who used far more 

questions than those at the south-side center, had 45.5% of their ques

tions in the second position occur after an initial question. At the 

south-side center only 36.~ of the questions used in second position 

occurred after an initial question. The hi~her degree of routinization 

at the south-side center was reflected in a chi-sauare value for Table 

72 which was significant at the .00 level and had a Cramer's V score of 

.360. 

The foregoin~ analysis has revealed that the components of the 

socialization model were strongly associated at both centers. Con

clusions about the differences in the structure of the model at the two 

centers will be deferred until the concluding chapter (Chap. 10). Be

fore discussing these conclusions, one other aspect of the internal 

organization of the socialization event will be addressed. The rela

tionships noted above between the components of the model were also 

strongly affected by the type of behavior being socialized during the 

event. 



Goals and Strategies Used to Socialize 
Differerit Types of Behavior 

3?2 

At the east-side center, the type,of behavior being socialized 

during an event was strongly associated with both the cultural goal 

accomplished during the event and the interactional strategy used by 

the agent (see Fig. 8, p. 339). It had little effect, however, on the 

linguistic routine used during the event. As Table 73 shows, during 

socialization events concerned with institutional behaviors and social 

skills, the most frequent socialization goal was the definition of 

appropriate behavior. Events involving peer group behaviors or aggres-

sion were most likely to have the goal of defining inappropriate be-

havior. The goal of rewarding appropriate behavior was the most common 

goal during events concerned with adult behaviors. These associations 

were significant at the .00 level for chi-square and yielded a Cramer's 

V score of .301. 

The interactional strategy used during an event at the east-side 

center was also strongly associated with the type of behavior being 

socialized. As seen in Table 74, all eight strategies occurred most 

often during events concerned with institutional behaviors, except for 

the strategies of allowing participation in favored interactions or in 

restricted role behaviors. Allowing participation in favored inter-

actions was associated with events involving peer group behavior, while 

allowing participation in restricted role behaviors was associated with 

events concerned with adult behaviors. The most frequently used strat-

egy during events involving institutional behaviors or aggression was 

the prevention of an ongoing interaction. During events concerned with 



Table 73. Socialization goals of events in which different types of behaviors were 
socialized at the East-side Center. 

Socialization Goal 
Define Define Reward Punish 

Appropriate Inappropriate Appropriate Inappropriate Row 
Behavior Unknown Behavior Behavior Behavior Behavior Total 

Not 0 5 5 0 4 14 
Classified (~) (2.3%) (3.0%) (0%) (5.6%) 

Institu- 0 190 120 10 59 379 
tional (0%) (87.%) (71.4%) (71.4%) (81.<}%) 

Adult 1 0 1 3 1 6 
(100%) (0%) (.6%) (21.4%) (1.4%) 

Peer Group 0 1 4 1 0 6 
(~) (.%) (2.4%) (7.2%) (0%) 

Aggression 0 1 23 0 3 27 
(0%) (.%) (13.7%) (0%) (4.2%) 

Social 0 19 15 0 5 39 
Skills (0%) (8.8%) (8.%) (0%) (6.<}%) 

Column 
Total 1 216 168 14 72 47l::N 

2 X :: 170.27, df :: 20, p :: .00, Cramer's V :: .301 

VJ 
\Jl 
VJ 



Table 74. Strategips used to socialize different types of behaviors at the East-side Center. 

Interactional Strategy 
Allow Assignment to Label Label 

Prevent ParticiEation: Less Favored: Appro- Inappro-
Interaction: Favored Restricted Inter- priate priate Idiosyn-

Ongoing Future Interaction Role Role action Behavior Behavior cratic 

Not 
7 3 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 Classified 

Institu- 212 37 1 0 8 30 70 18 3 tional 

Adult 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 1 

Peer Group 1 1 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 

Aggression 23 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 

Social 11 5 0 0 , 
5 14 3 0 Skills -

Column 
Total 254 47 4 2 10 36 86 28 4 

2 X = 320.38, df = 40, p = .00, Cramer's V = 369 

Row 
Total 

14 

379 

6 

6 

27 

39 

471=N 

VI 
\J1 
.;:-
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social skills, the most common strategy was the labeling of appropriate 

behavior. Figure 8, p. 339, lists a Cramer's V score of .369 for these 

variables, indicating a strong association between them. The chi-square 

value obtained for these variables was significant at the .00 level. 

At the south-side center, the type of hehavior socialized during 

a socialization event was also strongly associated with the socializa

tion goal and strate~y of that event. The linguistic routine used 

during an event was not strongly related to the type of behavior being 

socialized. Table 75 shows that, during events concerned with institu

tional behaviors, peer group behaviors, and social skills the most com

mon goal was to define appropriate behavior. All of the events 

involving aggression had the goal of punishing inappropriate behavior. 

There were no events recorded at this center which involved adult 

behaviors. Figure R, p. 339, shows that the Cramer's V score for these 

variables was .369. The chi-square value for these variables was sig

nificant at the .00 level which also reflected the strong association 

between these features of the socialization event. 

Choice of interactional strategy was also strongly associated 

with the type of behavior being socialized during an event at the south

side center. Table 76 indicates that peer group behaviors were associ

ated only with the strategy of labeling appropriate behavior, while 

aggression was associated only with assignment to less favored inter

actions. The prevention of an ongoing interaction was the most common 

strategy during events concerned with institutional behaviors. During 

events involving social skills, the most frequently used strategy was 

to label appropriate behavior. The chi-square analysis of these 



Table 75. Socialization goals of events in which different types of behaviors were 
socialized at the South-side Center. 

Socialization Goal 
Define Define Reward Punish 

Types of Appropriate Inappropriate Appropriate Inappropriate Row 
Behavior Behavior Behavior Behavior Behavior Total 

Not 0 3 0 0 3 
Classified (~) (7.%) (~) (~) 

Institutional 67 33 1 4 105 
(R8.2%) (82.%) (50%) (66.'7%) 

Peer Group 1 0 0 0 1 
(1.%) (0%) (~) (~) 

Aggression 0 0 0 2 2 
(0%) (a%) (~) <33.3%) 

Social Skills 8 4 1 0 13 
(10.%) (l~) (5~) (~) 

Column 
Total 76 40 2 6 124=N 

2 X = 50.53, df = 12, p = .00, Cramer's V = .369 

'vi 
VI 
0'\ 



Table 76. Strategies used to socialize different types of behaviors at the South-side Center. 

Strateg;£ 
Prevent Assignment to Label Label 

Interaction: Less Favored Appropriate Inappropriate Idiosyn- Row 
Behavior Ongoing Future Interaction Behavior Behavior cratic Total 

Not 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 
Classified <33.3%) (33.3%) (33.3%) (~) (~) (0%) 

Institutional 44 1 17 35 5 3 105 
(41.~) (.%) (16.2%) (33.3%) (4.8%) (2.%) 

Peer Group 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
(0%) (~) (~) (l~) (~) (~) 

Aggression 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
(0%) (~) (100)j) (0%) (~) (~) 

Social Skills 3 1 1 7 1 0 13 
(23.1%) (7.~) (7.~) (53.8%) (7.~) (0%) 

Column 
Total 48 3 21 43 6 3 124=N 

2 X = 31.57, df = 20, P = .05, Cramer's V = .252 

VI 
\J1 
-....J 
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variables was significant at the .05 level and Figure 9, p. 341, indi-

cates that they were associated, with a Cramer's V score of .25. 

Summary of Relationships Among the 
Components of the Model 

Statistical analyses revealed a number of relationships among 

the components of the interactional model of the socialization event. 

At both centers, strong associations were found between the cultural 

goal accomplished druing a socialization event and the interactional 

strategies and linguistic routines used during it. Figures 10 and 11 

show some of the most important relationships which were idenUfied 

among these features. The association of interactional strategy with 

linguistic routine was found to be stronger at the south-side center 

than at the east-side center. Repetition in the types of routines used 

within single events was found at both centers. The second occurrence 

of a routinized form was more likely to be the same as the first routine 

at the south-side center than at the east-side center. Finally, it was 

found that the type of behavior socialized during an event was associ-

ated with both the socialization goal and interactional strategy of that 

event. The associations found among these features are illustrated in 

Figures 12 and 13. 

Tests of Hypotheses About the 
Interactional Model 

Seven hypotheses about the relationships of the socialization 

goals, interactional strategies, and linguistic routines to each other 

and to the type of activity during which an event was recorded and the 
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type of behavior involved were proposed in Chapter 4 (see pp. 140-141). 

The statistical analyses described earlier in this chapter were used to 

test these hypotheses, as well as to reveal differences in the organiza

tion of the socialization process in the two centers. The hypotheses 

will be restated here and the results of the tests of these hypotheses 

will be summarized. 

The first hypothesis postulated that the agent's choice of 

interactional strategy was not related to the socialization goal of the 

event. This hypothesis was tested at each center through analysis of 

contingency tables for the variables of socialization goal and inter

actional strategy (see Tables 67 and 6R, pp. 337-340). For both cen

ters, the results of a chi-square test of signific,nce and a Cramer's 

V measure of association forced the rejection of the null hypothesis. 

In both cases, the probability of obtaining such chi-square values by 

chance was less than one in one thousand (p <.001). The Cramer's V 

scores for these tables (.500 for the east-side center, .467 for the 

south-side center) indicated that these two variables were strongly 

associated. Based on these analyses, the null hypothesis was rejected 

and the alternative hypothesis, that the agent's choice of strategy was 

related to the socialization goal, was accepted. 

A second hypothesis was that choice of linguistic routine was 

not related to the interactional strategy used by the socialization 

agent. This hypothesis was tested through statistical analyses of con

tingency tables for the variables of interactional strategy and lin

guistic routine at each center. These analyses produced some 



contradictory results. At the east-side center, the probability of 

obtaining a chi-square value of 94.49 was less than four percent 
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(p = .04) but the Cramer's score was only .159. At the south-side cen

ter, a chi-square value of 40.41 was obtained (p = .45) but the Cramer's 

V score was .255, indicating that the variables were associated. These 

results did not allow the null hypothesis to be completely rejected 

but they did indicate that some relationship existed between the inter

actional strategy and linguistic routine. 

Third, it was hypothesized that the type of interactional 

strategy used during an event was unrelated to the type of activity 

during which the event was recorded. Contingency tables for the vari

ables of activity and interactional strategy were analyzed for both 

centers (Tables 38 and 39, pp. 283 and 285). At the east-side center, 

the null hypothesis could not be rejected (X2 = 83.63, p = .17, and 

Cramer's V = .149). At the south-side center, a chi-square value of 

3R.39 was obtained with a probability of .14. A Cramer's V score of 

.248 indicated that there was some type of association between the 

interactional strategy and type of activity at the south-side center. 

A fourth hypothesis, that the syntactic form of a linguistic 

routine was unrelated to its pragmatic function was somewhat harder to 

test because pragmatic function was not included as a variable in the 

data set. It was possible to analyze the relationship between the 

socialization goal of an event (one type of pragmatic function) and 

specific routines, however. Statistical analyses of contingency tables 

for these variables at both centers resulted in the rejection of the 

null hypothesis (see Tables 69 and 70, pp. 343-345). At the east-side 
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center, a chi-square value of 106.55 with p = .00 and a Cramer's V score 

of .238 were obtained. At the south-side center, the chi-square value 

of 33.32 had a probability of .09; however, the Cramer's V score of .299 

indicated a strong association of the two variables. The variable 

linguistic routine was represented by the individual routines rather 

than syntactic form for these analyses. However, three different syn

tactic forms were represented in these analyses (questions, dec1ara

tives, and command forms). While these analyses did not indicate which 

functions were associated with which forms, they did indicate a rela

tionship existed. 

A fifth hypothesis postulated that the goal of a socialization 

event was not related to the behavior bein~ socialized. Statistical 

analyses of contingency tables (see Tables 73 and 75, pp. 353 and 356) 

forced the rejection of this hypothesis for both centers. At the east

side center, the probability of obtaining a chi-square value of 170.28 

was .00 and the Cramer's V score was .301. At the south-side center, 

the probability of obtaining a chi-square value of 50.53 was .00 and 

the Cramer's V score was .369. These results indicated that the goal 

of a socialization event was strongly associated with the type of be

havior being socialized. 

It w~s also hypothesized that the interactional strategy used 

during an event was not related to the type of behavior being social

ized. This hypothesis was rejected at both centers. For the east-side 

center, analysis of a contingency table for these variables (see Table 

74, p. 354) produced a chi-square value of 319.69, with p = .00, and a 

Cramer's V score of .369. At the south-side center, an~lysis of a 
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contin~ency table (see Table 76, p. 357) for the same variable produced 

a chi-square value of 31.57, with p = .05, and a Cramer's V score of 

.252. These results indicated that choice of interactional strategy was 

associated with the type of behavior being socializedo 

Finally, it was hypothesized that the linguistic routine used 

durin~ an event was not related to the type of behavior being social

ized. Statistical analyses of contingency tables of the variables type 

of behavior and linguistic routine for the two centers did not allow 

this hypothesis to be rejected. At the east-side center, the chi-square 

value of 42.98 had a p = .56 and the Cramer's V score was only .135. 

At the south-side center, the chi-square value of 23.67 had a p = .86 

and a Cramer's V score of .22. 

Log-Linear Analysis of the Model 

It has been sug~ested, both in Chapter 4 and in previous sec

tions of this chapter, that in order to best describe direct socializa

tion events, one must take into account the goal accomplished. during 

the event, the interactional strategy used by the agent, and the lin

quistic routine used during the event. Through a procedure known as 

log-linear analysis it was possible to test this assumption. Three way 

contingency tables for the variables of soci~lization goal, interac

tional strategy, and linguistic routine were prepared for each center. 

Using the Biomedical Data Processing (BMDP) package, statistical 

analyses were done of all the possible interactions among the three 

variables (Strategy-Goal, Routine-Goal, Routine-Strategy). The results 

of these analyses for each center will be described below. 



The analysis of the model for the east-side center included 

three of the four possible socialization goals. The section of the 

three dimensional contingency table for the goal of rewarding appro

priate behavior contained too many zero cells to be included in the 

analysis. The computer program used in this analysis was designed for 

tables containing almost no zeroes, so this portion of the table was 

excluded from the analysis. Since the contingency table still contained 

several zeroes after this had been done, the following results must be 

interpreted with caution. They are reported here because this type of 

analysis is one of the few techniques for testing models which are 

suited to these types of data. 

Seventeen models of the relationships among goal, strategy, and 

routine were tested using this technique (see Chap. 4, pp. 145-146 for 

a description of this procedure). The model which best accounted for 

the observed distribution of the events involved all three two-way· 

interactions among the variables (Routine-Strategy, Routine-Goal, 

Strategy-Goal) and is illustrated in Figure 14. This model had a like

lihood ratio chi-square (G2 ) value of 34.52, with 56 degrees of freedom. 

The probability that this model accounted for the data was .9894, a 

very hi~h degree of probability. 

The analysis of the model for the south-side center was also 

done on a three dimensional contingency table. Only two values of 

socialization goal, defining appropriate behavior and defining inappro

priate behavior, were included in the analysis because the tables for 

the other two goals contained too many zeroes. Two models were identi

fied through log-linear analysis which described the relationships 
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between these two goals and the strategies and routines used during the 

events. One model indicated that two way interactions between the vari-

abIes of routine and goal and strategy and goal accounted for the dis-

tribution of events found at this center (see Fig. 14). This model 

(RS, SG) had a G2 value of 16.65 with 32 degrees of freedom. The prob-

ability of this model was .9884. A second model accounted for sli~htly 

more of the variation found at this center. A model of all three two-

way interactions (Routine-Strategy, Routine-Goal, Strategy-Goal) had a 

2· 6 G value of 3.19 with 1 degrees of freedom and a probability of .99970 

The interaction between routine and strategy in this model accounted 

for just over one percent (1.13%) of the variation. Because the differ-

ence in the amount of variation accounted for in the two models was so 

small, the first model was accepted. When two models account for the 

same data, it is a common scientific practice to accept the more par-

simonious (simpler) model. 

At both centers, log-linear analyses revealed that interactions 

between all three variables (goal, strategy, and routine) were important 

in explaining the distribution of events observed at these centers. The 

results of these analyses indicated that socialization events could not 

be explained by anyone variable alone. The results from the south-side 

center indicated that the interaction between routine and strategy was 

less strong than the interactions between routine and goal and strategy 

and ~oal. These findings were consistent with the Cramer's V measures 

of association among the components of the model (see Figs. 8 and 9, 

pp. 339 and 341). 
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Su~mary of Results 

Several relationships among the components of the interactional 

model were revealed during the analysis of the data. It was found that 

the socialization goal of an event was associated with both the inter

actional strategy and linguistic routine used during the event. Less 

association was found, however, between the interactional strategy and 

linguistic routine. The components of goal, strategy, and routine were 

found to be associated with the types of hehavior being socialized at 

the east-side center. At the south-side center, the type of behavior 

being socialized was associated with the socialization goal and inter

actional strategy of an event, but not the linguistic routine. 

Five of the seven null hypotheses proposed in Chapter 4 were 

rejected on the basis of these statistical analyses. A hypothesis about 

the relationship of the type of activity during which an event was re

corded and the interactional strategy used during the event could not 

be rejected. Tests of a hypothesis concerning the relationship between 

the type of behavior being socialized and the linguistic routine used 

during an event resulted in the null hypothesis being rejected at the 

east-side center but not at the south-side center. 

Results of log-linear analyses of the interactional model of the 

socialization process indicated that the relationships among socializa

tion goals, strategies, and routines were somewhat different at the two 

centers. These analyses suggested that no single factor was responsible 

for the organization of the socialization process in these centers. 

These results indicated that the socialization process was, indeed, a 
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multimodal social process in which a number of social factors were in

volved. The fact that relationships among all three of the major com

ponents of the interactional model were required to explain the 

distribution of socialization events suggested that the interactional 

model gives a better account of the socialization process than the 

unicausal models which have been proposed by some researchers. 

Conclusions about the significance of these results for anthro

pologists, professional early childhood educators, and the day care 

community will be presented in the next chapter, Chapter 10. The 

statistical analyses described in Chapters 7 through 9 made is possible 

to draw conclusions about the effects of ethnicity and social class on 

the process of socialization in the day care center, as well as to 

evaluate the utility of the interactional model as a research tool. 

Implications of this study for day care providers, the children who 

attend day care centers, and the parents of those children will also 

be addressed in the next chapter. 



CHAPTER 10 

CONCLUSIONS 

One of the major goals of this research project was to develop 

and test an interactional model of the socialization process. In order 

to test the potential of that model for cross-cultural comparison, re

search was conducted in two day care centers serving different ethnic 

groups. Centers were selected in which similar types of activities and 

comparable social contexts were found. In spite of the general similari

ties between the centers, ethnographic research and statistical analyses 

revealed that the socialization process was organized quite differently 

in them. Data collected with the interactional model made it possible 

to identify and explain the sources of this variation. The results of 

this study will be important not only for those interested in the study 

of the socialization process but also for the parents, children, and 

caregivers who made up the day care community. 

In the first section of this chapter, the results of a compari

son of the socialization process in the two centers will be summarized. 

Differences in the educational philosophies of the centers and the ways 

in which social interaction was organized in them will be related to 

differences in the cultural value systems represented in the centers. 

Significant differences were identified in the ways children were social

ized through teacher-child interactions. There were significant differ

ences in the types of tar~ets and behaviors socialized in the two 
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centers. As well, different types of socialization strategies and 

routines were used during socialization events in the two centers. 

Once these findings have been reviewed, the second section of 

this chapter will consider what these results have to say about the 

effect of social class membership on the socialization process. Among 

the research reviewed in Chapter 2 were studies by Bernstein and Cook-

Gumperz which suggested that social class had an important effect on the 

organization of the socialization process. The results of the present 

study suggest that the ethnic background of the teachers was as impor-

tant as their social class membership in shaping their behavior as 

socialization agents. 

Conclusions about the future research potential of the interac-

tional model of the socialization process will be presented in the third 

section of this chapter. Consideration will also be given to the cross-

cultural applicability of such a model. Relationships among the model 

and more ~eneral theories of cultural transmission proposed by Whiting, 

Henry and Dobbert will be explored. 

The fourth and final section of this chapter will address the 

implications of these findings for various audiences. Ethnographers of 

education and socialization theorists, as well as the educators, parents, 

and children involved in-day care education will find that this study 

offers them useful insights. 

A Comparison of thp. Socialization Processes 
at the Two Centers 

Differences between the socialization processes at the two cen-

ters were found at both the macro- and micro-levels of organization. 
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Cultural, philosophical, and pedogogical differences between the centers 

were reflected in the ways in which the many modes of socialization were 

woven together into an organized whole. These general differences were 

found at the interactional level, when one aspect of the socialization 

process~ the socialjzation event, was investigated. 

Differences in the Socialization 
Process 

The day care centers in this study resembled each other in many 

ways. Both centers were staffed by loving caregivers and provided a 

variety of educational experiences for the children. The daily sChed-

ules of the two centers were composed of the same types of activities. 

In both centers, children received a variety of messages about social 

contexts, how to create them, and how to behave during them. At the 

same time, the centers differed in a number of important ways. The 

east-side center was a proprietary center whose staff and clientele were 

middle class Anglo Americans. The south-side center was a non-profit 

center which had a contract with the state Department of Economic 

Security and whose staff and clientele were predominantly Mexican-

American. Since the south-side center accepted children eligible for 

Department of Economic Security assistance, many of the children carne 

from lower class backgrounds. Not surprisingly, the process of social-

ization was organized very differently in these two centers. The simi-

larities and differences between these centers offer a number of 

insights into the workings of the socialization process. 

It is possible that some readers, less familiar with these 

centers than the ethnographer, will consider the portrayal of the 
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south-side center to be negative in tone. That conclusion would be a 

misinterpretation of both the facts presented in this study and the 

ethnographer's intentions. The aim of this study was to describe the 

process of socialization in the day care center. No attempt was made 

to evaluate the pro~rams of the two centers. It would have been a dis

service to either center to evaluate it in terms of the other center's 

philosophy or program. Each center fulfilled the needs of a different 

part of a very diverse community. The staffs of both centers worked 

very hard to meet the needs of the parents and children they served. 

It should not be surprising that teachers from different class and 

ethnic backgrounds organized social interaction in the day care center 

differently. Nor should it be surprising that, in spite of, or perhaps 

because of, their differences, both centers were regarded in the com

munity as good quality day care centers. 

Educational Philosophies. The major difference between the two 

centers was in the ways in which they saw or defined the child. At the 

east-side center, the child was seen as an individual, different from 

but equal to the adults at the center. Different c~ildren were con

sidered to have different needs, talents, and knowledge just as did 

different adults. At the south-side center, the individual child Was 

seen as a member of a universal stage of childhood. The members of this 

stage were considered to have needs, talents, and knowledge that were 

quite different from that of adults. At the east-side center, differ

ences between individuals, be they adults or children, were emphasized. 

At the south-side center, children were viewed as a group, all of whom 



376 

were different from adults. The south-side teachers considered all 

children to be members of a universal stage of childhood. All children 

were seen as having the same needs, skills, and abilities. These differ

ences had important consequences for the processes of socialization in 

these centers. 

The focus of the socialization process at the east-side center 

was the individual child. At the south-side center, the focus was the 

group of children. As a consequence of these two different views of 

children, activities at the east-side center had an air of being child 

centered, while at the south-side center, the focus was often on the 

role of the adult. It was considered all right, even preferable, at 

the east-side center to treat different children differently. At staff 

meetings and training sessions, the staff members would cooperate in 

thinking of special ways to treat individual children who seemed to 

have unusual needs. At the south-side center, however, it was not con

sidered appropriate to treat children differently (or adults for that 

matter). When a teacher did treat a child differently, she was accused 

of "spoiling" the child. If a child continued to cry when her/his 

parents left, after several days she/he would be told that the other 

children did not cry and there was no reason for her/him to either. 

Comforting the child (holding her/his hand, and so on) was considered 

spoiling the child. The crying child would be invited to join the other 

children in an activity, but if she/he declined, she/he was left to 

cry and to observe the other children. 
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The Organization of Social Interaction. At both centers, the 

staff decided on each day's activities and when they would begin and 

end. In both centers, there was a time set aside for interest centers. 

At the east-side center, this time was referred to as "choice time," 

while at the south-side center it was called "centers." This lexical 

difference was quite significant. At both centers, during this time 

small groups of children participated in different activities (playing 

with blocks or play dough, making a puppet, and so on). This activity 

was called "choice time" at the east-side center because it was just 

that -- a time when the child could choose an activity_ The children 

were free to choose among the alternatives and could move from activity 

to activity as they wished. The only restriction placed on them was 

that they had to behave appropriately in whatever activity they had 

chosen. If a child began to argue with other children or become de

structi7e, she/he was told to make another choice. At the south-side 

center, there were also several different activities going on at once 

during "centers." The children did not choose which activity to pursue, 

however. Children were directed to an activity by a teacher and once 

the group had finished that activity, the group was directed to another 

activity_ Once a group of children had been assigned to an activity, 

the teacher controlled the sequential organization of tasks within that 

activity_ Each child was expected to perform the same series of steps, 

in the same order. Often, the teacher would direct the children to 

wait until everyone in the group had completed one step before any of 

them proceeded to the next step. 



Physical and Social Distance. It was during the "centers" 

activity that the difference between the child centered philosophy of 
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the east-side center and the adult centered philosophy of the south-side 

center was most noticeable. The differences between adults and teacher 

at the south-side center was further reinforced through the organization 

of social and physical space. Physically, the adults distanced them

selves from the children in two ways. At circle time, the children were 

directed to sit in a uniform circle, away from the teacher (see Fig. 6, 

p. 201). While in the classroom, the teachers emphasized their status 

by sitting on chairs when the children sat on the floor. On the play

ground, the teachers either stood or sat on upended milk crates. The 

teachers marked their status by placing themselves both horizontally 

and vertically away from the children3 Also on the playground, the 

teachers stood back from the areas where the children were playing and 

talked to each other while monitoring the play. Their physical position 

mirrored the social distance between themselves and the playing children. 

Figure 7, p. 207, contrasts their positioning on the playground with 

that of the east-side teachers, who joined in the children's interactions. 

Cultural Values. Observations at these centers indicated that 

these differences were the results of differences in the cultural value 

systems represented in the two centers and the educational philosophies 

of the centers. The American value system, and the middle class Anglo 

system in particular, places great emphasis on individualism, inde

pendence, and self-reliance. These values were also emphasized at the 

east-side center and were reflected in the center's educational 
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philosophy which emphasized the individual needs of the child, the pur

posive nature of the child's behavior, and the consequences of that 

behavior for the child. The traditional Mexican-American culture, on 

the other hand, promotes strong identification with family, community, 

and ethnic group and has social statuses that are well defined and based 

on age and sex. The educational philosophy found at the south-side 

center stressed the role of the teacher as a source of both authority 

and knowledge. Hence, it was her role to direct the activities of the 

children in order that they would learn what she had to teach them. 

Differences in Socialization Events 

The differences which had been noticed during ethnographic re

search at these centers were also found durin~ the statis~ical analyses 

of the socialization events recorded at the two centers. Differences 

were found in the types of targets socialized at the two centers, the 

types of behaviors socialized, and the organization of interactional 

strategies and linguistic routines. 

Types of Targets Socialized. Two differences were noted between 

the types of targets socialized at the east-side center and those 

socialized at the south-side center. At the east-side center, indi

vidual boys were twice as likely to be socialized as were girls or mixed 

groups of children. At the south-side center, however, mixed groups of 

children were socialized more often than individual boys or girls. 

These differences were shown to be statistically significant during the 

analysis of a contingency table comparing the frequencies with which 

these types of targets were socialized at the two centers (see Table 12, 
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p. 226). The centers also differed in the ways in which children of 

different ages were socialized~ No significant differences were noted 

in the socialization of children of different ages at the east-side cen

ter. At the south-side center, however, different socialization strat

egies ann routines were used with children of different ages (see Chap. 

7, pp. 233-237). These differences were consistent with the emphasis 

placed on the individual at the east-side center and the Mexican

American emphasis on identification with the group and status differen

tiation on the basis of age. 

Types of Behaviors Socialized. Differences were also found in 

the types of behaviors socialized during socialization events at the 

two centers. At both centers, institutional behaviors were the most 

frequently socialized type of behavior. While statistical analyses did 

not reveal significant differences between the centers in the types of 

behavior socialized, it was noted that there were no events involving 

adult behaviors at the south-side center. That is, in no event did an 

adult communicate with a child about behaviors restricted to the role 

of the adult. At the east-side center, children were sometimes allowed 

to perform these restricted behaviors, usually as a reward. The adults 

at the south-side center reinforced their status as adults by reserving 

such behaviors for themselves and did not allow the children to partici

pate in such behaviors. 

Socialization strategies. There were no significant differences 

between the two centers in the goals of the socialization events which 

were recorded in them. The definition of appropriate behavior was the 



most common goal at both centers. While the adults of these centers 

seemed to share socialization goals, it was found that they organized 

their interactional strategies and linguistic routines in different ways 

to accomplish similar ends. At the east-side center, over 60% of the 

events involved prevention of an ongoing or future interaction. At the 

south-side center, only 41.1% of the events involved prevention of an 

ongoing or future interactiono Table 77 shows that, at the east-side 

center, labeling appropriate behavior was nearly as important as pre

venting an ongoing interaction. At the east-side center, the adults 

spent a majority of their time anticipating the outcomes of the chil

dren's interactions and preventing those with probable negative out

comes. At the south-side center, however~ adults sometimes allowed a 

child to violate the rules and suffer the consequences of that action. 

For example, a child might be allowed to talk with a neighboring child 

for several minutes during "circle time" before being sent to sit at a 

table for a "time out." Instead of preventing the child from continuing 

to interact with the other child by moving him to another place in the 

circle, the teacher had waited for the child to perform the correct 

behavior. When he did not do so, she employed the more severe strategy 

of assignment to a less favored interaction. In similar situations at 

the east-side center, children were usually told that they were not 

showing that they knew how to behave during story group and were moved 

away from the other child rather than being assigned to a less favored 

interaction. At the east-side center, teachers socialized small in

fractions of the rules, and used strategies of increasing severity as 

the behavior was repeated. At the south-side center, the teachers 



Table 77. Differences in strategies used in the two centers. 

Prevent Prevent Allow Allow 
Ongoing Future Favored Adult Assir,n Assign 
Inter- Inter- Inter- Inter- Less Less In-

Center action action action action Role teraction 

East-side 254 47 4 2 10 36 
(53.%) (ia%) (.%) (.4%) (2.1%) (7.6%) 

south-side 48 3 0 0 0 21 
(38.~) (2.4%) (0%) (~) (~) (17%) 

Column 
Total 302 50 4 2 10 57 

2 X = 38.69, df = 8, p = .00, Cramer's V = .255 

Label Label 
Appro- Inappro-
priate priate 

Behavior Behavior 

86 28 
(18.3%) (5.%) 

43 6 
<34.~) (4.8%) 

129 34 

Idiosyn-
cratic 

4 
(.%) 

3 
(2.4%) 

7 

Row 
Total 

471 
(100%) 

124 
(l~) 

595=N 

~ 
OJ 
N 



allowed the behavior to be repeated until it reached an upper limit and 

would then employ a more coercive strategy. 

Socialization Routines. Significant differences were also found 

in the types of routines used during socialization events at the two 

centers. At the east-side center, the questioning routine was the most 

frequently used routine, occurring during 21.7% of the events recorded 

there. Command forms predominated at the south-side center, occurring 

during 42.7% of the events. Table 78 shows these differences to be 

highly significant. Several routinized forms were found exclusively at 

the east-side center. They were ·the choice/chance routine, the show

see positive routine, and please forms. The use of these routines, 

along with the higher frequency of need routines at this center re

flected the Adlerian educational philosophy of the center. At this 

center, the individual needs of the children were stressed, along with 

the purposive nature of the children's behavior. The use of both the 

questioning and need routines placed the responsibility for the child's 

behavior on the child. The questioning routine implied that the child 

(1) knew the answer to the question; and (2) was capable of making the 

correct choice. The need routine stressed that the behavior in question 

was the result of the child's own decision to act and that the child 

had her/his own special rules for judging behavior. The best example 

of this philosophy was the Choice/chance routine, which explicitly 

offered the child a choice of behaviors. The use of commands at the 

south-side center emphasized the role of the adult in determining the 

child's behavior; the adults told the children how to behave. The use 



T~b1e 78. Differences in the routines used in the two centers. 

Question- Choice/ Show-See Show-See 
Center ing Need Chance Positive Negative Please 

East-side 103 73 27 8 4 16 
(21.<]%) (15.%) (5.~) (1.~) (.8%) (3.4%) 

South-side 20 7 0 0 1 0 
(16.1%) (5.~) (~) (~) ( .8%) (~) 

Column 
Total 123 80 27 8 5 16 

2 X = 61.06, df = 8, p = .00, Cramer's V = .320 

Let's 

15 
<3.2%) 

7 
(5.%) 

22 

Idiosyn- Corn- Row 
cratic rnand Total 

155 70 471 
(32.9%) (14.<]%) (1~) 

36 53 124 
(29.~) (42.7%) (100%) 

191 123 595=N 

VI 
ex> 
+"" 



of commands was also consistent with the philosophy of the teacher as 

the ultimate source of authority and knowledge. 

The Effect of Social Class on Socialization 

The foregoing discussion has related differences in the social

ization processes at these centers to differences in the cultural values 

and educational philosophies represented at the two centers. Other 

authors, most notably Basil Bernstein, have attributed differences in 

the socialization process, particularly differences in the language 

used during socialization, to social class differences. Since the two 

centers in which field work was conducted differed in social class as 

well as the ethnic backgrounds of their staffs and clientele, they pre

sent an opportunity to compare the effects of class and ethnicity on 

the process of socialization. Were the differences noted between the 

socialization process in the two centers due to the different class 

backgrounds of the staff and children or to cultural differences~ Is 

there any way to tell? Several aspects of the socialization process in 

these two centers can shed some light on what has been a long standing 

issue in the field of educational research. 

The work of Bernstein and Cook-Gumperz had indicated that 

workin~ class mothers were more likely to use a restricted code when 

socializing their children, used more imperative strategies of social 

control, and focused on general attributes of the situation rather than 

using context-dependent strategies (Bernstein 1971; Cook-Gumperz 1973). 

On the other hand, middle class mothers used elaborated codes more 

often, used more personal strategies of control, and varied their use 
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of strategies according to features of the social context (Bernstein 

1971; Cook-Gumperz 1973). The results of the present study closely re

sembled these findings. The middle class Anglo teachers at the east

side center used a wider variety of both interactional strategies and 

routines than did the south-side teachers. Their choice of strategy 

and routine was conditioned by several aspects of the social context, 

including group size and type of participation structure. The behavior 

of the south-side teachers, however, was most affected by the subject 

matter of the ongoing activity; their behavior differed significantly 

in academic activities from their behavior during non-academic tasks. 

The east-side teachers used a wider variety of linguistic forms during 

socialization events and preferred the questionin~ and need routines to 

command forms. Command forms predominated at the south-side center. 

Since the centers involved in the present study involved both 

different ethnic groups and different social classes, it was not pos

sible to attribute the differences in the socialization process in the 

two centers to one cause or the other. Luis M. Laosa (1977) found that 

Mexican-American and Anglo-American children from similar social class 

backgrounds were exposed to different interactional styles and teaching 

strategies in the home. His initial findings suggested that ethnicity 

was more important than social class in determining mothers' teachin~ 

strategies. However, when maternal teaching strategies were compared 

within ethnic groups, Laosa found that class differences with anyone 

ethnic group might be greater than the differences between ethnic groups 

(Laosa 1977:24). Laosa found significant differences between the teach

ing strategies of Mexican-American mothers with more education 



(12th grade) and Mexican-American mothers with less education (6th 

grade). His studies, then, have demonstrated that social class and 

ethnicity both have important effects on the socialization process. 

Because the effects of social class and ethnicity on socializa

tion and education are of concern to many audiences, several points 

raised by the present study concerning these issues will be discussed 

in further detail. First, it should be pointed out that the research 

conducted by both Cook-Gumperz and Laosa was concerned with maternal 

styles of social control or teaching. The adults in the present study 

were not acting in a maternal role but, instead, as teachers. There is 

evidence (Steward and Steward lQ73, 1974) that Mexican-American mothers 

clearly distinguished between these roles, while Anglo-American mothers 

considered teachin~ to be one aspect of the role of the mother. Studies 

of teaching styles in the home will produce different results than those 

conducted in educational settings. The social role(s) played by adults 

from different ethnic groups during the socialization process should be 

taken into account along with class ann ethnicity. A comparison of the 

teaching styles of mothers from different class and ethnic backgrounds 

in the home and in the classroom (perhaps as teacher aides) might pro

duce some valuable insights about ethnic variation in interactional 

styles. 

Second, it should pe noted that the ethnic differences in the 

socialization process found during this study went much further than 

the use of particular strategies or routinized forms of language. ~here 

were also differences in the frequency with which different types of 

children were socialized in the two centers and in the types of behaviors 
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socialized. In the east-side center, individual children were social

ized more often than groups of children and the teachers socialized 

behaviors normally restricted to adults, as well as other types of be

havior. At the south-side center, the emphasis was on mixed groups of 

children rather than on individual children and there was no socializa

tion of adult behaviors. These differences were consistent with the 

cultural values represented at the two centers. The east-side center 

emphasized the Anglo-American values of individualism and independence, 

and stressed the equality of children and adults. The south-side cen

ter emphasized identification with the group and status differences 

based on a~e, important parts of the traditional Mexican-American value 

system. 

Studies conducted by Laosa, along with the present study, have 

indicated that both social class and ethnicity have important effects 

on the organization of the socialization process. The behavior of 

Laosa's lower class mothers and the Mexican-American teachers of this 

study was very similar to the pedogogical style of Mexican teachers in 

Chihuahua (Arrieta, personal communication 1984). Arrieta found that 

middle class, college trained Mexican teachers were more authoritarian 

and used more command forms than lower class Tarahumara teachers who 

had not attended teacher's trainin~ programs. The Tarahumara culture, 

like middle class Anglo-American culture, valued individual choice and 

independence (Kennedy 1978:164-165). This would su~gest that the be

havior of the Mexican-American teachers at the south-side center was 

influenced by this widespread Mexican system of cultural values, as well 

as their position in the social class system of the United States. 



Further research into the relationship between social class, 

ethnicity, and the process of socialization is in order. Middle class 

and working class Mexican-American teachers should be compared, as 

should middle class and working class Anglo teachers. Research should 

also be conducted on Mexican American socialization in non-academic 

settings, with adults and children from various social class backgrounds. 

One of the most frustrating aspects of this research was the lack of 

information on Mexican-American child rearing practices. While this 

lack has been widely lamented in the literature, little has been done 

to address the problem. 

Evaluation of the Model 

The Model as a Research Tool 

The differences and similarities between the processes of 

socialization in the two centers described above would have been much 

more difficult to uncover and explain had there not been an interac

tional model of socialization with which to work. Participant observa

tion in the centers and analyses of field notes taken during that 

observation led to a number of insights into the differences and simi

larities of the processes taking place at the two centers. These 

insights concerned the general, multimodal process of socialization, 

and were based on the ethnographer's feeling and intuitions, as well as 

careful re-readings of the field notes. Some of the interactional dif

ferences between direct socialization events at these centers were noted 

at this level of analysis. It was only through the use of the inter

actional model of socialization and the recorded descriptions of 
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hundreds of socialization events, however, that the majority of the 

differences were uncovered. In several instances, general impressions 

about the socialization processes at these centers were overturned after 

the analysis of the recorded socialization events. 

As a research tool, the model served several functions. First, 

it required attention to a variety of features of these interactions, 

instead of the features that seemed the most interesting, obvious, or 

easiest to observe. Second, the model made comparisons between differ

ent centers, contexts, and other social phenomena possible. One of the 

more frustrating problems with ethnographic descriptions of cultural 

processes has been that there was no way to compare them because they 

were phrased in unique, em ic, term s • The interactional model was 

designed to allow comparison while preservint the emic integrity of the 

data. All events were recorded verbatim, in terms that were meanin~ful 

to the participants of these events. The features of the socialization 

event which were entered onto the computer and used in the data analysis 

consisted of a number of "etic" or analytic categories. However, the 

categories were identified after careful analysis of the recorded events 

and were not imposed ~ priori on the data. The categories were created 

to account for the data that had been collected, rather than collecting 

data to match some predetermined categories. Some of the features in

volved in the typology were entirely etic in origin -- the categories 

of socialization agent and dyadic events were not part of the cultural 

systems of knowledge of these centers. Other features, such as type of 

activity, were developed entirely out of the cultural systems of the 



391 

center. Certain variables could only have been revealed through emic 

analysis; the choice-chance routine only had meaning in a system using 

the philosophy of logical consequences, it could not have been antici

pated beforehand. The features of the socialization event fell along a 

continuum from entirely etic (DYADIC EVENTS) to partly etic (ROUTINE) 

to emic (ACTIVITY) in nature. In order to explain the relationship 

among these features, it was necessary to return to the emic level and 

consider how the adults in these centers defined children, the process 

of education, and the role of teacher. 

In order for the interactional model to be tested and to be used 

properly, it was necessary to record a number of events in each of the 

social contexts found in these centers. This prevented the researcher 

from falling into two pitfalls which have plagued qualitative research. 

Some ethnographic accounts have dealt with a small portion of the con

textual variation found in a culture. In some cases, this was the 

result of a deliberate, well thought out research design. In other 

cases, these omissions do not appear to be part of the research process. 

Perhaps the ethnographers could not gain access to the other contexts, 

perhaps they were not aware they existed. The interactional model 

required the identification of all the reco~nized social contexts in a 

setting and that events be recorded in those contexts. Sometimes con

texts proved to be less salient for the analysis and sometimes social

ization events were not an important part of what took place in those 

contexts. These facts, however, became clear only after those contexts 

had been identified and an attempt made to record events during them. 
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A second pitfall that many ethnographers have fallen into is 

reliance on a small body of anecdotal descriptions in proving their 

theories. In order for the interactional model to be statistically 

tested, a large number of events had to be recorded. While having a 

large body of data did not ensure a correct interpretation of that data, 

it did enable the researcher to subject her interpretations to quanti-

tative, statistical analyses. Such analyses allowed the researcher to 

rule out the less well founded conclusions and lent support to the 

others. Anecdotal descriptions served to illustrate those conclusions 

and provide insights into the cultural values, symbols, and beliefs 

which guide social life. 

Cross-Cultural Application 
of the Y.odel 

One of the most promising results of this study was that the 

model proved not only to be valid in other cultural settings, but that 

it also proved to be a valuable tool in uncovering cr0bs-cultural vari-

ation. The model made research in the south-side center easier to con-

duct because it provided a framework for observation. At the same time, 

it required that observation to take into account the "native" culture 

of the south-side center and to record events in the natives' own terms. 

Based on the research conducted at these centers, the model seemed to 

work both with different social classes and different ethnic groups. 

The model made it clear that there were both similarities and differ-

ences between the socialization processes at these two centers. The 

features of the model stayed the same in the two settings, but they 

were organized in different ways. While the categories remained the 
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same, the inventories of activities, behavioral strategies, and linguis-

tic routines varied considerably. The interactional model of socia1iza-

tion made it possible to look below such surface differences as-

ethnicity, level of education, social class, and native language to 

uncover widespread, deep seated cultural variation in social interaction. 

Theories of Cultural Transmission 
and Social Interaction 

Those "surface" differences of ethnicity, level of education, 

social class, and native language were important factors in explaining 

the origin of cultural variation in social interaction. The interac-

tional model itself, however, did not relate patterns of social inter-

action to the broader cultural system. It represented an attempt to 

reveal patternin~ at the interactional level and to explain th~t pat-

ternin~ in terms of other features in the ongoing social context. It 

should be clear from the preceding chapters, however, that these patterns 

were indeed, related to patterns found in the cultural system of values, 

symbols and beliefs. It is for this reason that the model served as a 

bridge between general theories of the cultural transmission process 

and specifIc descriptions of interactional processes. 

In the past twenty five years, several ambitious attempts have 

been made to develop general outlines, or models, of the process of 

education, or cultural transmission. Jules Henry (1960), the Whitings 

(1975), and Marion L. Dobbert (Dobbert 1975; Dobbert and Eisikovitz 

1981) have all proposed models of cultural transmission which dealt 

with the process as a complex, multimodal phenomenon. These models 

differed, of course, primarily due to the theoretical orientations on 
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which they were based. All of the models, in their own ways, tried to 

account for the many, diverse modes involved in the transmission of 

cultural information and to relate the process to other aspects of the 

cultural system. Because they dealt with the general process of cul

tural transmission, they were not concerned with the type of patterning 

found at the level of the face-to-face interaction. An exception to 

this, to some degree, is the most recent version of Dobbert's model 

(Dobbert and Eisikovitx 1984). Using systems theory, Dobbert has de

veloped a general theory of cultural transmission in which aspects of 

the learner and other persons involved in the process are related to 

cultural information and social patterns. Since cultural transmission 

is a complex, multimodal process, the model is stated in general, theo

retical terms and contains a number of feedback loops. Each of these 

loops represents one of the many strands of this multimodal process. 

The interactional model of the socialization process presented in Chap

ter 4 is a detailed model of the interactional patterning found in one 

of these loops. General models of cultural transmission such as those 

proposed by the Whitings, Henry and Dobbert have assumed that the trans

mission of cultural information took place during social interaction. 

Because they were general models, however, they did not focus on the 

interactional process itself. In order for this process to be fully 

understood, bridges must be built between general explanations and spe

cific observations. The enormity of such a task becomes clear when one 

realizes that the interactional model described in this study accounts 

for only one mode of cultural transmission. A full picture of this 

process will require a number of specific models related to each other 
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through a general model, such as those presented by the Whitings, Henry, 

and Dobbert. The results of this study suggest that interactionist 

approaches to the study of culture and social processes will play an 

important role in this line of research. 

Implications of the Results 

Because of the interdisciplinary nature of this research, the 

results of this study are of interest to scholars in several f{elds who 

are interested in the socialization process as well as to the members 

of the day care community. For ethnographers of education, the study 

indicated that the interactional model is a valuable research tool which 

facilitated comparisons of interactions in different educational set

tings. The results of the statistical analyses showed that character

istics of the children, the teachers, and the social context all affected 

the transmission of cultural knowledge. Theorists of the general pro

cess of cultural transmission will find in this study a bridge between 

general theory and face-to-face interaction. The success of this study 

would suggest that further attention to the interactional process is 

warranted and may actually facilitate the development of general theo

retical models. Differences in the linguistic routines found at these 

two centers indicated that differences in the language of socialization 

may be due as much to differences in cultural values as to differences 

in social class membership. Finally, this study has shown that general 

cultural values and beliefs are intimately related to the processes of 

social interaction. A full understanding of either the cultural value 

system or the interactional process requires an understanding of the 

other. 
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The results of this study have important implications for the 

rapidly expanding field of day care education. To date, much of the 

research on day care has been experimental and prescriptive. Very 

little descriptive information was available on what actually takes 

place in the day care center. This study demonstrated that educational 

philosophy did make a difference in the process of socialization and in 

day care education. The philosophical approaches represented in these 

two centers -- how they saw the child and how they viewed the process 

of education -- affected the types of behaviors socialized, how often 

different children were socialized, who did the socializing, the strat

egies used during the socialization process, and even the language used 

at the center. What was taught, how it was taught, and to whom differed 

not only from center to center, but also across different contexts with

in each center. Day care educators must take both these philosophical 

and contextual differences into account when developing curricula for 

day care institutions. They must also be considered in the development 

of training programs for day care providers. Training programs must 

consist of more than new types of activities or educational materials. 

Such information must be grounded in a coherent philosophical approach 

to early childhood education. 

These results were equally important to the parents and the 

children who make up the clientele of the day care system. This study 

has shown that clear differences exist between centers which have very 

similar curricula. In order to choose a center for t~eir children, 

parents must look beyond the daily schedule of activities and the types 

of educational materials available at the center. They should pay close 
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attention to the ways in which the staff members interact with the 

children. Since this may vary from context to context, parents should 

observe a variety of activities at the center. The educational philos

ophy of the center's staff is very important in det~rmining what goes 

on at the center. Parents should talk to the director and teachers 

about philosophy as well as curriculum. There are a number of centers 

available with very different types of philosophies; parents should 

choose a center whose philosophy is compatible with their child rearing 

goals. Most importantly, however, the parents should pay attention to 

their child's teacher. The results of this study indicate that children 

interact with and are socialized by their own teacher far more often 

than by other staff members at the center. Parents should make an 

effort to get to know their child's teacher and to share with her their 

feelings about child rearing. This study has clearly shown that the 

emphasis in day care centers is on learning how to behave appropriately 

in institutional (educational) contexts. This may have positive conse

quences for the children who will enter elementary school well versed 

in the rules for social interaction in an educational setting. In 

light of this fact, however, some parents might wish to choose a less 

structured day care alternative for their child. 

This study represented a very small beginning in the ethno

graphic description of day care education. Some striking results, some 

of which were quite unexpected, were obtained in a comparison of two 

centers in one community. These centers represented only part of the 

range of variation found among day care institutions. The results of 
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this study suggested that further ethnographic research in day care 

settings would yield promising insights not only into day care education 

but also into the process of socialization and other interactional 

processes. 
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FORM 1. Socialization Event Record Sheet. -- Form which was used to record descriptions 
of socialization events in the two centers. 

! Center 1 

SOCIALIZATION EVENT 

LOCATION IN/OUT BEHAVIOR Strategy DATE TDAE INITIATED BY: PERFORt-IED? YIN TARGET 
Routine / /'03 AGENT 

OTHER 

TARGET No. of children AGENT 
Adul t / Child OTHERS Adults 

Initials Initials Children 

~ o 
o 



FORM 2. Child's Information Sheet. -- Original questionnaire and 
consent form used to gather background information on the 
children in the study. 

CHILD'S INFOTMATION SIIE1"'l' 

Child's name: ____________________________________________________ __ 

Date of birth: __________________________________________________ _ 

Address: _________________________________________________________ _ 

Parents: Ho the r __________________________________ --:-_-:-;--;--_______ _ 
name occupation 

Father ______________________________________________ ~~-----------
occupation name 

With whom does the child live? 
-n-a-m-e~(-s~)---------------r-e~l-a~t~i-o-n-s~h~i-p~(-s~) 

to child 

other children' (list names and dates of birth): 

Brothers: ________________________ _ Sisters: ____________________ __ 

IloVi lone hes your child attended this center? ________________ _ 

JIas she or he ever attended another preschool or day care center? 

YF.S / ;10 ','.Jhich one(s)? _________________________________ _ 

lIow did you first learn about this center? -----------------
Did you decide to enroll your child at this center because it was 

close to: your home _____ ; your place of employment _____ ; a 

rela ti ve ____ ; or for another reason (list·) _________________ _ 

I have read the attached letter. The nature, delnands, risks, and 
benefits of the project have been explained to me. I understand 
that I may ask questions and that I am free to withdraw from the 
project at anytime without incurrinG ill will. I also understand 
that a copy of my consent will be filed in an area dcsi~nated by 
the IIuman Subjects C('lmraittee of the University of 1\rizona, with 
access restricted to the principal investicator. 1\ copy of the 
letter has been ~iven to me. 

Signature of parent or guardial1. _______________________ ~~--
date 
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FORM 3. Child's Information Sheet. -- Modified questionnaire and 
co~sent form used to gather bac1~ground information on the 
ch~ldren at the south-side center. 

CHILD'S INFOR-1ATION SIlEET 

Child's name ______________________________________ ___ 

Date of birth ______________________________ __ 

How "long has your child attended this center? 
Has your child ever attended another preschool or day care center? 
YES / NO 

I have read the attached letter. The nature, demands, risks, and 
benefits of the project have been explained to me. I understand 
tha t I may ask questions and that I am free to wi thdraw from the 
project at any time without incurring ill will. I also understand 
that a copy of my consent Will be filed in an area designated by 
the Human Subjects Committee of the University of Arizona, with 
access restricted to the principal investigator or authorized rep
resentatives of the Anthropology Department. A copy of the letter 
has been given to me. 
Signature of parent or guardian _______________________________ ~~~ 

date 

CHILD' S INm~lATION SHEET 
Child's name __________________________________________ __ 
Date of birth ___________________________ ___ 

How long has your child attended this center? 
Has your child ever attended another preschool or day care center? 
YES I NO 

I have read the attached letter. The nature, demands, risks, and 
benefits of the project have been explained to me. I understand 
tha t I may as\{ questions and that I am free to Withdraw from the 
project at any time vathout incurrine ill Will. I also understand 
that a copy of my consent \nll be filed in an area designated by 
the Human Subjects Ciommittee of the University of Arizona, With 
access rest~cted to' the prlncipal investieator or authorized rep
resentatives of the Anthropology Department. A copy of the letter 
has been given to me. 

Signature of parent or guardian ______________________________ ~~-
date 
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FORM 4. Teacher's Information Sheet. -- Questionnaire used to gather 
information about the educational training and teaching 
experience of the teachers who participated in the study. 

TEACHER'S INFOI;}lATION SHEEr 
Name: __________________________________________________________ _ 

How long have you worked at this center? ______________________ ___ 

Please list your previous job experience as a day care provider, 
teacher, teacher's aide, etc. 

Job Title Place of Employment Dates Employed 

Educational Background: 
Did you complete high school? ___________ If not, what is the last 
grade you completed? Did you attend college? ________ __ 
If so, how many years of college have you had? ________________ ___ 

Do you have a degree? I f so, list degree( e) and 
major field of study __________________________________________ _ 

Are you certified to teach elementary or secondary school? ____ __ 
If so, what grades? ____________________________________________ _ 

Vfuy did you decide to get involved in early childhbod educati)n? 

Do you have children of your own? ____________ If so, please lis~ 
th~~r names and ages: __________________________________________ _ 

Have your children ever attended a day care center? ____________ _ 
If so, which one(SO? __________________________________________ __ 
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FORM 5. Routines Questionnaire. -- Questionnaire administered to the 
teachers at the end of the study to gather their opinions 
about their language use during the socialization process. 

1. When a child does not act in a way that is appropriate for the 
situation, there are a number of ways to redirect that behavior. 
Several ways of talking to a child about his or her behavior are 
listed below. Please check how likely you are to use these forms. 

OFT111 SOl'lEl'HiES HAHELY NEVER 
Could you sit down? • 
You need to sit down. 

Please sit down. •• 
Is that sitting down? 

· . . . . 
· . . 
· . · . . . . 

Show me you can sit down. . . . 
8i t down. . . . . . . . . . . 
What are you supposed to be 
doin~ right now? ••••• . . 
I want you to sit down ••••• 

2.If you indicated that you NEVEq use certain forms, why do you think you don't use them? ________________________________________ __ 

3.Which of the following factors affects your choice of form? (If 
more than one, please number them in order of their importance) 

the child 
the activity (story group, naptime, etc.) 
what the child is doing (hittin~, talking, crying, etc.) 
your educational objective 
your mood 
something else (please list) --------------------------

4.Please rank these statements of a scale from very authoritarian 
(teacher directed) to very democratic (child directed). Circle 
the number which best describes each statement. 

AU,]'HO RI'1'ARIAN DEmCRATIC 
VEi~Y SOr-a:WHAT EQUALLY .sot·: EWI! A'r VEj~Y 

Could you sit down? 1 2 3 If 5 
You need to sit down. 2 3 4 5 
Please sit down. 2 3 If 5 
Is that sittin~ down? 2 3 4 5 
Show me you can sit down. 2 3 If 5 
Si t down. 2 3 If 5 
What are you supposed to 
be doing right now? 2 3 4 5 
I want you to si t down. 2 3 I, 5 
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