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In Pennsylvania compliance with state fhealth and

safety regulations for day care center licensing is monitored by

administering the Child Development Program Evaluation (CDPE). This
pilot study attempted to discover key indicators of day care center
quality other than those measured on the CDPE and also to find out
about the relationships between these quality indicators and child
development. Ten day care centers vere assessed using the CDPE and

two other measures,

the Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale

(ECERS) and the Caregiver Observation Form and Scale. Results
indicated that nonprofit centers had higher scores on the two
measures of quality than profit centers. However, children who
attended profit centers had higher socioeconomic status and higher
scores for cognitive, language, and social development. After a
certain level of state compliance, program guality scores were found
to fall as state compliance scores rose. A hierarchical multiple
regression analysis to determine the predictors of child development
revealed only one small effect for program quality. Ten items from
the ECERS were found to be good predictors of overall program
quality. It was concluded that compliance with state regulations is
not an indicator of program quality, and that a comprehensive,
state-wide study of day care quality should obtain separate samples
of profit and nonprofit centers, should include lower ard middle
class children from each center, and should explore funding as a
factor in day care quality. (CB)
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Pennsylvania is one of a handful ot states that s5till
requires compliance with state regulations in order for day care
centers to be licensed. Compliance with state regulations is
moritored by annually administering a 270-item instrument known as
the Child Development Program Evaluation (CDPE) that is designed
to determine compliance with basic health and safety requirements ¥
as well as program criteria. Pennsylvania is committed to the use
cf the CD?E because it is an objective, reliéble, cost efficient
method of assessing compliance, but also because the Office of
Children, Yocuth, and Families (OCYF) wants to assure that day care
providers pror - *e child development (Fiene & Nixon, 1981). The
assumntion OCYF must make is that higher compliance as measured by
the CDPE is related to enhanced children’s development ard vice
versa. No empirical support for that assumption has been
available, however. Thus, there has been a clear need +or
research,

The impetus far such research has recently come about in
ceveral farms. For one, the instrument-based program monitoring
svstem represented by.the CDPE has resulted in a "ceiling effect”
with respect tp compliance to day care licensing regulations.
Nearlw ©7% compliarce to state regulations was obtained within
just a few shcort years after the system was implemented. Second,
Aav rave centers are now reguired to apply to and be accepted by
the gtate as "vendors" of subsidized child care slots. Consistent

with its gnal of promotina child development, OCYF would like to

I'now twat vendors selected to provide subsidized day care are
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centers of high quality. However, since the CDPE focuses primarily
og health and safety requirements, and since 97% of the centers

are in compliance with those requirements, the state has no way of
objectively discriminating among centers that are providing higher

versus lower quality day care services. Knowledge of key quality

" indicators other than health and safety features is needed as is

knowledge about the relaiionship between sucli guality indicators
and children’s develaopment. Such knowledge could than be
translated into public policy concerning regulation and funding in
day care. To provide such knowledge, a pilot study using just ten
day care centers was conducted between July and September, 1984 in
the northeast region of Pennsylvania.

The pilot study was designed witk?the currently available
literature on day care and day care anlity in mind. The issue of

variations in day care quality and its influence on children has

“only rarely been addressed empirically. In most studies concerning

day care, i* has been treated as a dichotomous variable - a
homogereous experience that is present ot absent in a\;hild’s life
- rather than as a multi-dimensional environment that can vary
alaong a wide continuum for each dimension (Belsky & Steinberg,
19277), In fact, research shows that day care environments are
hotarogeneous and that differences in these environments may
produce differen~es in children (Macrae & Herbert-Jackson, 1975 .

Only three studies have examined the relationship between
quality of the day care environment and the development of
rhiltdren cared for in those environments. In spite of the

inconsistencies in these three studies, the results were
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:qns!stent. Higher quality day care environments were related to
level of children’s intellectual, language, and social development
(McCartney, Scarr, Phillips, Grajek, & Schwarz, 1982); to more
positive adult-child interaction and less solitary play and
aimless wandering (Vandel! & Powers, 1983); and to positive
classroom behaviors (e.g. more cooperation, verbal initiatve; less
aggression and aimlessness) and superior test score gains (Ruopp,
1979). 1In sum, results of available research support a positive
relationship Between day care quality and child development and
generate concern about the need for regulat;qn of day care
tenters.

In ligﬁt of the above concerns, the present pilot study was
cronducted so that ultimately day care regulations can be désigned
. tn promote children’s development and to support families and
childrearing ratter than just to maintain minimal standards of
care., Tge eventual outcome of the pilot study will hopefully be
the evaluatior and mudification of public policy concerning day
~are regulations and their influence on children’s development.
Due tc limitations in resources, however, the more immediate goal
of the pilat study was to obtain preliminary data tc Qupport a
federal grant proposal addressing the.day care quality issue.
Arcuisition of federal funding will allow a state-wide,
romprehensive study of day care qual‘ty and ch}}d development that
is designed to inform public policy. Because of the pilot study,
federal funding is more likely and the probability of a successful

comprehensive study is higher.
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.Center | Demographics and Quality

e e s e S i S i S st Sy AP @S S w0 et

project, six were nonprofit and four were profit centers. When a
dichotomous profit/nonprofit variable was included in a
correlation matrix with other variables related to center
characteristics and child development outcomes, it was discovered
that profit/nonprofit status correlated with the progrgm quality
measures (r = .60 with ECERS and r = .20 with COFAS). Further
examination revealed that there were no differences between protit
ard nonprofit centers on CDPE scores. However, nonprofit centers
had significantly higher COFAS scores (M = 73,66 for nonprofit and
©9,75 for profit) as well as significantly higher ECERS scores (M
= 189.83 +or nonbro{it and 152.25 {or profit). These results were
surprising and totally unexpected since all centers had
volunteered to participate following an invitation. Records on
cample selecticn revealed that more profit centers declined
invitations to participate than did nonprofit centers. Both of
these facts would lead one to believe that there would be
homoaeneity of quality and a tendency towards unifarmly higher
guality than a randomly éelected sample. Thus, the discrepancies
in measures of quality found between profit and nonprofit centers

are of particular concern.,

Certer_ Selection by Parents. Not surprisingly, there were
differenczes found between the parent clientele of protit versus
nonprofit centers. Farents who select profit centers were mare
highly educated and earn more money. These socioeconomic
ditfererces were related to differences in the developmeént of

~hildren attending profit and nonprofit centers. Children in
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profit centers were more likely td be products of middle and
upper-middle class families and thus, predictably, exhibited
higher scores for cognitive, language, and sacial development.
While theze<tenter selection diffe;ences are to be expected, the
discrepancies in quality between profit and nonprofit centers
complicate the interpretation of the data collected. In other
wéwds, when the higher quality centers enroll -the children with
lewer cognitive, language, and social development (and vice
versa), it is difficult to tell how day care guality alone attects
rhildren’s development since socioeconomic status is such an’
important interQening variable.

Ceiling_Effect for CDPE/COFAS. One result of interest from

the pilot study was the'relationship between program quality 55
measured by the ECERS and level of program compliance wi%h'state
day care regulations (as measured by the CDPE and COFAS).
Correlations revealed that there was no relationship between the
ECERS total score and CDPE-IC score (computed as proportion of
items in complian;e). However, there was a very restricted range
~f CDPE scores of only 20 points (80% to 100% compliance). The
corrclation between the ECERS tutal score and the COFAS was .20,
~ather small and lacking in statistical significance. The COFAS
ranye was from 54 to 81 points. In a state where compliance to
state day rare regulations is 97%, there is little room for the
variation required for there to be a statistically significant
relationship between program quality and program compliance (this
iz called a ceiling effect).

The fact that a linear relationship between program qualaity
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and program compliance does not'exist does not preclude a
nonlinear relationship br “ween the twao. ?able 3 and Figure | (see
attached) each depict the relationship betwes wcam quality and
program compl)iance. It is easy to see that the relationship
between these two variables is much more curvilinear than linear.
This fact :mbined with the high level aof compliance explain the
laclk of correlations between progrém quality and program
~ompliance.

The evistence of a curvilinear relationship could be
explained in the follouwing manner: as programs move from low
levels of compliance to substantial compliance, they do iwmprove in
aquality; rowever, as thé prosgrams nové from substantial compliance
tn $ul' compliance they do not necessarily improve in program
quality. In high quality programs, there may be a compliance
"pleteau." In fact, there is speculation that higher quality
proarams actually forego full compliance in order ;o devote their
energies to what they perceive to be more relevant program quality
concerns.

Program _Quality_and Child Development OQutcomes

—— s

In order to find out how variations in day care quality
affect children's development, a hierarchical multiple regression
was useé. This means that a four-step process of determining
predictaors of children’s development was implemented. At each
step, the amount of variance in children’s cognitive, language,
and sorial development accounted for by the predictors was
ralculated, Then as pr;dictors were added to the model, it was

alsa pnssible to determine how much additional variance had been
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ECERS = Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale (Harms § Clifford)

- CDPE = Child Devglopment Program Evaluation (Fiene, Douglas & Kroh)

COFAS = Caregiver Observation Form and Scale (Fiene)

/
&
_____________ =
CDPE/COFAS ECERS
--------------- - B S — 53 PR
Full 174+ 169% Medium
Compliance (174—-173) %% (190-151) *% Quality
S I, S A _
Substantial 161 178 High
Compliance (162-158) (206-140) Quality
————————————————————————————————————————————— e B - ous —
Low 141 148 Low
Compliance {148-135) (186-119) Quality
L e L e e e e e e e L i I
* = average
¥% = range
Table 1
Comparison of CDPE/COFAS and ECERS Scores
BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Graphic representation depicting the curvilinear relationship between *
Compliance with Pennsylvania State Child Day Care Regulations (as mea:sured’
by the CDPE/COFAS) and program quality (as measured by the ECERS).
*{'}. $
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accounted for by the newly included predictors., For the fffst
- !

step, children's age was the .only predictor of the measures of
children’s cognitive, language, and social development. Then .
family'backgruund.variables found to influence center selecﬁinn
were added to form step 2 (thc%e variables were.: pr&sence‘of the
father in the home, whether or not the child was subsidiied, and
amount of home stimulaticn). Step three involved adding $wo
vafieples concerned with the ,child’s substitute care history (age
at entry into group care and length of time in group care). This
step estimates the effects of just exposure 0 day'care, separate
frem the cuality of the environment. Finally, measures of the
quality of the day care environment were added to the maodel (Ecers

total. CDPE-IC, COFAS) to estimate the effects of day care

"guality,

)

Results of the hierarchical multiple regression revealed that
in only one instance did day care quality add significantly to the
ampunt of variarce that accgunted for children’'s development.
Center quality was a significant factor in predicting cthildren’s
scaores on the Preschéﬁ} Behavicr Guestionnaire, a measure of
children’'s behavior problems. More specifically, 20% of the
variance cf children’s beuaviﬁr problems could be accounted for by
~2nter guality., In fact, it was the CDPE score that made the
differernce., Centers with higher CDPE scores had children with
fewer behavior problems. There was no cther child development
~ut-pme variable for which the full regression model (containing
agqe, ;amilv baclkground factcrs, center experience, and cente{

i'ali+t) ecrcunted for a signiticant portion of the .(ariance.
3 £ P
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Obviously, these rftults were not expected. Previous-results
have shown that déy care quality is important for all aspects of

chf!dr@n’s developmqat. However, the only previous study‘as '
comprehensive as the present pilot study. was conducted in Bermuda
where day zare is nearly'ud}versal and instrument-based program
monitoring ig not in effect. Thus, - -the demographic factors found

to ~haracterize thegday care centers in the present sample and the

&
dav rare environment in the state oflPennsy1v§nia may produce
different relationships bstween program quality'an¢ children’s
develoament. The value pf a pilot studylsucﬁ as this is that these
things are discovered before the time‘énd resaurces involyed with
2 etate-wide =ffort are committed. Thase data do not tell us that
dav care quality is noct important for children’s deyelopment. )
Trev do tell us that a more sophisticated design is needed for a
future study. This pilot study was an imﬁortant first step in
iftentifving the variables that need to Qe taken into account in
future studies,

A firal word:.of caution is warranted. This pilat study
involved only ten centers that were not randomly selected and-were
located in only one region of a very large state. Thus, the
rreliminary natu»é of the fi&éings must be emphasized. The
preliminary nature of the results preclude any public policy

implicatienrs from being drawn. Implications for public policy

amwait a full-scale study.

Thers were ten items on the ECERS scale that appeared to

predict cverall quality of a program. These ten items (listed

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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below) had :orrelation‘coe¥ficients that ranged from .78 to .94
with the total ECERS score.
1. ECERS item 2, Personal care routines! meals/snacks
Well balanced means/snacks are provided on a regular schedule.
Staff member sits with childrern and provides pleasant social
anvironment duripg meals and when possible at shacks. Small group
size permits conversaticon. Time planned'as a learning experience,
inctluding: self-help skills; talking about children’s interests,
zvents of the dav, and aspects of foods (co;or and where foods
come from).
2., ECERS item 7, Furnishings/ nlay: furnishings (learning)
Besic learning activity furrishings plus woodwork bench and
sand/water table., Easel or art table used dailyi woodwork bench
and sand/water table used weekly. Full range of learning activity
furnishings regularly used plus provision for appropriate
irdanendent use by zhildren.
%, ECFRS d*em 28, Furnishings/display: furnishings (ralaxation)
Planned cozy ares regularly available tc children. Cozy area
mav be used fcr reading, dramatic play, etc. Planned cozy area
plus "softness" available in several other areas (examples,
cushions in resding corner and doll house, several rug areas,
mar'y s0ft tovs).
4. ECERS item 9, Furnishings/display: room arrangement
Three or more interest centers defined and conveniently
equipped. Guiet and noisy centers separated. Appropriate play
spece provided in each center. Easy visual supervision of

centers. Arrangemert of centers designed to promate independent

~ BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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use by children texample, labeled open ;helves, convenient drying
spare for art work). Additional materials organized and available
ta add4 to or change centers.,
=, ECERS item 11, Langnage/reasoning: understa.ding language
Many materials present for free choice and supervised use. At
least one planned activity daily (example, reading books to
-hildren, storytelling, flannel board stories, finger plays,
etc.). Teacher provides good language model throughout the day
(example, gives clear directions, uses words exactly in
doscriptions). Plans additional activities for children with
special needs.
4, ECERS item 1%, Finz/gross motor:! fine motor
vVariety of developmentally appropriate perceptual and fine

motor materials in good repair used daily by children. Materials
roteted to maintain interest; materials organized to encourage
selt-help: activities planned to enhance fine motor skills.,
7. ECEP3 item ¢, Fine/gross motor: supervision

Child given helg and enccuragement when needed. Teacher shows
sppreciaticon of children’s work. Teacher guides children to
matarials on sppropriate level for suzcess. Teacher plans
learning sequences to develop fine motor skills (example,
nravides children yith puzzles of increasing difficulty,
zt-inging of large beads before small beads).
2. ECERS item 21, Creative activities: art

-~ Individual expression and frwee choice encouraged with art

materials. Very few projects that are like an example are shown.

VYariety of materials . available for free choice, including three

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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dimensional materials t(example, clay, art dough). Attempt to
relate art activities to other experiences.
9, ECERS item 24, Creative activities! sand/water

Provision for sand and water play cutdoors or indoors
including toys {example, CUpS, spopns, funnels, shovels, pots
and pans, trucks, etc.). Used at lease weekly. FProvisions for
sand and water play outdoors and indoors with appropriate toys.
1N, ECERS item 37, Adult needs: parent provisions

Parent/staff information exchanged at regular intervals
(examole, through parent conferences, newsletter, etc.). Parents
made aware of approach practiced at facility (example, through
infarmation sheets, parent meetings, etc.). Farents welcomed to
he a part of progtam (example, €at lunch with child, share a
family custom wité child’s class). Provision of information an
narentina, kealtk care, etc. Farents’ input régularly sought an
plannirg and evaluation of program. Parents invalved in
de~isionmakirg rcles 2long with staff (example, parent
representatives on board).

Thase ten items correlate extremely highly with the overall
~rogrem quality scores. In other words, centers that had higher
+t~+a21 FCERS scores, also tended to have higher scores on these ten
i+ters, Thus, thecse items could be treated as program Quality
irdicator items, similar tc the items on the Indicator Checklist
c4 the CDPE. The CDPE ac it is row designed is not discriminating
Ppnmugh ir the program gquality area. The addition of program
aualitv indicators such as the above ECERS items would add dep*h

avwd suhetanre *o a revisiaon of the CDFE.
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The results of the pilot study provided information crucial
to the successful design of a comprehensive, state-wide study of
day care gquality with public policy implications. The most
impaortant information gleaned from the pilot was the importance of
samplirg centers in the comprehensive study. It may be necessary
to obtain separate samples of profit and nonprofit centers. It
could be important to make sure there are middle class and lower
rlass children included from each center involved so that center
qualitv and socipeconcmic status are not confounded. It will
certainly be advantageous if the centers are randomly selected
{(ztratified by type) and a winimum of refusals occur. As a result
m¥ the pilot study, the problem areas have been identified and are
khowns rather than unkncwns when a comprehensive study is begun.

Proaram quality indicators must become part of Fennsylvania
State Nav Care Reqgulations, Compliance with regulations as
rTeronsed Yy the CDPE is not an indicatar of program quality. There
s virtually nn lirear rzlationship between program compliance and
program guelity. In fact, it appears that as compliance scares for
thre certeors in the pilct study rose, program Quality scores
actuolly drepped off. Before program quality indicators can be
inctuded in the requlations, a comprehensive study of day care
aiality must occur with a large, representative sample of
Pzrnzsslvania dav care centers.

Arct-er critical variable that should be looked at closely in
th~» CDPFCost study (now being undertaken by Dr. Fiene) is the

~~nfounding of center quality and funding source {public versus
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private funding). The fact that private programs were
significantly léwer in quality than public programs (as measured
b, the ECERS) appears to have implications for the CDPECost study.
Has cns. had such an impact on the private prograns that.program
quality has suffered?™ Have the private programs slipped down the
coat /CDPE curve so significantly that program quality is in

jeopardy? These questions shculd be explored in further detail via

the CD®ECost study.
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