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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to examine the 
interrelationships of the many characteristics that 
may contribute to the quality of school-age child care 
and to examine, from an ecological perspective, 
school-age child care as it relates to children's 
development. Interrelationships among structural and 
process measures of quality were identified. The 
relevance of this is twofold: the confirmation that 
many program characteristics contribute to the level 
of quality, and the reality that one combination of 
program characteristics may be better than another in 
creating a high quality program. The quality 
characteristics identified in this study (positive 
adult-child interactions, variety of activities 
available, compensation, and program size) should be 
considered when developing a school-age child care 
program. Furthermore, the study identified 
associations between school-age program quality and 
child outcomes, reinforcing the importance of quality 
programming for our children and youth during out-of- 
school time.



Chapter 1 
The Problem

Out-of-school time for five to fourteen-year-old 
children and youth is gaining national attention. In a 
recent study by the Urban Institute (2000) it was 
estimated that four million 6- to 12-year-olds are 
alone during the after school hours. If 13- and 14- 
year-olds are included, the number of unsupervised 
children rises to eight million. Children 
unsupervised during out-of-school time may be at risk 
of becoming involved in dangerous activities such as 
drugs, violence, and sex. Their opportunities for a 
healthy and natural development may be at risk as well 
(Berman, Winkleby, Chesterman, & Boyce, 1992; Urban 
Institute, 2000). Research also suggests the way in 
which children and youth spend their out-of-school 
time has implications for their development (Marshall, 
Coll, Marx, McCartney, Keefe, & Ruh, 1997; Pierce,
Hamm, & Vandell, 1999) . One solution to this problem 
may be to create high-quality, affordable school-age 
care programs for American families specific to the 
needs of the consumer (Hobbs & Chang, 1995).



Purpose of the Study 
This study examined the interrelationships of 

structural (program enrollment, ratio, group size) and 
process (global ratings, adult-child interactions) 
measures of quality in school-age child care programs. 
These measures of quality were then considered in 
relation to the perspective of the child and the 
child's parent. Bronfenbrenner and Morris (1998) 
suggest a better understanding of human development 
can be reached when multiple settings, people, and 
processes are taken into consideration. Following 
this line of thought, this study examined children's 
behavior in relation to school-age child care program 
quality while taking into consideration 
characteristics of the children, the children's 
families, and the program staff.

Approximately 83% of revenue for school-age child 
care programs comes from tuition paid by parents 
(Seppanen, deVries, & Seligson, 1993). Needless to 
say, program budgets are tight. Directors need to 
know how they can best spend their money to create 
quality programs. Child care research suggests 
positive caregiver-child interactions are an indicator 
of quality (Howes & Smith, 1995; Kontos & Dunn, 1993;



Phillips, McCartney, & Scarr, 1987; Vandell,
Henderson, & Wilson, 1987; Zaslow, 1991). Adults who 
develop warm, supportive relationships with children 
contribute to a comfortable environment in which 
children's healthy development may occur (Miller,
1995). Research to distinguish key elements of 
program quality may contribute to an empirical 
foundation for developing standards and requirements 
for the field of school-age child care.

The purpose of this study was to examine the many 
program characteristics that may contribute to the 
quality of school-age child care and to examine from 
an ecological perspective school-age child care as it 
relates to children's development.

Research Goals
We know that structural measures of quality, such 

as group size, adult-child ratio, teacher 
compensation, teacher training and teacher education, 
are related to process quality in child care for 
younger children (Berk, 1985; Howes & Olenick, 1986; 
Phillips, Howes, & Whitebook, 1991). However, little 
is known about the interrelationships between 
structural and process measures of quality in school- 
age child care. The first goal of this study was to



examine interrelationships among the various 
characteristics of quality in school-age child care 
programs.

Rosenthal and Vandell (1996) stated that grade 
school children may offer a valuable perspective about 
their experience in school-age programs. They 
included third, fourth, and fifth grade children in 
their study and found when children attended programs 
with limited activities available they described their 
programs negatively. The authors were less certain 
younger children would be reliable reporters, but 
suggested exploring the issue in future research. This 
study extended the research by including the 
perspectives of both younger and older children.
Thus, the second goal of the study was to examine 
associations between characteristics of the school-age 
program and younger and older children's feelings 
about the program.

School-age research has identified quality 
associations based on age and gender. For example, in 
a recent study of lower income third, fourth, and 
fifth grade children, Posner and Vandell (1999) 
examined the child characteristics gender and age in 
relation to their after-school activities. They found



girls and boys spent their after-school time 
differently. They also found differences in after­
school activities by age and grade. Building on this 
information, the third goal of the study was to 
contribute to the research base by examining the 
children's perspectives of program quality taking 
their age and gender into consideration.

Literature on school-age child care suggests that 
high quality experiences in after-school programs are 
important because these experiences may be related to 
better social and emotional adjustment (Jacobs, White, 
Baillargeon, & Betsalel-Presser, 1991; Pierce et al., 
1999; Posner & Vandell, 1994). Miller (1995) agrees 
and adds that children in low quality care may 
experience negative effects such as more problems at 
school and with peers. More empirical evidence is 
needed to examine the relationships between quality 
and child outcomes in school-age child care programs. 
The fourth goal of this study was to examine the 
behavior of children who attend school-age child care 
programs of varying quality.

Research Questions
1. How are characteristics of school-age child care 
program quality interrelated? The characteristics of



quality examined were: 1.) process measures including 
global program quality, adult-child interaction, and 
the variety of activities available and 2.) structural 
quality measures including professional preparation of 
the director and staff (experience, education, and 
training), compensation, adult-child ratio, group 
size, and program enrollment.
2. How do children's perspectives of the program vary 
with regard to the quality of the program as measured 
by both process and structural indices of quality?
3. How are children's characteristics (gender and age) 
associated with their perspective of the program and 
the quality of the program?
4. How does the quality of school-age child care 
programs relate to children's behavior as rated by 
their parents?



Chapter 2
First, what is already known and what has yet to 

be addressed in the field of school-age child care 
will be discussed. Next, the reader will be informed 
about the questions I plan to investigate while making 
it clear how this study relates to, and builds upon, 
the existing knowledge base as represented in the 
research and theoretical literature. Finally, the 
research model for use in this research project will 
be described.

The School-Age Child's Out-of-School Time 
Where are Children During Out-of-School Time?

Children's out-of school time may be spent with a 
parent, relative, family child care provider, or in- 
home provider; in lessons or self-care; or in a 
center-based, school-based or community-based program. 
They participate in a variety of activities and in a 
variety of settings such that care often consists of 
two or more of the aforementioned options (Belle,
1997; Miller, 1995; Pettit, Laird, Bates, & Dodge,
1997). This fact, along with the sheer number of 
children who require some form of care while their 
parents are at work, leads to the realization that a



diversity of child care arrangements is required to 
meet the needs of all families (Towell & Tsuji, 1990) . 
What Influences Where Children Spend their Out-of- 
School Time?

There are many variables that may contribute to 
where school-age children spend their out-of-school 
time, such as location and/or convenience, cost and/or 
the availability of financial assistance, 
transportation, and program purpose (Elliot, 1998; 
Hobbs & Chang, 1995; Jacobs et al., 1991; Miller,
1995; Seppanen et al., 1993).

Family social class and parent education level 
(Miller, 1995), as well as parental preferences and 
access to information about school-age child care 
options (Posner & Vandell, 1994), are also thought to 
influence the school-age child care decision. For 
example, Posner and Vandell (1994) noted that White 
low-income families were more likely to use self-care 
than African-American low-income families. In another 
study, lesson participation increased from 6% to 20% 
when family income increased from $25,000 to $50,000 
or more (Miller, 1995). This suggests children from 
low SES families may be prohibited from participation 
in lessons due to the cost.



Miller (1995) found that mothers without a high 
school diploma were less likely to enroll their 
children in formal programs. They were more likely to 
use relative care or family child care during out-of- 
school time (Miller, 1995; Pettit et al., 1997). 
Similarly, Posner and Vandell (1994) found less 
educated mothers more likely than their more educated 
counterparts to use self-care.

Other influences on children/s out-of-school time 
may include the characteristics of the child, such as 
age. As the child gets older the amount and variety 
of non-parental care increases (Miller, 1995; Pettit 
et al., 1997). Any one or combination of the 
aforementioned variables may contribute to how 
children spend their out-of-school time.
What are Children doing during Out-of-School Time?

One study examined the after-school experiences 
of low-income children. The six activities reported 
to occupy the majority of children's time after school 
were TV, eating, homework or other academic 
activities, transit or transitional time, and 
unorganized indoor and outdoor activities (Posner & 
Vandell, 1994). The authors also discovered gender 
differences in the type of activities school-age



children participate in after school (Posner &
Vandell, 1999). For example, girls spent more time 
than boys doing academic activities and socializing. 
Boys spent more time than girls participating in 
coached sports. Cultural differences were identified 
as well. White boys were more likely than White girls 
to spend time playing with video games. African- 
American children were less likely than White children 
to play video games. African-American boys were more 
likely to watch television than African-American girls 
(Posner & Vandell, 1999).

The way children spend time within given after­
school environments was examined by Marshall and 
colleagues (1997). Children in different care 
arrangements after-school spent their time in 
different ways. For example, children in school-age 
programs were more likely to spend time with peers and 
less likely to spend time watching television.
However, they spent no more time in academic and 
cognitive activities than did children at home or in 
other adult care.

These findings suggest great variability in 
children's after-school time activities across child 
gender and across cultural communities.
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What are the Effects of the Types of Care Available?
Research in this field is as varied as the types 

of care available. It seems each study chooses to 
examine only three or four of the many types of care 
and in many cases categorizing forms of care 
differently. This state of affairs makes it difficult 
to group research findings, yet the implications of 
this work are important.
Mother Care

Vandell and Ramanan (1991) conducted a study with 
a nationally representative sample of 390 low-income, 
minority, urban third, fourth, and fifth grade 
children. The study attempted to identify 
associations between the type of after school care 
(self-care, mother care, and other care) and 
childrens social, emotional and cognitive 
development. The analyses revealed that families 
using mother care after school had less favorable home 
environments due to poorer emotional support. These 
mothers reported their children to be more anxious, 
antisocial, and involved in more peer conflicts. They 
also had lower scores on cognitive measures than 
children in other adult care. These findings led the 
author to conclude that negative developmental

11



outcomes may result when children of poor single 
mothers spend out-of-school time at home (Vandell & 
Ramanan, 1991). The authors further suggest these 
children may benefit from spending time in other adult 
care during out-of-school time (Vandell & Ramanan, 
1991).

Vandell and Corasaniti (1988) examined 
differences in the after school experiences of 150 
White, predominantly middle-class third grade children 
from a suburban school system. The four after school 
experiences investigated were mother care, formal 
programs, self-care, and babysitter. The child 
outcomes measured were academic, social, emotional, 
and behavioral. Children who received mother care 
were similar to children who participated in self-care 
with respect to the following developmental outcomes : 
emotional well-being, peer rankings, work/study 
skills, and how well they get along with peers and 
adults. The developmental outcomes measured for the 
children attending formal programs were lower than the 
other three options. The outcomes for the children 
participating in babysitter care varied.

12



School-Age Child Care Programs
Posner and Vandell (1994) investigated the social 

and academic functioning of 216 low-income children 
participating in one of four after school child care 
arrangements at least three days per week. The types 
of care included: maternal care, informal adult 
supervision, self-care, and formal after school 
programs. The formal after school programs were both 
school-based and community-based programs. The 
authors found positive effects in a variety of areas 
for low-income children who attended formal after 
school programs. These children had better grades and 
conduct in school, better peer relations, and better 
emotional adjustment than children in the other three 
forms of care. They performed better in school in 
both the third and fifth grade than children who did 
not attend school-age child care programs (Posner & 
Vandell, 1994, 1999).

Marshall and colleagues (1997) examined the after 
school time of 206 urban children in first through 
fourth grades in relation to their behavioral 
adjustment. The environment in which the children 
spent time was identified. For lower-income children, 
participation in an after school program was

13



associated with fewer internalizing problems. Program 
participation was unrelated to behavioral adjustment 
for middle and upper-income children, however.

Pettit and his colleagues (1997) examined child 
outcomes in relation to six types of non-parental 
care: sibling/self-care, sitter/relative care, 
neighbor care, child care, school-based care, and 
activity-oriented supervised care. They found lower- 
income first grade children who participated in 
school-age child care programs located in child care 
centers had higher levels of social competence, and 
lower levels of internalizing and externalizing 
problems compared to lower-income children not 
participating in this form of care. No differences 
were found in the level of adjustment for higher 
socio-economic status (SES) children who did or did 
not participate in child care programs during out-of­
school time (Pettit et al., 1997).

In contrast with the aforementioned studies, the 
results of Vandell and Corasaniti (1988) suggested the 
children enrolled in child care center programs had 
more negative peer nominations, lower academic grades 
on their report cards, and lower standardized test 
scores than both latchkey children and children

14



returning home to their mother. The authors suggested 
the low quality of the school-age child care programs 
may have contributed to their findings.

Due to the contradictory research results, more 
research is needed that focuses on child outcomes in 
relation to school-age child care programs.
Relative Care/Babysitter

Relative care includes any adult relative 
responsible for the child during out-of-school time, 
either at the child's home or the relative's home. A 
babysitter is a non-relative who cares for the child 
at the child's home or in their child care home.
Pettit and his colleagues (1997) discovered lower SES 
children in relative care showed better academic 
competence at grade 6 than similar SES children not 
involved in this type of care. In contrast, the 
findings from the study conducted by Vandell and 
Corasaniti (1988) with regards to sitter care were 
varied. For example, the children were ranked more 
negative in peer nominations similar to the children 
attending the child care program. However, their 
cognitive measures were similar to self-care and 
mother care children, which were more positive than

15



those of the children attending the child care 
program.
Lessons

The study by Posner and Vandell (1999) examined 
the type of experiences in which children participated 
in during out-of-school time and relationships to 
child outcomes in the third and fifth grades. 
African-American fifth grade children who had 
participated in extracurricular activities or lessons 
(e.g. dance, music, scouts) between the third and 
fifth grades had significantly better emotional 
adjustment than children who had not participated in 
lessons. White fifth grade children, on the other 
hand, had significantly lower grade point averages 
(GPA's) when they participated in more extracurricular 
lessons (Posner & Vandell, 1999).

A different pattern emerged in a study by Pettit 
and colleagues (1997). First grade children who were 
enrolled in lessons (e.g. piano, karate, art) in small 
to moderate amounts were found to be more socially 
competent and have fewer externalizing problems than 
children who are not involved or highly involved in 
lessons. The same pattern was apparent for both first 
and third grade girls enrolled in moderate amounts of

16



lessons. They had higher grade point averages (GPA''s) 
than girls in no lessons or four or more hours of 
lessons per week (Pettit et al., 1997). Third grade 
boys who were enrolled in high amounts of lessons had 
higher levels of externalizing problems than boys not 
involved in lessons. Low income fifth grade children 
followed the above mentioned pattern as well,
Moderate amounts of time in lessons were associated 
with higher social competence and fewer externalizing 
behaviors than no lessons or high amounts of lessons. 
These differences were not apparent for high SES 
children in the fifth grade (Pettit et al., 1997). 
Self-Care

Self-care, or latch key care, is of great 
societal concern due to the magnitude of its 
utilization. Self-care takes place when a child is 
home alone, or with an older sibling, on a regular 
basis. The research on the effects of self-care on 
the developing child provides contradictory results. 
Common sense, backed up by research, suggests it is 
dependent on many variables such as the child, the 
parent(s), the neighbors and/or neighborhood, how 
informed about self-care the family is, extra­
curricular activities in which the child participates.

17



and the supportive resources available to the child 
(Belle, 1997; Berman et al., 1992; Pettit et al.,
1997; Rodman, Pratto, & Nelson, 1985; Vandell & 
Corasaniti, 1988).

A variety of studies have compared middle-class 
children in self-care with children in other forms of 
care and found no differences between these children 
on social, emotional, academic, and behavioral 
outcomes (Galambos & Maggs, 1991; Marshall et al., 
1997; Rodman et al., 1985; Vandell & Corasaniti,
1988). Other studies comparing self-care to other 
forms of child care for school-age children, however, 
have voiced concerns about the effects of self-care. 
For example, the study by Posner and Vandell (1994) 
found a positive correlation between the amount of 
time a child spent without adult supervision and anti­
social behavior. The authors suggest the lack of 
structure may be a disadvantage for social development 
(Posner & Vandell, 1994).

Examination of associations between the type of 
after-school care and children's social, emotional and 
cognitive development, led Vandell and Ramanan (1991) 
to conclude that latch key children were rated by

18



their mothers as being more headstrong and hyperactive 
than children in adult care after school.

A longitudinal study, by Pettit et al (1997), 
concluded that high amounts of self-care in early 
grades may place the child at risk for adjustment 
difficulties, lower GPA's, lower achievement test 
scores and lower social competence in grade six. This 
was especially true for children from lower SES homes, 
for children who displayed high levels of behavior 
problems in kindergarten, and for children who did not 
participate in extra curricular activities (Pettit et 
al., 1997).

Berman et al. (1992) found a trend toward 
decreased self-competence scores the longer a child 
was home alone per day. Furthermore, children in 
older sibling care reported lower self-esteem in three 
of the six self-competence domains measured. The 
authors suggest children in self-care may be at risk 
of isolation from normative social and peer-related 
experiences because they were not allowed to play 
outside or to have a friend visit as often as those in 
other forms of care (Berman et al., 1992).

19



What do we know about Formal Before- and After School
Child care?

Two national research projects provide 
descriptive information about school-age child care 
programs; the School-Age Child Care in America 
provider survey (SACCA; Marx, 1990) based on the 
responses of 130 school-age child care providers in 13 
different states, and the National Study of Before- 
and After-School Programs (NS0ASP; Seppanen et al., 
1993) a computer-assisted telephone interview of 1300 
programs plus observations of 13 program sites. 
Descriptive Information

Both studies reported th& existence of more non­
profit programs than for-profit programs (Marx, 1990; 
Seppanen et al., 1993). Licensing status varied by 
study. Marx (1990) reported 69% of programs were 
licensed and the remainder wefe exempt, whereas a 
licensing rate of 84% was reported by Seppanen et al.
(1993) with 23% of the programs being accredited by a
state or national agency as woH-

Both studies reported child care programs as the 
most frequently occurring auspice representing a 
little over one-third of the school-age programs 
surveyed. Public schools were the second largest

20



program auspice providing approximately one-fourth of 
the school-age child care programs. Other program 
auspices included youth serving agencies, church, 
synagogue or religious schools, municipal park and 
recreation departments, social service agencies, 
municipalities, colleges, the military, work sites, 
and non-religious private schools (Marx, 1990;
Seppanen et al., 1993).

Marx (1990) reported an average adult-to-child 
ratio of 1:12.5 while a ratio of 1:8.9 was reported by 
the NSBASP study (1993). Marx (1990) reported an 
enrollment average of 61, with only 28% of programs 
enrolling 30 children or less, whereas in the other 
study the majority of programs enrolled 30 children or 
less (Seppanen et al., 1993). Year round operation 
was offered by 81% and a large percentage of programs 
were open on school holidays (77%) and school 
vacations other than summer vacation (81%). The 
average length of care for before-school sessions was 
1.8 hours, while children stayed in care after school 
an average of 3.2 hours (Seppanen et al., 1993). Few 
programs operated after 6:00 PM or on weekends, but 
many (approximately three-fourths) offered both

21



before- and after-school care (Marx, 1990; Seppanen et 
al., 1993).
Families Served

The NSBASP (1993) provided descriptive data on 
the children served in the school-age child care 
programs studied. Of the 1.7 million children in 
kindergarten through grade eight who were enrolled in 
49,500 formal before- and after-school programs, most 
were children from kindergarten through the third 
grade. Marx (1990) concurred that the majority of 
children enrolled were between the ages of five and 
nine and noted that European-American children were 
the largest racial/ethnic group served. The racial 
breakdown included: 68% European-American, 19% 
African-American, 8% Hispanic, and less than 6% Asian 
or Pacific Islander, Native American, or other ethnic 
origins. The programs primarily served English- 
speaking children with working parents (Seppanen et 
al., 1993).
Program Budget

The average hourly fee for before- and after­
school care reported by each study was similar: $1.89 
per hour according to Marx (1990) and $1.77 per hour 
reported by Seppanen and colleagues (1993). According

22



to the NSBASP study revenues for school-age programs 
came primarily from parental fees (83%) . Only 12% of 
the families received public assistance. Full fees 
were paid by 8 6% of the families for their child to 
attend the program (Seppanen et al., 1993). It seems 
participation may be limited to families who qualify 
for government subsidies and those at the upper end of 
the income scale who can afford the fees (Seppanen et 
al., 1993; Marx, 1990). Programs serving higher- 
income families receive their largest source of 
revenue from parental fees. Furthermore, most parents 
(90%) pay the full fee for enrolling their child in 
the program. In contrast, lower-income programs are 
more likely to adjust parental fees based on family 
income and are somewhat less dependent on parental 
fees for revenue (less than 66%). These programs 
receive revenue from other sources such as the program 
sponsor, donations, and local, state, and/or federal 
government funds (Seppanen et al., 1993).

Findings from the NSBASP study suggest lower- 
income families who do not qualify for subsidies may 
face financial barriers that limit their ability to 
enroll their children in before- and after-school 
programs. Programs are so dependent on parental fees
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for revenue that tuition adjustment may not be 
available and government funds may not be available to 
all families who need the assistance (Seppanen et al.,
1993). Low-income parents' employment opportunities 
are influenced by the availability, cost and quality 
of child care (Halpern, 1999). These issues magnify 
the need for financial support for school-age child 
care from both the government and private 
organizations and businesses.
Compensation and Benefits for Program Staff

Staff wages and benefits varied quite a bit in 
the studies by Marx and Seppanen et al. Marx (1990) 
reported average hourly wage paid to a senior group 
leader was $6.95, which was quite similar to the $6.77 
per hour reported by Seppanen and colleagues (1993) . 
Wages were much lower for assistants and aids 
($5.01/hour and $5.81/hour respectively).
Approximately 28% of the programs offered no fringe 
benefits according to both studies. The average 
turnover rate reported were similar, 35% by Seppanen 
and colleagues (1993) and 40% by Marx (1990).

Marx (1990) identified training and education 
benefits provided by school-age child care programs. 
Reimbursement for relevant course work was available
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from 43% of the programs and for professional 
conferences from 7 9% of the programs. Approximately 
50% of programs offered preservice training and at 
least two inservice training sessions per year. A 
career ladder with opportunities for advancement was 
in place in 42% of the programs (Marx, 1990).
What are the Needs of Program Staff?

The staff characteristics described above have 
been examined in terms of relationships to quality 
programming in child care. As noted earlier, Phillips 
and colleagues (1991) discovered teachers' salaries 
and benefits were positively associated with the 
quality of care they provided and their job 
commitment. Scarr, Eisenberg and Deater-Deckard
(1994) conducted a large multi-site study and found 
teachers' wages to be the only predictor of the 
standard of quality they provided. Howes, Phillips, 
and Whitebook (1992) suggest higher wages are a key 
factor in reducing staff turnover. Together, these 
child care studies suggest better compensation may 
lead to better job performance and employees who are 
less likely to leave their job. Furthermore, it has 
been suggested that staff turnover is related to 
program continuity and quality in school-age child
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care programs (Seppanen et al., 1993). Halpern (1992) 
studied 500 inner city children who attend school-age 
child care programs and found staff turnover to be a 
problem for many of the programs, with more than 40% 
of the staff having been hired within the past year. 
This issue is of concern because staff who have been 
with a program longer know the children and their home 
situations better and so presumably can be more 
responsive to children and families. These structural 
measures of quality (compensation, turnover, etc.) 
need further examination to determine the nature of 
the relationship to one another as well as other 
quality measures.

Another issue affecting turnover is that of staff 
training. The NSBASP (1993) suggests staff training 
that includes learning about effective methods for 
interacting with children helps adults work 
successfully with school-age children. Staff in 
school-age programs also need training in activity 
planning, adapting space to meet program needs, and 
basic health and safety procedures. This implies that 
training is an effective way to prepare someone to 
work with school-age children and that there are 
appropriate ways to interact with school-age children.
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Various studies of child care for younger children 
concur that training is associated with higher quality 
care (Phillips et al,, 1991). Research in the field 
of school-age child care should consider training in 
relation to other indicators of quality for school-age 
child care programs.

Finally, the education level of the director and 
staff members must be considered. Staff education was 
a structural measure of quality associated with staff- 
child interactions measured through observations in 
Rosenthal and Vandell's (1996) study. They noted that 
when the staff had less formal education, negative 
staff-child interactions were more frequent.

Quality of Care
Scholars believe more research in the area of 

school-age child care quality is desperately needed. 
For example, Elliot (1998) suggested "more detailed 
examination also is needed to pinpoint elements of the 
outside-of-school care environment, as well as home 
and family characteristics that affect the quality of 
children's experiences in school-age care and their 
associated interactions with the family, friends, and 
the neighborhood" (p. 391). Towell and Tsuji (1990) 
suggest in their review of the school-age literature
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that although school-age care quality has been 
examined, there is not sufficient and appropriate 
information to allow child care specialists to develop 
models of school-age care. It is important to keep in 
mind that although models may be helpful as guides to 
program design and implementation, individuals 
attempting program implementation must take into 
consideration the specific needs of consumers, 
families, and the communities of school-age programs.

Miller and Marx (1990) suggest the research in 
school-age care has gaps because it has not yet 
focused on the various quality issues relevant to 
different types of programs. Since that time, a few 
studies have surfaced that address this issue. For 
example. The ERIC Clearinghouse on Urban Education 
(1999) conducted research to determine which types of 
programs work best with urban youth. They identified 
three program components important for urban youth, 
academic, recreational, and cultural. Furthermore, it 
was suggested that a well-designed program should 
include well-trained adults, solid structure, 
assessment, inclusion of families in program planning, 
and an advisory board. It is important, therefore, to

28



examine the quality of care in future research 
efforts.
Quality Components for School—Age Child Care Programs 

School-age child care programs should be safe, 
comfortable places for children to be while away from 
their parents during out-of-school time. Scholars 
engaging in theoretically driven study of development 
in the middle childhood years suggest these children 
should be allowed to experience autonomy, privacy, 
control and mastery through activities (Bryant, 1985; 
Fink, 1990; Rosenthal & Vandell, 1996) . Vandell and 
Corasaniti (1988) suggest children should participate 
in environments that promote their development and 
interact with staff who understand school-age 
children's needs and have the ability to provide 
appropriately for them.

Others suggest children should spend their out- 
of-school time with friends and caring adults, 
engaging in activities that develop and expand their 
school experiences, and discovering and developing 
interests and skills (Miller, 1995; Posner & Vandell,
1994). Furthermore, programs should be flexible and 
provide a variety of activities from which children
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can choose what they want to do (Rosenthal & Vandell, 
1996).

Parent participation should be prevalent in 
school-age child care programs (Marx, 1990). Seppanen 
and others (1993) noted that 11% of programs they 
surveyed required parent involvement. Sixty-two 
percent reported some parent involvement in program 
planning or evaluation activities, while one-third of 
the programs had parents serving on an advisory 
council or board of directors. Talking informally 
with the parents is one way in which most programs 
communicate with parents (Seppanen et al., 1993). 
Insights from Research with Younger Children

The literature on child care for preschool 
children suggests that the overall quality of the 
child care environment does influence many aspects of 
a child's social competence and adjustment, cognitive 
development, and emotional security (Clarke-Stewart, 
1985; Howes, 1990; Howes & Smith, 1995; Howes et al., 
1992; Kontos & Dunn, 1993; Phillips et al., 1987;
Scarr et al., 1994; Vandell et al., 1987; Zaslow,
1991). Poor quality programs may provide undesirable 
experiences for the young children enrolled and may be
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negatively associated with child outcomes (Howes,
1990; Howes et al., 1992; Vandell et al., 1987).

Quality indicators include structural quality 
features such as adult-child ratio and group size 
(Howes, 1990; Howes et al., 1992; Scarr et al., 1994) 
and process quality characteristics such as creative 
play and other types of activities (Howes & Smith, 
1995; Kontos & Dunn, 1993; Vandell et al., 1987), and 
positive caregiver-child interactions (Howes & Smith, 
1995; Kontos & Dunn, 1993; Phillips et al., 1987; 
Vandell et al,, 1987; Zaslow, 1991). Recruiting and 
retaining highly qualified staff (Scarr et al., 1994) 
through the use of enhanced teacher training, 
appropriate salaries and benefits, and facility 
improvements (Kagan, 1991) also may lead to quality 
programming.

Other research has examined the relationship 
between structural and process quality. For example, 
Scarr and colleagues (1994) conducted a study in which 
they used structural quality to predict process 
quality. Of the structural measures used in the study 
(ratio, group size, teacher training, teacher 
education, highest wage paid to a teacher in the 
center, and staff turnover) highest wage paid to a
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teacher was the best indicator of process quality.
The authors recognized that the relationship of 
teachers' wages to actual quality of care was complex 
and indirect. They suggested that "recruiting and 
retaining highly qualified staff may be the best 
predictor of a quality program" (Scarr et al., 1994, 
p. 149).

A study by Phillips and colleagues (1991) 
supported these findings. In this child care study of 
1307 child care staff who worked in center-based child 
care programs, the work environment was examined in 
relation to quality of care. The authors found that 
staff wages not only predicted staff turnover but also 
the quality of care provided to children.

What has yet to be Addressed in the Field of 
School-Age Child Care?

Structural and Process Quality
The aforementioned studies identify 

characteristics that may be associated with quality in 
school-age child care. Moreover, it seems aspects of 
quality are interrelated in some studies. For 
example, the combination of structural features (e.g. 
adult-child ratio, teacher education) and curriculum 
may have been what influenced the teacher-child
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interaction in the Rosenthal and Vandell (1996) 
project. Empirical research on the interrelationship 
of quality characteristics in school-age child care 
may have implications for future policy and practice.

Miller (1995) suggests quality may be presumed to 
be an important variable in school-age child care 
research based on literature on the effects of the 
home environment and literature on the effects of 
program quality on preschool-age children. -Miller and 
Marx (1993) propose that quality indicators often used 
in studies of child care for younger children be 
considered as possible quality indicators for school- 
age programs, keeping in mind the different 
developmental needs of the two groups. Future 
research should not only consider the structural and 
process quality measures used in the preschool child 
care field, but should explore the features of school- 
age child care that make it unique as well.
Methodology

There are many factors that may be associated 
with human development. Identifying those factors is 
a challenging task, for the relationship is sure to be 
complex. On the other hand, the relationship will 
never be understood if we study human development in
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isolation. School-age child care is one of the many 
experiences the school-age child participates in on a 
regular basis, and must be considered when examining 
the development of the school-age child.

Family life plays a role in the child's 
development (Clarke-Stewart, 1985). Miller (1995) 
suggests that parental interaction with children 
during out-of-school time is beneficial to healthy 
development. Parents who spend time talking and 
reading with children, engage them in a wide range of 
literacy-related activities, are responsive to them, 
and provide a home with emotional warmth make a 
positive difference in children's development. Family 
features such as marital status, SES and parent 
education level, therefore, should be considered when 
studying school-age child care.

Rosenthal and Vandell (1996) suggest children may 
provide important information about their child care 
settings that would otherwise be unobservable. The 
authors also recognize the differentiated views of 
school-age child care programs that parents may 
provide (Rosenthal & Vandell, 1996). In other words, 
the consumer may have valuable information that should
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be considered when examining school-age child care 
programs.

In seeking to understand children's after school 
care experiences and the role of these experiences in 
children's development scholars have emphasized the 
utility of an ecological methodology (Pettit et al., 
1997; Posner & Vandell, 1996, 1999; Zaslow, 1991).
That is, experiences in the school-age child care 
program influence and are influenced by experiences in 
other environments in which the child participates. 
These experiences are thought to be related to the 
child's development, and therefore should be included 
in future research endeavors.
Building upon and Relating to the Existing Knowledge

Base
Developmental Theory

There is an assumption that adult-child 
interactions in school-age programs are an important 
aspect of program quality. This assumption concurs 
with developmental theory which suggests the human is 
a social being who seeks active involvement with 
others (Vygotsky, 1978, 1994).

Developmental theory also suggests the adult 
plays an important role in the school-age child's
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development. For example, Maslow (1968) proposed the 
need for adults to provide a safe, secure environment 
with firm physical and psychological boundaries for 
children. Furthermore, it is believed that adults 
should respond in helpful and accepting ways to foster 
children's good feelings about themselves, for 
children this age seek the approval of adults who are 
important to them (Kohlberg, 1984). Vygotsky (1978) 
suggests adults provide a scaffold for children 
through adult-child interaction and that this 
scaffolding is necessary for learning.

According to Erikson's fourth stage of 
development (Industry versus Inferiority), which 
generally occurs during middle childhood, successes 
during this stage foster competence, self-worth, and 
industry. Too many failures, on the other hand, lead 
to feelings of inferiority. The influences of 
classmates, teachers, curricula, and grades, 
therefore, become important to children's sense of 
competence (Erikson, 1985).

A variety of developmental theories support one 
underlying theme for the development of school-age 
children: adults play an important role in their
development. For this reason, it seems obvious to
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examine the differences in children'' s development in 
light of the quality of adult-child interactions 
occurring in their lives. One way to do this is to 
examine the interactions between the adult staff 
members and children in school-age programs. 
Bioecological Systems Theory

The bioecological systems theory proposes human 
development is a result of the bi-directional 
interaction (proximal processes) between the person 
and the context over time (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 
1998). There are four dynamic, interactive principal 
components of the bioecological systems theory: 
person, context, time, and proximal processes. Each 
component will be defined below.

Person is the first component of the 
aforementioned model and refers to the human being 
whose development is being studied. Bronfenbrenner 
and Morris (1998) believe the person has 
characteristics that individually and in combination 
may contribute to his or her development through 
interactions with proximal processes.

The second component, context, is composed of 
systems based on the relationship between the person 
and the environment. An environment in which the
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person is directly involved is referred to as a 
microsystem.. The child's school-age child care 
program is a microsystem. The interaction of two or 
more microsystems or principal settings is a 
mesosystem. The interaction of the child's parents 
and the school-age program is the child's mesosystem 
(Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998).

Time is the third component of the bioecological 
model. This model argues that interactions must take 
place repeatedly over time for development to occur. 
Children attend their school-age program repeatedly 
(e.g. each day, 3 days per week, etc.) over time (e.g. 
during the school-age years) (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 
1998).

The last component is proximal processes. 
According to Bronfenbrenner and Morris (1998), "this 
construct encompasses particular forms of interaction 
between organism and environment, called proximal 
processes, that operate over time and are posited as 
the primary mechanisms producing human development"
(p. 994). In other words, proximal processes are bi­
directional interactions between the human and the 
environment.
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The Examination of School-Age Child Care Quality 
Structural and Process Quality

As noted earlier, quality measures in child care 
are often described in terms of process and structural 
measures. Process measures of quality try to quantify 
the actual experiences of children. One widely used 
instrument for this purpose is the School-Age Care 
Environment Rating Scale (SAGERS; Harms, Jacobs, & 
White, 1996), which documents both the environments 
children experience and interactions between care 
provider and children.

Structural measures of quality may include the 
following: adult-to-child ratio, group size, salaries
and benefits for child care workers, child care 
employees' level of education, experience, and 
training (Vandell & Shumow, 1999). Oftentimes, 
structural measures can be regulated. High levels of 
structural quality are often linked to high-quality 
adult-child interaction but do not guarantee it (Lamb, 
1998).

There is substantial evidence that scores on 
diverse structural and process indices of quality are
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intercorrelated (Berk, 1985; Phillips et al., 1991; 
Vandell & Su, 1999). This study will include both 
structural and process measures of quality to identify 
possible interrelationships. This information will 
create a better picture of quality programming in the 
field of school-age child care. Quality programming 
is needed to support children's development, for when 
program quality is poor, children's development is not 
supported (Vandell & Su, 1999) .
Adult-Child Interactions

The preschool child care research has identified 
the importance of adult-child interaction for the 
young child's development. For example, Vandell and 
Powers (1983) found quality of interaction with the 
teachers was correlated with the quality of the 
center. Twenty of the children were followed-up at 
age eight. Positive relations with the teachers at 
four years were correlated with greater empathy, 
social competence, and peer acceptance at eight years 
of age (Vandell, Henderson, & Wilson, 1987).

The Cost, Quality, and Outcomes Study (1999) 
examined the relationship between child care quality 
and children's development. Four hundred and eighteen 
children from 170 centers participated in the study.
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Social development was enhanced when a closer teacher- 
child relationship was reported in the child care 
setting (Peisner-Feinberg, Burchinal, Clifford,
Culkin, Howes, Kagan, Yazejian, Byler, Rustici, & 
Zelazo, 1999). Howes, Matheson, and Hamilton (1994) 
suggest that the security of child-teacher 
relationships was influenced by the sensitivity of the 
teachers' behaviors, echoing the importance of such 
behaviors.

In a school-age child care study by Rosenthal and 
Vandell (1996) positive caregiver-child interactions 
emerged as a significant factor in children's feelings 
about the program. Third, fourth, and fifth grade 
children reported they were less satisfied with 
programs characterized by more frequent negative 
adult-child interactions and they identified these 
programs as being emotionally unsupportive. Pierce 
and colleagues (1999) examined the emotional climate 
created by after school program staff in terms of 
staff positivity and negativity. Staff positivity was 
rated higher in programs that were more flexible and 
offered more activities, both of which are considered 
characteristics of quality programs. School-age 
child care programs with warm, supportive environments
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benefit children (Pierce et al., 1999; Pierce and 
Vandell, 1997; Rosenthal & Vandell, 1996; Seligson et 
al., 1992). These discoveries suggest adult-child 
interactions should be further explored in relation to 
program quality.

Adult-child relationships are valued from a 
theoretical perspective as well. Eccles (1999) 
proposes strong emotional and social support and 
respect from adults can foster the development of 
school-age children. Children may form long-lasting 
relationships with adults outside their families in 
quality school-age child care programs.

Based on the empirical evidence and theoretical 
tenets, adult-child interaction should be included 
when studying possible relationships between quality 
measures in the field of school-age child care.
Child Outcomes

The quality of the school-age child care program 
has infrequently been considered in relation to 
children's developmental outcomes. Pierce et al. 
(1999) examined the experiences of 150 children in 
school-age child care programs to determine if those 
experiences were associated with their performance at 
school in the first grade. They found the emotional

42



climate, the quality of peer interaction, and program 
curriculum at the children's after school program were 
associated with boy's concurrent social adjustment at 
school.

The research to date suggests children's 
development may be affected by the quality of their 
after-school experiences. More research on the 
relationship between program quality and child 
outcomes is needed (Towell & Tsuji, 1990). Miller,
O' Conner, Sirignano, and Joshi (1996) suggest 
examining child outcomes using just one type of out- 
of-school time option. This study, therefore, 
attempted to identify a relationship between school- 
age child care program quality and child development.

Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to examine the many 

factors that may contribute to the quality of school- 
age child care programs; to examine interrelationships 
among them; and to examine school-age child care 
programs as they relate to children's development from 
an ecological perspective. The motives for this 
study may be divided into three categories : 
theoretical, empirical, and practical. First, the
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research question will be stated and then the motives 
for each question will be discussed by category. 
Question One

The first question of this research study was:
How are characteristics of school-age quality 
interrelated? When examining the theoretical context 
of school-age child care it became apparent that there 
was not any one characteristic that may create a 
quality program. Instead, it was a combination of 
characteristics that create quality. Furthermore, it 
was probably not one specific combination, but a 
variety of combinations. By incorporating a 
perspective that was grounded in ecological theory 
when investigating a variety of quality 
characteristics in relation to one another, a clearer 
picture of quality was anticipated.

Empirical evidence from the field of school-age 
child care suggests more research was needed that 
examines the quality of care. The first goal of a 
study by Rosenthal and Vandell (1996) was to examine 
associations between structural program features and 
children's observed experiences. When programs had 
higher child/staff ratios, more negative staff-child 
interactions were reported. More negative staff-child
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interactions were also reported as the percentage of 
older children enrolled in the program decreased and 
when staff had less formal education. As the number 
of different activities available increased, so did 
the number of positive and neutral staff-child 
interactions. The number of different activities 
available was also positively associated with the 
program flexibility rating. It should be noted that 
the important finding here is the amount of activities 
offered, not the kind of activity. These quality 
criteria should be further examined using different 
samples to generate greater understanding of what 
constitutes quality school-age child care programs.

Furthermore, quality must be understood as it 
relates to school-age child care because high quality 
child care has been found to impact child outcomes 
longitudinally (Howes et al., 1999). To better 
understand quality school-age child care, both the 
structural and process measures of quality must be 
examined.

Lastly, the practical implications will be 
discussed. The research literature on types of 
school-age care is inconsistent (i.e. Marshall et al., 
1997; Pettit et al., 1997; Pierce et al., 1999; Posner
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& Vandell, 1999). The minimal amount of research that 
has been completed seems to suggest that the quality 
of the program may be more important than the type of 
program. More research in this area is needed so that 
future practice may have an empirical base. For 
example, the federal government has allocated money 
for communities to create quality programs for school- 
age children during out-of-school time. These 21^^ 
Century Learning Centers are currently being developed 
throughout the nation, as well as in Oklahoma. The 
policymakers, program designers, and administrators 
implementing these programs need information regarding 
quality school-age child care. Providing a research- 
based description of the interrelations of quality as 
it pertains to school-age child care may prove useful 
during the development of these learning centers. 
Question Two

The second research question was: How do
children's perspectives of the program vary with 
regard to the quality of the program as measured by 
both process and structural indices of quality? From 
a theoretical standpoint, we need the child's 
perspective so that measures of the proximal processes 
will be bi-directional. One direction would be the
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observation of the adult participating in adult-child 
interaction. The other direction would be the child's 
view of that interaction. Because the proximal 
process may be examined from both perspectives, a 
stronger relationship to the developmental outcomes 
may emerge (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1999).

Secondly, from an empirical standpoint the child 
has provided a valuable perspective in past studies 
(Elliot, 1998; Rosenthal & Vandell, 1996). Rosenthal 
and Vandell (1996) investigated children's experiences 
at 30 school-age child care programs. One goal of 
their study was to examine associations between 
characteristics of the after school settings and 
individual children's feelings about the program.
They also examined variability in children's 
perceptions of their program as a function of their 
grade and gender. The perceptions of children in the 
third, fourth, and fifth grades were collected. The 
findings suggest that as total enrollment increases, 
overall climate of the school-age child care program, 
emotional support within the school-age program, and 
autonomy/privacy at the school-age program as reported 
by children decreases. Older children in these 
programs believed they received less emotional support
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from the staff. Furthermore, as the amount of 
negative adult-child interactions increases, the 
overall climate of the program and emotional support 
by the program as reported by children decreases. On 
the other hand, programs that offered a greater 
variety of activities also had more positive/neutral 
interactions between staff and children, more age 
appropriate environments, and more positive child 
reported program perceptions.

The child reports of program climate were 
associated with structural quality features and with 
program observations of global quality. Furthermore, 
the child-reported instrument had good psychometric 
properties including test-retest reliability and 
internal consistency. The authors suggested children 
provided information about child-care settings that 
were otherwise unobservable and that future research 
should investigate the reports of younger school-age 
children. This study, therefore, included the 
perspectives of younger and older school-age children.

In practice, the NSACA Standards for Quality 
School-Age Care (1998) provide guidelines to creating 
quality programs. One of the 36 standards suggests 
that staff, children, and youth work together to plan
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and implement suitable activities. It would seem 
natural to talk with the child about personal 
interests and ideas, and then help to facilitate the 
fulfillment of these interests. Collecting their 
opinion about the program, in general, would therefore 
seem logical.
Question Three

The third question was : How are children's 
characteristics (gender and age) associated with their 
perspective of the program and the quality of the 
program? First, this question must be considered from 
a theoretical perspective. Within the bioecological 
model there are four interdependent components, one of 
which is the person. The person has characteristics 
that interact with characteristics from the other 3 
components to reinforce human development. Therefore, 
these characteristics must be taken into account when 
examining potentials for human development.

From the empirical perspective, the school-age 
research has documented variability by age and gender. 
For example, in a recent study of lower income third, 
fourth, and fifth grade children, Posner and Vandell 
(1999) examined the children's after-school activities 
taking into consideration their age and gender. They
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found girls and boys spent their after-school time 
differently.

The practical implications of the research 
question are straightforward. Children's needs may be 
better met if we come to a more thorough understanding 
of these needs.
Question Four

The fourth and final question was: How does the 
quality of school-age care programs relate to 
children's behavior as rated by their parents?

"Children's experiences of success or frustration 
when they participate in organized activities outside 
school can also play a crucial role in development, as 
they either exacerbate or compensate for children's 
experiences in school" (Eccles, 1999, p. 32). Child 
development literature has identified theoretical 
constructs to be considered in the field of school-age 
child care. These factors that may contribute to the 
school-age child's development must be further 
examined through empirical research.

A variety of child development outcomes in 
relation to the type of out-of-school time activities 
in which children participate have been examined 
empirically. Although the research is limited.
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patterns may be ascertained. Low SES children benefit 
from time spent in a quality school-age child care 
program during out-of-school time each day (Marshall 
et al., 1997; Pettit et al., 1997; Pierce et al.,
1999; Posner & Vandell, 1999). The empirical evidence 
includes both younger and older children, both boys 
and girls, and children of various ethnic origins 
(Marshall et al., 1997; Pettit et al.-, 1997; Pierce et 
al-, 1999; Posner & Vandell, 1999). More research is 
needed to further ascertain the relationship between 
children's development and how they spend their out- 
of-school time.

The practical perspective was based on the 
importance of school-age child care programs in the 
lives of children and youth. Many children spend more 
than 15 hours a week in these programs, and more than 
40 hours each week during the summer months. Before- 
and after-school programs will continue to be an 
important part of the child's life therefore it 
behooves us to learn as much as we can about them.

Research Model
Previous Research

The school-age child care community believes that 
how a child spends his or her time during out-of­

51



school hours has an effect on his or her development. 
Numerous studies have supported this belief (i.e. 
Howes, Olenick, & Der-Kiureghian, 1987; Mayesky, 1980; 
Posner & Vandell, 1994; and Vandell & Corasaniti,
1988). Complex mechanisms of influence with a variety 
of potential mediating factors may interact to 
influence the development of the child, one of which 
is the way children spend out-of-school time. Due to 
the nature of children's out-of-school time scholars 
have recommended an ecological research model 
(Marshall et al., 1997; Miller & Marx, 1993; Pierce et 
al., 1999).
Structural Model

In this study, school-age child care programs 
were examined in relation to the school-age child's 
development. The following features were considered: 
child characteristics, the child's family 
characteristics, characteristics of the program and 
staff, and the relationship between the child and the 
adult staff. For this reason, the bioecological model 
was used to guide the study.

The bioecological model, described by 
Bronfenbrenner and Morris (1998), is a more complex 
and dynamic version of the ecological model introduced
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by Bronfenbrenner (1979). Bronfenbrenner and Morris 
suggest this new model is yet evolving, and must be 
used in order to develop to its full potential. In 
other words, this developmental research project will 
be a process of systematic discovery. It will give 
the researcher the opportunity to discover patterns 
from the different components that make up the 
construct of interaction, or proximal processes, 
between the human and the environment. The current 
research project will be explained within the model 
structure.

The theoretical model described above consists of 
four parts: the human being, the context, time, and 
proximal processes. The human being in this study was 
the school-age child and the context was the school- 
age child care program. The time component was made 
up of the daily, weekly, monthly, and yearly time the 
child spent in this environment. The proximal 
processes were the adult-child interactions and child 
perspective of those interactions, a bi-directional 
relationship.
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Chapter 3 
Research Design 

This research project is a correlational study 
designed to identify associations between structural 
and process measures of school-age child care program 
quality, child perceptions of the program, child 
characteristics and the behavior of the child.
Sample

The sample for this study was the sample used for 
an evaluation of quality improvement efforts in 
school-age child care programs receiving quality 
improvement grants from the state of Oklahoma 
Department of Human Services. This sample was chosen 
due to its accessibility. Ninety-six programs had 
received quality improvement grants. Seven of these 
programs were no longer in operation and two were 
unable to answer the questions in the phone interview 
due to director turnover. Sixty-five programs (73%) 
agreed to participate in the research project. Of the 
65 programs that participated, 46 (71%) were non­
profit and 19 (29%) were for-profit programs.

Directors from 60 programs (92%) returned 
questionnaires and 52 program staff (80%) returned
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completed packets. Participation incentives were made 
available for the director and staff member which may 
have contributed to the high response rate.

There were approximately 2021 first through fifth 
grade children attending the school-age child care 
programs daily, all of whom were invited to 
participate. Parents returned 316 completed 
questionnaires for a response rate of 16%. Two 
factors may have contributed to the low return rate. 
First, the parents were not offered an incentive for 
participation. Second, the program director was 
responsible for distributing the family packets. Very 
few programs made sure a packet went home with each 
child. Therefore, not all 2021 families were notified 
of the study. Of the 316 children whose parents had 
consented to participate, 155 (49%) completed 
questionnaires. The most common reason for not 
completing the questionnaire was that children were 
absent on the day the data collector returned for the 
second site visit. A few children refused to complete 
the questionnaires for the data collectors.

The families that completed the questionnaires in 
this study are representative of the larger school-age 
child care population in these programs. Directors
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were asked to report whether children from lower, 
middle and upper income brackets attended their 
program based on the Oklahoma State Department of 
Human Services definition of income level. Low-income 
families were served by 83% of programs, and 52% of 
the families responding to the questionnaire were low- 
income . Middle income families were served by 41% of 
the programs, and 32% of the respondents were from the 
middle-income bracket. Eighteen percent of the 
programs reported caring for families with high 
incomes, and 16% of the completed surveys were from 
families that reported upper SES.
Procedures

A list of licensed school-age child care programs 
which had received grants from the Oklahoma Department 
of Human Services (DHS) was obtained from the state 
Division of Child Care. Each program was sent a 
letter from DHS informing them they would be receiving 
a phone call regarding the study. Telephone contacts 
were made to determine if the school-age program was 
still in operation and if so, to invite the program to 
participate.

Once the director agreed to participate, a 
telephone survey (See Appendix A) including program
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demographics was completed and the first site visit 
date was set. Site visits lasted about two and one 
half hours. Observations of the school-age child care 
program and adult-child interaction were conducted 
from September 1999 through March 2000. A trained 
observer was randomly assigned to each program from a 
pool of five observers.

At the first visit, the observer met the director 
and asked the director to read and sign the informed 
consent form (See Appendix A) . The director was given 
the director packet to complete at this time (See 
Appendix A) . The program director was also given 
packets to send home to each program family who had a 
child in the first through fifth grade introducing the 
study and inviting them to participate by completing 
the enclosed questionnaire (See Appendix B) . Then the 
observer toured the facility and met the staff member 
targeted for study participation. In cases where 
there was more than one eligible staff member, one was 
randomly selected for participation during the 
telephone interview with the director. After consent 
was obtained (See Appendix C) the staff member was 
handed a staff questionnaire packet to be completed 
before the next site visit (See Appendix C). The
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staff packet contained a demographic questionnaire and 
a staff questionnaire about program quality. The 
observations began once the packets were distributed 
and the observer toured the facility. The researcher 
observed the program using the School-Age Environment 
Rating Scale (Harms, Jacobs, & White, 1996) and 
observed the participating staff member using both the 
SACERS and the human relationships section of the 
NSACA program quality assessment instrument (See 
Appendix D).

At the second visit, completed packets from the 
director and staff member were collected and thank you 
gifts were distributed. The directors received 
fifteen dollars for their participation and staff 
members received stationary items. In cases where the 
director or staff member had not completed their 
respective questionnaire a postage-paid, self- 
addressed envelope was made available for its return. 
If the completed questionnaire was not received within 
one month, a phone call was made asking the person to 
complete the questionnaire. If necessary, a third 
attempt to obtain the completed questionnaire was made 
through a follow-up letter.
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Also during the second visit, the observer 
collected the completed family packets and determined 
which children were eligible to participate (based on 
signed informed consent from both parent and child:
See Appendix B). The observer then administered the 
child questionnaires in groups of no more than three 
children (See Appendix E). The children were given 
the choice of reading the questionnaires themselves or 
having the observer read it to them. After the child 
completed the questionnaire, they received a thank you 
gift of stationary items for their participation. At 
the end of the second visit, the observer had the 
opportunity to complete any observations not completed 
during the first visit.

Instruments 
The data sources included: observations of 

school-age child care programs and staff, a telephone 
survey with the program director and questionnaires 
completed by the program director and staff member. 
Parents completed a program questionnaire and a child 
behavior questionnaire and their children completed 
two questionnaires about the program.
Demographics
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Director and staff. The director questionnaire 
included demographic and professional preparation 
information about the director (See Appendix A). 
Demographic information such as child care income and 
household income, ethnicity, gender, and age was 
included in the questionnaire. Professional 
preparation included level of completed education, 
training specific to administration, training specific 
to the field of school-age child care, and experience.

The staff member completed a questionnaire that 
included background information and professional 
preparation information (See Appendix C). The 
questionnaire included demographic information such as 
child care income, ethnicity, gender, and age. 
Professional preparation included level of completed 
education, training specific to the field of school- 
age child care, and experience.

Parents and children. The first questionnaire 
completed by the parent included background 
information about the family (See Appendix B). For 
example, SES, parents' level of completed education, 
ethnicity, and marital status were included. It also 
contained information about the school-age child such 
as age, gender, and ethnicity.
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Program Quality
Program characteristics. The telephone interview 

conducted with the director (see Appendix A) included 
structural features of the program (number of staff, 
number of children enrolled, staff—child ratio, staff 
pay, group size) and the process quality feature 
activities available to the children on a weekly 
basis. The structural features and activities 
available included in the telephone interview were 
identified by child care research as indicators of 
quality (Rosenthal and Vandell, 1996). A total score 
for activities available was created by summing the 
number of activities available each week. Internal 
consistency for this sample was calculated using 
Kuder-Richardson 20 (.70) and a total score was used 
as a process measure of quality.

Director^ s perceptions of quality. Directors 
completed the National School-Age Care Alliance 
(NSACA) "Questions for the Director" section of the 
NSACA National Program Improvement and Accreditation 
System (O'Conner, Gannett, Heenan, & Wheeler,
1998) (See Appendix A) . The NSACA instrument consisted 
of 36 questions about the school-age program and it's 
administration. It used a Likert-type scale of 0 to
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3: 0 = not at all, 1 = sometimes, 2 = most of the 
time, and 3 = always. There were no psychometrics 
available on the "Questions for the Director" 
questionnaire. Internal consistency, using Cronbach's 
alpha, was calculated for this sample and found to be 
quite high (.94) thus a total score was used.

Staff perceptions of quality. The participating 
staff member completed items one through thirty-four 
of the NSACA Staff Questionnaire (O'Conner et al.,
1998}(See Appendix C). This questionnaire is also 
part of the NSACA National Program Improvement and 
Accreditation System. It consists of 28 questions 
about the program environment, staff benefits, and 
training. Twenty-two questions were answered using 
four response categories: l=never, 2=sometimes, 
3=usually, and 4=always. Six questions were answered 
yes or no. No psychometrics were available for this 
instrument. Internal consistency for this sample was 
calculated using Cronbach's alpha (.71) so a total 
score was used.

Observed program quality. The program was 
observed using the School-Age Care Environment Rating 
Scale (SACERS; Harms et al., 1996)(See Appendix D).
The SACERS is a tool designed to measure global
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quality in school-age programs. It is comprised of 
seven subscales including: space and furnishings, 
health and safety, activities, interactions, program 
structure, staff development, and several special 
needs items. The observer ranked each of the 4 9 items 
from 1 to 7. The odd numbered ratings have the 
following anchor points: l=inadequate, 3=minimal, 
5=good, and 7=excellent. According to the authors, 
subscale totals as well as an instrument total may be 
calculated.

The SACERS authors report reliability and 
validity information. They assessed reliability in 
three ways: Cronbach's Alpha (.95) was used to 
calculate internal consistency, inter-rater 
reliability was measured using the kappa statistic 
(.83) and estimated using intraclass correlations 
(.96) (Harms et al., 1996). "Content validity was 
assessed using expert ratings of each item's 
importance to their definition of quality" (Harms et 
al., 1996, p. 2).

Reliability in the current study was assessed 
using Cronbach's Alpha. The alpha for the total scale 
score was .96 and the subscale alpha's ranged from .68 
to .91 (See Table 1). In later analyses, the total
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score was used to rate the program's global quality 
and subscale scores were used to describe specific 
areas of quality. The subscale program structure 
reported an alpha of .68, and therefore was not 
included in correlations.
Table 1 
Cronbach's Alpha for SACERS Subscales

SACERS SUBSCALE ALPHA
Space and Furnishings . 91
Health and Safety .81
Activities . 90
Interactions .86
Program Structure .68
Staff Development .82

Interobserver agreement was assessed by having 
two observers simultaneously conduct observations of a 
program site. Each of the five trained observers 
participated in reliability testing three times during 
the training and data collection process. Inter-rater 
reliability ranged from 90 to 100% agreement. Prior 
to data collection, inter-rater reliability for this 
instrument was 93%. During data collection, 
reliability was checked one third and two thirds of
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the way through the collection process. The scores 
ranged from 88% to 100% and averaged 94%.
Adult-Child Interaction

Adult-child interaction was measured three ways 
(See Appendix D). First, the SACERS interactions 
subscale (SACERS interaction) was used to observe all 
program staff while working with the children. Then, 
the targeted staff member was observed using two 
instruments. The first instrument was created using 
four items from the SACERS interactions subscale (T. 
Harms, personal communication, June, 1999). Each of 
these four items have multiple descriptors. Each 
descriptor (N=25) was treated as an individual item to 
be categorized "yes" or "no". Scores for all 
descriptors summed to create an interaction score. 
Internal consistency (Kuder-Richardson 20) for the 
instrument was calculated at .45. For this reason, 
this instrument was not used in further statistical 
analyses. Prior to data collection, inter-rater 
reliability for this instrument was 96%. During data 
collection, reliability was checked one third and two 
thirds of the way through the collection process. The 
scores ranged from 88% to 100% and averaged 94%.
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Seppanen et al. (1993) used the Assessing 
School-Age Quality (ASQ) instrument to assess global 
quality in their research. The human relationships 
section of the revised version of this tool, the NSACA 
program quality assessment instrument, was used to 
assess the quality of the adult-child interactions. A 
reliability rating for a total score was calculated at 
an alpha of .96 for this sample. Subscale alphas were 
calculated and ranged from .73 to .91. Prior to data 
collection, inter-rater reliability for this 
instrument was 90%. During data collection, 
reliability was checked one third and two thirds of 
the way through the collection process. The scores 
ranged from 85% to 95% and averaged 90%,
Parent and Child Perceptions of the Program

Parents. Parents' perceptions of their child's 
school-age child care program were collected using the 
parent questionnaire (See Appendix B) taken from the 
NSACA National Program Improvement and Accreditation 
System (O' Conner et al., 1998). The parent section 
used in this study consisted of 20 questions about 
program quality that were answered using four response 
categories including l=never, 2=sometimes, 3=usually, 
and 4=always. There were no psychometrics previously
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available for this instrument. Cronbach^s alpha, used 
to calculate the internal consistency in this sample, 
was .8 6, and a total score was used in further 
analyses.

Children. The children completed two survey 
instruments (See Appendix E) . The After-School 
Environment Scale (ASES) questionnaire completed by 
the children was designed by Rosenthal and Vandell 
(1996) for children to report the social-emotional 
climate of their program. The children rated 36 items 
using a 4-point scale: l=never, 2=sometimes, 3=most of 
the time, and 4=always. These items addressed 
children's perceptions about their relationships with 
staff and peers in the program and the activities 
available at the program. The children completed the 
instrument by reading it themselves and marking the 
appropriate answer, or by listening to the items read 
to them and then marking the appropriate answer.

The psychometric properties of the ASES have been 
assessed through test-retest reliability (.90) and 
internal consistency (.95) (Rosenthal and Vandell,
1996) . The item scores were summed and averaged to 
create a single psychosocial climate score. Internal
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consistency with this sample was -82 (Cronbach'" s 
Alpha).

Questions from the NSACA Child and Youth 
Questionnaire (O' Conner et al-, 1998) were also 
administered to the children. This questionnaire was 
part of the NSACA National Program Improvement and 
Accreditation System (See Appendix E) . It addressed a 
broad range of issues related to quality programming. 
Children 6 through 9 years of age answered 15 
questions using four response categories including 
never=l, once in a while=2, most of the time=3, and 
always=4. Using the same response format, children 10 
to 12 years of age answered an additional six 
questions that pertained specifically to the needs of 
older school-age children. Internal consistency using 
Cronbach's alpha was calculated with this instrument. 
The alpha for the younger children was .78. The alpha 
for the older children was .88. To address the issue 
of having different numbers of items for older and 
younger children an average item score was used for 
later analyses. That is, items were summed to create 
a total score, then the total score was divided by the 
number of questions answered (15=younger and 21=older) 
to create an average item score.
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Children's Development
The third parent questionnaire (See Appendix B) 

was the Behavior Problems Index by Zill and Peterson 
(Zill, 1990). It has been used by other researchers 
in school-age child care research projects to measure 
child behavior (Posner & Vandell, 1994, 1999). This 
28-item rating scale for parent report of child 
behavior contained three response categories, l=often 
true, 2=sometimes true, and 3=not true. Parents were 
asked to report their child's behavior within the last 
three months. According to Zill, one of the authors, 
responses to the individual items should be 
dichotomized and summed to produce an index score of 
child behavior. He reported the internal consistency 
reliability of the Behavior Problems Index was .89.

After dichotomizing the individual items and 
then summing them, an overall index score was obtained 
and reliability with this sample was calculated as .89 
(Kuder-Richardson 20).

Statistical Analyses 
For the first research question, which examined 

interrelationships among quality characteristics, and
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the second question, which considered children's 
perspectives in relation to the quality 
characteristics, Pearson Product Moment correlations 
were performed and significant correlations were 
reported. Then linear regressions were completed for 
prediction purposes.

The third question examined how children's 
characteristics (gender and age) were associated with 
their perspective of the program (ASES) and the 
quality of the program (NSACA). Pearson Product 
Moment correlations were performed to identify 
relations between the child characteristics gender and 
age, child perceptions of program quality, and program 
quality characteristics. Then a MANOVA with follow-up 
ANOVA's was planned to examine differences between 
older and younger children. The cell sizes for the 
younger children were four times the size of those for 
the older children, which was too gross a violation of 
MANOVA assumptions. Therefore, age was divided into 
four categories, first grade, second grade, third 
grade, and fourth and fifth grade, so that an MANOVA 
could be performed. Grade level was determined from 
the parental report on the parent demographic 
questionnaire. This analytic strategy will contribute

70



to the literature base on school-age care by 
illuminating differences between the older children 
(third, fourth, and fifth grade children) and the 
younger children (first and second grade children). 
The developmental differences between first and third 
grade children also lend support to the proposed age
division.

The fourth question examined the quality of 
school-age child care programs as it related to 
children's behavior. Pearson Product Moment 
correlations were performed for the fourth question. 
The family characteristics household income (SES), 
parent level of education, and marital status were 
examined in relation to children's problem behavior as 
ranked by their parent. A linear regression was then 
performed to predict child problem behaviors from 
structural and process measures of quality.
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Chapter 4
Data analyses proceeded through a number of 

steps. First, distributions were checked for 
normality. Descriptive statistics were then completed 
about the participants and their school-age child care 
programs. Next, associations between a variety of 
structural and process quality characteristics were 
examined. Linear regressions were performed to 
predict process quality from both structural and 
process quality measures.

Associations between the aforementioned quality 
characteristics and the perspective of the children 
were then ascertained. A linear regression was 
completed to predict the child perspective of their 
school-age child care program from program quality 
characteristics. Child characteristics (age and 
gender) were used to further examine associations 
between the quality of the school-age program and the 
child's perspective of that program. A MANOVA was 
conducted to identify significant differences based on 
the child characteristics age and gender.

Finally, associations between the children's 
behavior, family characteristics, and the quality of
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the program were examined. A linear regression was 
performed to predict child behavior from program 
quality characteristics.

Descriptive Statistics 
School-Age Child Care Programs

First, descriptive statistics of the 
participating programs will be described. During the 
telephone interviews, programs were documented by 
community type, either urban or rural (See Figure 1) 
according to the Department of Human Services 
definition. Urban programs included programs in 
Tulsa, Oklahoma City, Norman, and Lawton. Thirty- 
eight percent of the participating programs were from 
urban communities. All other locations within the 
state of Oklahoma were considered rural. Rural 
programs constituted 62% of the participating school- 
age programs.
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Figura 1 
Parcantaqa of Urban and Rural Community Programs
Two-thirds of the school-age child care programs 

were non-profit (See Table 2). Eighty-nine percent of 
the programs were licensed for school-age child care. 
The remaining 11% were in the process of obtaining a 
license for school-age child care (N=78).
Tabla 2 
School-Aga Program Profit Statua

PROFIT STATUS PERCENTAGE
For Profit 32
Non-Profit 68

The school-age child care programs provided a 
variety of child care options. Over three-fourths of 
the programs offered care both before and after school 
on a daily basis as shown in Table 5. The majority of 
the programs offered care between the hours of 6:00 am
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and 6:00 pin- Summer care was offered by over 80% of 
the programs. Most of the programs offered care on 
days when school was not in session such as holidays 
and teacher's meetings, closing only 7 days per year. 
Table 3
Type of Cara Offered

TYPE CARE PERCENT
Before- and after-school 77
Between 6:00 and 7:00 AM 68
Between 5:30 and 6:00 PM 89
Summer care 82
No school days 80

The programs were housed in a variety of places as 
shown in Figure 2. Most often, the school-age child 
care program was located in a child care center or a 
public school. There were 8 participating YMCA 
programs. The remaining 14 programs included a wide 
range of program types. Two of the programs were 
church-sponsored, 2 of the programs were sponsored by 
non-profit organizations, 3 were sponsored by the 
YWCA, 3 had tribal sponsorship (Delaware and Witchita 
and Affiliated), and 1 program was sponsored by each 
of the following; an independent school, a 2-year
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college, a special needs school, and a school-age 
center.
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Figure 2 
School-Age Program by Sponsor

The population served by the school-age programs 
included all income levels (See Table 4). The 
majority of the programs included families with lower 
and lower-middle incomes. Middle-income families were 
represented in slightly less than half of the school- 
age child care programs. A small number of the 
programs stated they had families in the upper-middle 
income bracket and even fewer had families from the 
upper socio-economic level.
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Table 4
Family Income Range Served by Programs

INCOME PERCENT*
Lower, Lower-middle 67
Middle 44
Upper-middle 15
Upper 10

*Programs served multiple income ranges so 
sums to more than 100%

The School-age child care programs that 
participated in the telephone interview (N=65) served 
2021 children in the first through fifth grades each 
day. Table 5 describes regulatable features of the 
programs including enrollment, group size, and adult- 
to-child ratio. The programs were of moderate size 
with ratios well below that required by Oklahoma 
licensing (1 adult for every 20 school-age children). 
All 3 variables had a large range suggesting that 
these school-age child care programs were diverse.
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Table 5
Program Quality Means and s-t-»rî T̂»d. Deviations
REGULATABLE
FEATURES

M SO
Enrollment 36.99 29.39
Group Size 22.52 8.50
Ratio 13. 66 4.17

Directors
Approximately 91% of the directors surveyed were 

female- A large majority of the directors were 
Caucasian as shown in Table 6. Minorities were 
represented by 19% of the program directors.

The directors ranged in age from early twenties 
to late sixties. Approximately 70% of these directors 
were married. Almost 80% of the program directors 
reported school-age child care program incomes less 
than $20,000 per year and slightly over a quarter 
reported income under $10,000.
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Table 6
Ethnicity of Program Director and. Staff

Ethnicity
Director
N

(N=58)
%

Staff
N

(N=52)
%

Caucasian 47 81 38 74
African-
American

6 10 3 6

Latina/o-
American

3 5 7 13

Native
American

1 2 1 2

Asian
American

1 2 0 0

Biracial 0 0 1 2
Other 0 0 2 4

On average, the directors had been in the school- 
age child care field for approximately 9 years, and in 
their current position as program director for a 
little under 5 years.

There was wide variation in the level of 
education completed by the directors, as shown in 
Table 7. Ten directors held only a high school 
diploma, while 6 directors had completed a graduate 
degree. The most common educational level was a four- 
year degree. The second most common educational level 
was a high school diploma.
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Table 7
Descriptive Information about Program Directors and
Staff

Director
(N=58)
Mean

SO
Staff
(N=52)
Mean

SO
Age^ 3.64 1.12 2. 93 1.31
Income^ 2.41 1.76 1.36 .71
Experience 
in years

8.92 7.26 5.20 5.31

Years at
Current
Program

4.78 4.45 3.22 3.08

Education‘S 4.45 1.52 3.89 1.80
^l=under 20, 2=20-29, 3=30-39, 4=40-49, 5=50-59, 6=60+ 
^l=under $10,000, 2=$10,001-20,000, 3=$20,001-30,000, 
4=$30, 001-40,000, 5=$40,001-50,000, 6=$50,001-60,000, 
7=$60,001-70,000, 8=$70,001-80,000, 9=$80,001-90,000, 
10=$90,001-100,000, ll=over $100,000
‘̂l=less than high school, 2=high school, 3=vocational 
school, 4=some college, 5=2-year degree, 6=4-year 
degree, 7=graduate degree

Approximately half of the directors had received 
child care training and/or child development training, 
and over one-third had received administrative 
training (See Table 8).
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Table 8
Director Training

TYPE OF TRAINING N %
Child Development 44 56
Child Care 40 51
Administrative 28 35
State or National 
Certification 29 48

Professional
Orgsmization

22 37

Fifty—six percent of the program directors held a 
state or national certification. Less than 37% of the 
program directors were members of a professional 
organization.
Staff

Ninety percent of program staff were female. 
Almost three-fourths of the program staff were 
Caucasian and a little over one-fourth were minority 
as shown in Table 6. Fifty-four percent of the staff 
were married.

There was a wide range in completed education for 
the program staff, ranging from less than a high 
school diploma to a graduate degree. The most common 
education level for program staff was a two-year
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degree. Approximately 33% of the staff had received 
training in child development, and 39% had received 
training in child care. Thirty percent held a state 
teaching certification. Less than 15% were members of 
a professional organization. Over three-fourths of 
the staff surveyed reported incomes of less than 
$10,000 per year, and another 19% reported income 
between $10,000 and $20,000 (See Table 7). Seventy- 
four percent of the programs reported starting wages 
under 6 dollars per hour.
Families

Almost 80% of the families surveyed had a 
household income of $50,000 or less. Ten percent had 
a household income of less than $10,000 as shown in 
Table 9. The most common household income reported 
was between $10,000 and $20,000, reported by over one- 
fourth of the families.

Both parents' level of education ranged from less 
than a high school diploma to a graduate degree as 
shown in Table 9. For mothers, the most common level 
of education completed was some college, while a high 
school degree was the most common level of completed 
education for the fathers.
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Table 9
Descriptive Information for Program Families

Mother
Mean SD

Father
Mean SD

Child
Mean SD

Income^ 3.95 2.43 3.95 2.43
Education
Level^

4.05 1.58 3.54 1.65

Age 34.13 7.08 35.25 6.33 8.47 1.40
^l=under $10,000, 2=$10,001-20,000, 3=$20,001-30,000, 
4=$30,001-40,000, 5=$40,001-50,000, 6=$50,001-60,000, 
7=$60,001-70,000, 8=$70,001-80,000, 9=$80,001-90,000, 
10=$90,001-100,000, ll=over $100,000
*^l=less than high school, 2=high school, 3=vocational 
school, 4=some college, 5=2-year degree, 6=4-year 
degree, 7=graduate degree

Approximately 64% of the parents (N=305) surveyed 
were married. Almost 87% of the mothers and 8 9% of 
the fathers reported full time employment- The 
mother's average age was slightly less than that of 
the father.

Fifty-four percent of the children in the 
families surveyed (N=314) were female and 4 6% were 
male. Within the families, over 60% of the children 
were Caucasian as shown in Table 10. Minorities 
represented almost 40% of the children in the families 
surveyed. Seventy-eight percent of the children were
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between six and nine years of age (N=134) and 22% were 
between 10 and 12 years of age (N=37).
Table 10 
Ethnicity of Children in Programs (N=312)

N %
Caucasian 200 64
Latina/o American 7 2
Biracial 16 5
African American 32 10
Native American 56 18
Other 1 <1

Relations Between Program Quality Characteristics 
Structural Quality Measures

Pearson Product Moment Correlations were used to 
identify associations between structural measures of 
program quality. Program enrollment, group size, and 
adult-to-child ratio were positively correlated (See 
Table 11) . As program enrollment increased, so did 
the group size and the adult-to-child ratio. Program 
enrollment was also associated with director and staff 
professional development. As enrollment increased, 
the director's years of experience and level of 
education also increased. The program staff reported
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more experience, more education, and higher wages when 
the program enrollment was larger.

The director's experience and education level 
were positively associated. Both experience and 
education level of the director were positively 
associated with the experience and education level of 
the staff member. Director income was positively 
associated with staff member income. In other words, 
as director pay increased so did program staff pay. 
Director income was also positively associated with 
the number of different activities available on a 
weekly basis. Director training, however, was not 
significantly associated with any structural measures 
of quality.
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Table 11
Correlations for Structural Measures of Quality

PROGRAM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Enrollment 1.00

Group Size .48** 1.00

Ratio .35** .34** 1.00

DIRECTOR
Experience .37** -.02 .14 1.00

Education .26* -.13 -.01 .38** 1.00

Training -.23 -.17 -.20 -.10 -.10 1.00

Income .04 -.13 -.12 .25 .17 .25 1.00

STAFF MEMBER
Experience .38** .14 .13 .53** .33* -.17 -.27 1.00

Education .31* -.09 -.19 .55** .44** -.09 .04 .51** 1.00

Training -.14 -.01 -.20 -.10 -.08 .08 .28 -.34* -.16 1.00

Income .33* -.07 -.09 .25 .19 .05 .32* .06 .30* .12

VO00

**=p<.01, *=p<.05



As the staff member's level of education 
increased so did the pay. Staff members that had more 
education received higher pay from their school-age 
child care program. Similar to the program director- 
professional development characteristics, staff 
experience and level of education were positively 
correlated. The longer a staff member had worked in 
the field, the higher the level of reported education. 
Staff experience, however, was negatively associated 
with staff training. In other words, as program staff 
reported more years of experience, they reported less 
yearly training.
Process Quality

Pearson Product Moment Correlations were used to 
identify associations between global quality (as 
ranked by SAGERS) and other process measures of 
quality (See Table 12). The process measures of 
quality used in this study were significantly 
associated. Global quality had a strong, positive 
relationship with both adult-child interaction 
measures. Specifically, school-age child care staff 
related more positively with the children, responded 
better to the children's needs, encouraged choice and 
responsibility, interacted in ways that help them
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learn, and guided their behavior positively when 
global quality was ranked higher. The NSACA 
interaction measure and the SACERS interaction measure 
were also positively correlated. The process measure 
activities available was positively correlated with 
global quality and staff-child interaction as ranked 
by the SACERS instrument. That is, as the number of 
activities available on a weekly basis increased, so 
did the global quality of the program and the positive 
staff-child interactions.
Table 12 
Correlations of Process Measures of Quality

PROCESS
QUALITY

1 2 3

Global
Quality 1.00
SACERS
Interaction

.85** 1.00

NSACA
Interaction .75** .86** 1.00
Activities
Available

.34* .27* .22
*=p<.05, **=p<.01, ***=p<.001 

Structural and Process Interrelationships
Next, interrelationships between structural and 

process measures of quality were examined (See Table 
13). The process quality measure global quality
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(SACERS total) was positively associated with the 
structural measure of quality program enrollment. As 
enrollment increased, so did global quality rankings. 
The other regulatable features of quality, group size 
and adult-child ratio, were not found to be associated 
with global quality as was the case in the child care 
studies reported earlier (Howes et al., 1992). A 
trend toward an association between the director's 
education level and the program's global quality 
ranking was also identified.

Both measures of adult-child interaction were not 
found to be associated with any structural measures of 
quality in this study. This finding resonates with 
that of Kontos and Dunn (1993) in which their 
structural measures of program quality were unrelated 
to teacher-child interactions. The final process 
measure of quality, available activities, was 
correlated with structural measures of quality. As 
the director's compensation increased, the number of 
activities available also increased. A trend between 
director training and activities available surfaced as 
well. As the amount of training reported increased, 
so did the number of activities available. Similar 
findings for staff were also evident. Both training
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and compensation of staff members showed a trend 
toward association with the process measure activities 
available. Staff experience was positively correlated 
with activities available. That is, as the number of 
activities available increased, the number of years of 
experience reported by the program staff also 
increased.
Table 13

of Quality

Structural
Regulatables

Global
Quality

SACERS
Inter.

Process
NSACA
Inter.

Activities
Available

Enrollment .26* .09 .001 -.07
Ratio -.03 -.03 -.04 -.04
Group size .13 .10 .01 -.07
Director
Experience .10 .03 .002 .08
Education .25* -.01 -.13 -.01
Training — .08 -.02 -.01 .24*
Compensation . 12 .03 -.02 .40**
Staff
Experience . 15 . 12 .05 .36*
Education . 14 -.03 -.09 —. 12
Training .27 . 14 .05 .23*
Compensation -.02 -.21 -.21 .29*
^=p<.10, *=p<. 05, * *=p<.01
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Predictions of Process Measures of Quality
Next, a multiple regression was completed to 

ascertain which structural and process measures of 
quality predict global quality (See Table 14). The 
correlations discussed above indicate the size of the 
school-age child care program, a structural measure of 
quality, was associated with the program's global 
quality. A trend was also identified between director 
education and program global quality. Finally, NSACA 
staff-child interaction and activities available, both 
process measures of quality, were positively 
associated with global quality. To determine the 
predictive value, a multiple regression was performed. 
The regression analysis indicated these variables were 
powerful predictors of school-age child care program 
global quality. Seventy percent of the observed 
variation in the global quality scores was explained 
by multiple regression on the aforementioned quality 
measures. All quality measures were significant 
predictors of global quality.
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Table 14
Multiple Regressions Predictlnq Process Quality

Global
Quality

Model
B df F

NSACA
Staff-child
Interaction

.70 .73*** 4,51 30.06***

Director
Education

.29**

Activities
Available

.21*

Enrollment .16*

*=p<.05, **=p<.01, ***=p<.001
Child Perspectives and Quality 

Question 2 sought to identify relationships 
between children's perspectives of their school-age 
child care program and program quality. First, 
relations between program quality measures and 
children's perspectives were examined using Pearson 
Product Moment correlations.
Child Perspective of Quality

The perspective of the child was measured using 
two different questionnaires, a questionnaire 
addressing the social-emotional climate of the program 
(ASES) and a questionnaire addressing environmental
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quality (NSACA). The instrument measuring the social- 
emotional climate of the program averaged 3.07 (SD = 
.43) suggesting the children felt the program climate 
met their needs most of the time. The instrument 
measuring the environmental quality averaged 3.48 (SD 
= .53) which may be interpreted to mean the children 
thought the program was good most of the time. Both 
questionnaires were significantly associated with 
structural measures of quality^ but not process 
measures of quality (See Table 15). For both 
questionnaires, as the adult-to-child ratio became 
smaller, the child reports became more positive. The 
same relationship surfaced for group size. The 
smaller the group size, the better the reports from 
the children about their school-age child care 
programs. The NSACA questionnaire was also positively 
associated with staff training. As the yearly 
training received by the staff increased the 
children's reports of their program were more 
positive.
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Table 15
Correlations among Children's Perspectives, Program 
Quali^ Indicators, and Children's Characteristics

Structural
Features

Social-Emotional 
Climate (ASES)

Quality
Environment
(NSACA)

Group Size -.25** -.34**
Ratio -.23** -.26**
Staff Training . 06 .16*
Process Features 
Global Quality .09 -.06
SACERS Interaction -.02 -.08
NSACA Interaction .04 -.08
Activities
Available .09 .10
Child
Characteristics
Age -.14^ -.25**
GenderT-- T-TT-- ;---— rr-- r -.04 .001
=p<.10, *=p<.05, **=p<.01

It should be noted that both child questionnaires 
were positively correlated with the questionnaire 
completed by the child's parent with regard to the 
school-age program (ASES: r=.16, £<.05; NSACA: r=.17, 
£<.05). These findings echo those of Rosenthal and 
Vandell in their 1996 study of school-age child care
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programs. Family demographics were not related to the 
perspectives of the child, however.
Predictions of Child Perceptions

The aforementioned correlations indicate that the 
structural measures of quality, adult-to-child ratio, 
group size, and staff training were related to the 
child'̂  s perceptions of the school-age child care 
program quality (as measured by NSACA). To determine 
the unique contribution of each, a multiple regression 
was performed (See Table 16). The model predicted a 
small percentage of the variance with group size 
having the only significant beta weight. In other 
words, when group sizes in the school-age child care 
programs were smaller, children liked the program 
better.
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Table 16
Child Perspectives Multiple Regressions

Environmental Model
Quality__________ Rf_____B_______ df_______ F________
Group .14 -.28** 2,164 13.09**
Size
Ratio -.14
Staff .12
training
Social-
Emotional
Climate
Group .09 -.17* 2,166 8.14**
Size
Ratio -.20*
*=p<.05, **=p<.01

A multiple regression was performed to predict 
the child perspective of the social-emotional climate 
as measured by ASES from the structural measures ratio 
and group size (See Table 16). Both variables were 
significant predictors of the social-emotional 
climate. Children gave their school-age child care 
program a higher ranking when adult-to-child ratios 
and group sizes were smaller. Only 9% of the variance 
was explained by the combined structural quality 
measures, however.
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Child Characteristics and Quality 
Question 3 examined children's characteristics 

age and gender in relation to their perspective of the 
school-age child care program and in relation to 
program quality. For this question, two types of data 
analyses were used, correlations and a MANOVA.
Child Characteristics and Child Perceptions of Quality 

First, Pearson Product Moment correlations were 
completed (See Table 15). The children's perspective 
of program quality was examined in relation to age and 
gender to identify possible associations between the 
two as suggested by Posner and Vandell (1999).

Children's age was significantly associated with 
the children's perceptions of program quality (NSACA 
questionnaire). A trend was identified between 
children's age and children's perceptions of the 
social-emotional climate of the school-age child care 
program (ASES questionnaire). In both instances, 
older children had less positive perspectives of the 
program. Children's gender was not significantly 
associated with their perspective of program quality 
as ranked by either questionnaire.
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MANOVA
The correlation of the two questionnaires 

completed by the children was .64, p<.01. A 2 
(gender) by 4 (age) MANOVA with social-emotional 
climate and environmental quality questionnaires as 
the dependent variables was computed. The 
multivariate analysis revealed a significant main 
effect for age (Wilks Lambda = .90, F (6,288) = 2.55, 
£<.01, t)=.05). Univariate analyses indicated the age 
effect was significant only for the environmental 
quality questionnaire.

The Scheffe post hoc test was performed to 
identify the location of the differences. A 
significant difference was identified between second 
grade and third grade (mean difference = .34, £<.05) 
and between second grade and the combined fourth and 
fifth grade (mean difference = .35, £<.05). A trend 
was identified between first grade and third grade 
(mean difference = .31, £<.10) and between first grade 
and the combined fourth and fifth grade (mean 
difference = .31, £<.10). In other words, children of 
different ages answered the questionnaire differently. 
These findings were similar to those of Elliott (1998) 
who discovered different reports based on age as well;
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older children in her study ranked programs lower than 
their younger counterparts. The independent variable 
age accounted for a small portion of the significant 
variance in the environmental quality questionnaire.
No other significant main effects or interactions were 
discovered.
Table 17

Quality

Age Group Program Quality 
(NSACA)
M SD

Social-
Climate
M

Emotional
(ASES)
SD

First Grade 3.58 .47 3.12 .33
Second Grade 3.65 .50 3.18 .35
Third Grade 3.31 .65 3. 02 .59
Fourth/Fifth 
Grade

3.30 .44 3.01 .39

Children's Development and Quality 
Question four attempted to identify associations 

between structural and process measures of quality and 
child outcomes. Consistent with the bioecological 
model of human development, family characteristics, 
child characteristics, environment, and time were 
considered when the data were analyzed.
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Child Behavior Problems and Quality
First, family characteristics were examined in 

relation to the children's problem behavior. As the 
child's behavior problems increased, the father's 
education level decreased (See Table 18). Father's 
education level was the only family characteristic 
found to be significantly correlated with child 
behavior in these analyses. Because of the large 
amount of missing data for the fathers, father's 
education level was not included in additional 
analyses.

Relations between children's development and 
program quality were then examined. Parents completed 
a questionnaire regarding their child's problem 
behaviors. A total score was then used to measure the 
associations between children's behavior and program 
quality. As previously stated, the child outcome 
measure of problem behaviors was associated with 
father's education level. Problem behaviors were 
negatively associated with staff training and adult- 
child interaction (See Table 18). As the amount of 
yearly training received by the staff increased, 
parental reports of children's behavior problems 
decreased. Furthermore, as the quality of the adult-
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child interaction (as measured by SACERS interaction) 
increased, parental reports of behavior problems of 
the child decreased.
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Table 18
Child Behavior Problems and Quality

Family Characteristics Behavior Problems
Marital Status -.05
Household Income — .06
Mother Education -.09
Father Education -.15*
Process Quality 
Global Quality -.09
SACERS Interaction -.11*
NSACA Interaction -.07
Activities Available .000
Structural Quality 
Group Size .007
Ratio .09
Enrollment . 03
Director Education -.06
Director Experience -.08
Director Training . 03
Director Compensation -.05
Staff Education -.04
Staff Experience -.02
Staff Training -.18**
Staff Compensation .03
*=p<.05, **=p<,01 
Prediction of Child Behavior Problems
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Next, a multiple regression was performed to 
determine the predictive value of the school-age child 
care program quality measures on the behavior problems 
of children who attend these programs. The quality 
measures staff training and staff-child interactions 
were included in the regression because they were 
significantly correlated with children's problem 
behavior. As previously mentioned, the family 
characteristic father's education was excluded from 
this analysis due to the large amount of missing data 
for the variable. Because marital status, mother's 
education, and household income were all significantly 
correlated with father's education, - they were included 
in a multiple regression in hopes of identifying a 
proxy for father's education. None of the three 
family predictors were viable alternatives. Finally, 
the child characteristics gender and age were not 
included in the analysis due to their lack of 
association with children's problem behaviors. The 
multiple regression was performed, therefore, with 
only the two quality measures mentioned above.
Together, the program quality variables predicted only 
a small portion of the variance in parental reports of 
child behavior (See Table 19). Only the beta weight
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for staff training was significant- Therefore, 
programs with less desirable program characteristics 
had children with more behavior problems.
Table 19
Predictions of Child Behavior Problems

Child
Behavior
Problems

Model
B df F

Staff
Training .04 -.17** 2,267 5.67**
Adult-
Child
Interact -.10^
=p<-10, *=p<-05, **=p<.01
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Chapter 5
The purpose of this study was to examine the 

interrelationships of the many characteristics that 
may contribute to the quality of school-age child care 
and to examine, from an ecological perspective, 
school-age child care as it relates to children's 
development.

Goal 1
The first goal of the study was to examine the 

interrelationships among the various characteristics 
of quality in school-age child care programs. Several 
patterns, as well as connections among the patterns, 
emerged. Compensation was related to global quality 
which was related to enrollment (program size) which 
was related to compensation. The relevance of this is 
twofold: the confirmation that many program 
characteristics contribute to the level of quality, 
and the reality that one combination of program 
characteristics may be better than another in creating 
a high quality program.

The first pattern identified was that of 
compensation and quality. When director pay 
increased, staff pay increased as well. As staff
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education level increased, their pay did also. The 
quality characteristic activities available (the 
number of available activities on a weekly basis) was 
also related to compensation. A greater variety of 
weekly activities was positively associated with 
higher director income. In other words, when the 
director was paid more, the level of quality 
increased. These findings contribute to the growing 
research base to date on compensation in the field of 
child care (Howes et al., 1992; Phillips et al., 1991; 
Scarr et al., 1994).

The second pattern was the relationship between 
adult-child interaction, global quality, and the 
variety of activities available. As the global 
quality increased so did the quality of the adult- 
child interaction as ranked by two different 
instruments. Global quality was also positively 
associated with activities. As the number of 
activities available each week increased, so did 
global quality. These findings are similar to those 
of Kontos and Dunn (1993) in their child care study of 
program quality and teacher beliefs and practices.
They discovered programs that ranked higher in global 
quality tended to provide more types of activities and
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more positive teacher-child interactions. The adult- 
child interaction measured using SACERS interactions 
was also positively correlated with activities. These 
findings echo those of Rosenthal and Vandell (1996) in 
which adult-child interaction was positively 
associated with the variety of activities available in 
the school-age child care program. Once again, it 
wasn't the specific type of activity, but the number 
of different activities that was related to other 
process quality measures (Rosenthal & Vandell, 1996).

The identified relationship among global quality, 
staff-child interactions, and activities available has 
powerful implications for our understanding of quality 
programming in the field of school-age child care.
The abovementioned relationship confirms that in 
isolation one program feature will not ensure a 
quality program. There are many program features that 
together are associated with the creation of a quality 
program. In other words, a combination of quality 
features are needed for quality programming. 
Furthermore, there is not one right way to implement a 
quality school-age child care program, but there are 
important criteria to include in the development and 
implementation of a quality program. The quality
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characteristics identified in this study (positive 
adult-child interactions, variety of activities 
available, compensation, and program size) should be 
considered when developing a school-age child care 
program.

The third pattern that emerged centered around 
the structural quality measure program enrollment. 
Program enrollment, when teamed with other structural 
and process measures of quality, predicted global 
quality. Furthermore, programs with larger 
enrollments had directors with more years of 
experience and more completed education and staff 
members with more experience, a higher level of 
completed education, and higher wages. Programs with 
larger enrollments have larger budgets. Larger 
budgets may provide more opportunities to invest in 
quality human resources through higher wages as 
suggested by the relationship between level of 
education and compensation previously identified.

This study identified interrelationships among 
the various characteristics of quality in school-age 
child care programs. Although a causal relationship 
may not be identified due to the nature of the study 
(correlational), these results suggest the nature of
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the aforementioned relationships should be examined 
further in future research.

Goal 2
The second goal of this study was to examine 

associations between characteristics of the school-age 
program and children's feelings about the program. As 
in Rosenthal and Vandell's (1996) study examining 
third, fourth, and fifth grade children's perspective 
about their experience in their school-age child care 
program, this study examined children's perspectives 
of their school-age programs by grade level. This 
study extended the research by including the 
perspective of both younger and older children (first 
through fifth grade children).

The children's perspectives were associated with 
structural measures of quality, as in the Rosenthal 
and Vandell (1996) study. The children rated programs 
lower that had more children per adult and larger 
groups of children. Adult-to-child ratio has been 
linked to quality in other school-age child care 
program studies (Pierce et al., 1995). In this study, 
ratio and group size contributed to the ability to 
predict child perceptions of program quality. The 
availability of adults for these children may be quite
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important. Children may feel more comfortable when 
more adults are available in the school-age child care 
program. Furthermore, parents' reports echoed those 
of their children. Parents ranked programs lower when 
the programs had bigger group sizes and larger numbers 
of children enrolled. The parent reports in the 1996 
study by Rosenthal and Vandell were similar, for when 
adult-child ratios were higher parent reports were 
more negative. Furthermore, these parent reports 
paralleled the beliefs of their children as in the 
present study.

The present study sought to build upon the 
existing empirical base by including the perspectives 
of parents in the study and add to the existing 
research in the field by including the perspectives of 
both younger and older children. The findings of the 
present study contribute to the beliefs of Rosenthal 
and Vandell (1996) that parents provide an important 
perspective into the school-age child care experience. 
The present study suggests parents may be valuable 
contributors in program evaluation efforts, curriculum 
planning, and policy development.

As suggested in the bioecological model, a 
stronger understanding of the proximal process may

110



emerge if considered bi-directionally. The 
perspectives of school-age children in the first 
through the fifth grades provided valuable insight for 
this study. As Rosenthal and Vandell (1996) 
suggested, school-age children should be included in 
future research. School-age children should also be 
included in curriculum planning as the NSACA standards 
for program improvement and accreditation suggest. 
Children are valuable resources, and school-age child 
care programs may greatly benefit from their 
creativity, knowledge, and ideas.

Goal 3
Research in the field of school-age child care 

suggested considering the child characteristics age 
and gender when examining child-related outcomes in 
future research (Posner & Vandell, 1994). This is 
consistent with the bioecological framework which also 
suggests considering child characteristics when 
examining developmental outcomes. Researchers 
furthermore proposed the inclusion of younger school- 
age children in future research about program 
perspective. The third goal of the study extended and 
expanded the research base by examining both younger 
and older school-age children'^ s perspectives based
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upon their grade level and gender in relation to 
program quality. Differences were apparent for age 
(defined by grade level) but not for gender.

The perspective of the child and the age of the 
child were related. Second grade children ranked 
programs more positively than older children. 
Furthermore, there was a trend suggesting a similar 
difference between first grade children and third 
grade children and fourth and fifth grade children. 
These results lead to an important question for future 
research: Why do younger children rank programs better 
than older children? Posner and Vandell (1999) 
discovered children of different ages spent their time 
after school differently. One could speculate the 
activities available at the school-age child care 
program are better suited for the younger children and 
therefore not as appealing for the older children. Or 
younger children might be easier to satisfy than older 
children. Future research should consider exploring 
the reasons behind this difference, for programs may 
better meet all children's needs if they are better 
understood.
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Goal 4
A bioecological perspective was used in the 

examination of the behavior of children who attend 
school-age child care programs of varying quality.
The findings contribute to the existing research base 
on school-age child care quality and child outcomes 
(Jacobs et al., 1991; Miller, 1995; Pierce et al., 
1999; Posner & Vandell, 1994, 1999).

Similar to the Pierce et al. (1999) study, this 
study hypothesized that quality and children's 
behavior would be associated. Associations to support 
this hypothesis were identified, for associations of 
both process and structural measures of quality were 
related to the problem behaviors of the children as 
rated by their parents. The quality of adult-child 
interactions decreased as children's problem behaviors 
increased. In other words, children in programs with 
better adult-child interaction had fewer behavior 
problems. Furthermore, as the amount of yearly 
training received by program staff increased, child 
behavior problems decreased. Phillips and his 
colleagues (1999) found positive associations between 
training and higher quality care as well. These 
findings lend credibility to the idea that training
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may be an effective and economical way to prepare 
people to work in the field of school-age child care. 
Furthermore, quality interactions with caring adults 
in school-age programs may be an important component 
in the developing school-age child's life.

Implications for Policy and Practice 
For each recommendation, implications for both 

policy and practice will be discussed. Training for 
both school-age child care program directors and staff 
members is needed in the state of Oklahoma. More 
specifically, school-age professionals need training 
opportunities each year in child development of the 
school-age child, curriculum planning and 
implementation, and administration. These training 
opportunities must be accessible to all school-age 
professionals across the state. At the state level, 
licensing requirements should reflect training and 
educational experiences that are appropriate for 
professionals in the field of school-age child care. 
The requirements for the director should not only 
include yearly training expectations, but require 
completed formal education as well.

The second recommendation is related to school- 
age child care program director and staff member
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compensation. As the requirements for the profession 
become more stringent, the compensation must increase. 
School-age professionals must be valued for the 
important role they play in the lives of school-age 
children, and therefore compensated accordingly. This 
may be accomplished through two avenues. First, the 
state must earmark funds for programs for children 
during out-of-school time. All children needing care 
before- and after-school must have access to quality 
care, and money should not be a barrier for them. 
Furthermore, school-age professionals should be 
provided benefits and fair pay. Second, the state 
must educate the public about the importance of out- 
of-school time and options for children and youth 
during out-of-school time.

Limitations 
The reader must consider the following 

limitations when interpreting the results of this 
study. First, the data were collected from programs 
that had received start-up or expansion grants from 
the Oklahoma State Department of Human Services 
Division of Child Care. This may have contributed the 
quality of these programs, and may not accurately 
represent the school-age child care programs in the
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State of Oklahoma. Furthermore, because the study 
included only those programs in the state of Oklahoma, 
caution must be taken when generalizing the results. 
Finally, the low participation rate by program 
families should also be considered as a possible 
limitation.

In conclusion, the results of this study 
contributed to the research base on school-age child 
care by identifying interrelationships among 
structural and process measures of quality. This 
information will prove useful for future research, as 
well as for policy-makers, curriculum developers and 
practitioners. Furthermore, it extended and expanded 
past research in several ways. First, this study 
included the perspective of the younger child (six, 
seven, and eight years), which proved valuable in the 
current study. These results should encourage 
researchers, as well as practitioners, to include the 
perspectives of all school-age child care program 
members. Next, this study identified associations 
between school-age program quality and child outcomes, 
reinforcing the importance of quality programming for 
our children and youth during out-of-school time.

116



References
Belle, D. (1997). Varieties of self-care: A 

qualitative look at children's experiences in the 
after-school hours. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 43(3), 
478-496.

Berk, L. (1985). Relationships of educational 
attainment, child-oriented attitudes, hob 
satisfaction, and career commitment to caregiver 
behavior toward children. Child Care Quarterly, 14, 
103-129.

Berman, B. D., Winkleby, M., Chesterman, E., & 
Boyce, W. T. (1992), After-school child care and self­
esteem in school-age children. Pediatrics, 89(4), 654- 
659.

Blank, H., Schulman, K., & Ewan, D. (1999). Key 
facts: Essential information about child care, early 
education, and school-age care. District of Columbia: 
Mott Foundation.

Booth, A. (1992). Preface. In A. Booth (Ed.), 
Child care in the 1990*’s: Trends and consequences (p. 
ix). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Bronfenbrenner, U. (1979). The ecology of human 
development: Experiements by nature and design. 
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Bronfenbrenner, U. & Morris, P. A. (1998). The 
ecology of developmental processes. In R.M. Lerner 
(Ed.), Handbook of Child Psychology, 5̂  ̂edition: 
Theory (vol. 1)(pp. 993-1028). NY: Wiley.

Bryant, B. K. (1985). The neighborhood walk: 
Sources of support in middle childhood. Monographs of 
the Research in Child Development, 50 (3, Serial no. 
210) .

Clarke-Stewart, A. (1985, May) . What features 
mean for children's development. Paper presented at 
the meeting of the American association for the 
advancement of science, Los Angeles, CA.

117



Clarke-Stewart, A. (1992). Consequences of child 
care for children's development. In A, Booth (Ed.), 
Child care in the 1990*s: Trends and consequences (pp. 
63-82). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Coltin, L. (1999). Enriching children's out-of­
school time. (Report No. EDO-PS-99-4). Champaign, XL: 
ERIC Clearinghouse on Elementary and Early Childhood 
Education. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 
429 737)

Eccles, J. S. (1999). The development of children 
ages 6-14. The Future of Children, 9 (2), 30-44.

Elliot, A. (1998). Care programs for school-age 
children in Australia. Childhood Education, 74(6), 
386-391.

Erikson, E. H. (1985). Childhood and society. New 
York: Norton and Company.

Fink, D. B. (1990). School age childcare in 
America: Findings of a 1988 study (Action research 
paper no. 3). Wellesley, MA: SACCProject, Wellesley 
College, Center for Research on Women.

Galambos, N. L. & Maggs, J. L. (1991). Out-of- 
school care of young adolescents and self-reported 
behavior. Developmental Psychology, 27(4), 644-655.

Galansky, E., O'Donnell, N. S . ,  Beyea, B. &
Boose, J. (1998, March). The Florida child care 
guality improvement study. Florida: Family and Work 
Institute.

Godfrey, M. K., Lindauer, S., Austin, A. (1991, 
April). Assessing children's perceptions of non- 
parental child care. Poster presented at the biennial 
meeting of the society for research in child 
development, Seattle, Washington.

Halpern, R. (1999). After-school programs for 
low-income children: Promise and challenges. The 
Future of Children, 9 (2), 81-95.

118



Haskins, R. (1992). Is anything more important 
than day care quality? In A. Booth (Ed.), Child care 
in the 1990's: Trends and consequences (pp. 101-115). 
Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Harms, T., Jacobs, E., & White, D. (1996). 
School-age care environment rating scale. New York: 
Teachers College Press.

Hobbs, B. B. & Chang, J. I. (1995, Nov.) What are 
the school-age child care needs of families in rural 
communities? Paper presented at the annual conference 
of the national council on family relations, Portland, 
OR.

Howes, C. (1990, March) . Can the age of entry 
into child care and the quality of childcare predict 
adjustment in kindergarten? Developmental Psychology,

292-303.
Howes, C., Matheson, C. C., & Hamilton, C. E. 

(1994) . Maternal, teacher, and child care history 
correlates of children's relationships with peers. 
Child Development, 65, 264-273.

Howes, C. & Olenick, M. (1986). Family and child 
care influences on toddler compliance. Child 
Development, 57, 202-216.

Howes, C., Olenick, M., & Der-Kiureghian, T.
(1987). After school child care in an elementary 
school: Social development and continuity and 
complementarity of programs. The Elementary School 
Journal, 88, 93-103.

Howes, C., Phillips, D. A. & Whitebook, M. (1992, 
April). Thresholds of quality: Implications for the
social development of children in center-based 
childcare. Child Development, 63, 449-460.

Howes, C. & Smith, E. W. (1995). Relations among 
childcare quality, teacher behavior, children's play 
activities, emotional security, and cognitive activity 
in childcare. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 10, 
381-404.

119



Jacobs, E., White, D., Baillargeon, M., & 
Betsalel-Presser, R. (1991, June). School-age 
childcare: A preliminary report. Paper presented at
the annual conference of the Canadian society 
for the study of education, Kingston, Ontario.

Kagan, S. L. (1991) . Examining profit and 
nonprofit child care: An odyssey of quality and 
auspices. Journal of Social Issues, 47 (2), 87-104.

Kohlberg, L- (1984). The psychology of moral 
development: The nature and validity of moral stages. 
NY: Harper and Row.

Kontos, S. & Dunn, L. (1993). Caregiver practices 
and feliers in child care varying in developmental 
appropriateness and quality. Advances in Early 
Education and Day Care, 5, 53-74.

Krug, A. J. & Pilat, M. (1993, April). Variations 
on a Theme: A comparison of a school-age childcare 
curriculum in school and non-school settings. Paper 
presented at the annual conference of the American 
educational research association.

Lamb, M. E. (1998). Nonparental child care: 
Context, quality, correlates, and consequences. In I. 
Sigel & A. Renninger (Eds.), Handbook of Child 
Psychology, 5̂ *̂ ed. : Child Psychology in Practice (vol. 
4) (pp. 73-133). New York: J. Wiley.

Marshall, N. L., Coll, C. G., Marx, F. McCartney, 
K., Keefe, N. & Ruh, F. (1997). After-school time and 
children's behavioral adjustment. Merrill-Palmer 
Quarterly, 43(3), 497-514.

Marx, F. (1990). School-age childcare in America: 
Final report of a national provider survey. Wellesley, 
MA: SACCProject, Wellesley College, Center for 
Research on Women.

Maslow, A. H. (1968). Toward a psychology of 
being (2“̂  ̂ed.). Princeton, NJ; Van Nostrand.

Mayesky, M. E. (1980). A study of academic 
effectiveness in a public school day care program. Phi 
Delta Kappan, 62, 284-285.

120



Miller, B. M. (1995). Out-of-school time; Effects 
on learning in the primary grades (action research 
paper no. 4). Wellesley, MA: National Institute on 
Out-of-School Time (formerly SACCProject), Wellesley 
College Center for Research on Women.

Miller, B. M. & Marx, F. (1990). Afterschool 
arrangements in middle childhood: A review of the 
literature (action research paper no. 2). Wellesley, 
MA: SACCProject, Wellesley College Center for Research 
on Women.

Miller, B. M., O' Conner, S., Sirignano, S. W., & 
Joshi, P. (1996). Out-of-school time in three low- 
income communities. Wellesley, MA: Wellesley College 
Center for Research on Women.

O' Conner, S., Gannett, E., Heenan, C., & Wheeler, 
K. (1998). Advancing school-age child care quality. 
Wellesley, Mass: National Institute on Out-of-School 
Time.

Peisner-Feinberg, E. S., Burchinal, M. R., 
Clifford, R. M., Culkin, M.L., Howes, C., Kagan, S.L., 
Yazejian, N., Byler, P., Rustici, J.& , Zelazo, J. 
(1999). The children of the Cost, Quality, & Outcomes 
Study, go to school: Executive summary. Chapel Hill,
NC: Frank Porter Graham Child Development Center.

Pettit, G. S., Laird, R. D., Bates, J. E., & 
Dodge, K. A. (1997). Patterns after-school care in 
middle childhood: Risk factors and developmental
outcomes. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 43(3), 515-538.

Phillips, D. A., Howes, C., & Whiteebook, M.
(1991). Child care as an adult work environment. 
Journal of Social Issues, 47, 49-70.

Phillips, D. A., McCartney, K. & Scarr, S.
(1987). Childcare quality and children's social 
development. Developmental Psychology, 23, 537-543.

121



Pierce, K. M., Hamm, J. V., Sisco, C. & Gmeinder, 
K. (1995, March}. A comparison of formal after-school 
program types. Poster presented at the biennial 
meeting of the society for research in child 
development, Indianapolis, IN.

Pierce, K, M., Hamm, J. V., & Vandell, D. L.
(1999). Experiences in after-school programs and 
children's adjustment in first-grade classrooms. Child 
Development, 70(3), 756-767.

Posner, J. K. & Vandell, D. L. (1994). Low-income 
children's after-school care: Are there beneficial
effects of after school programs? Child Development, 
65, 440-456.

Posner, J. K. & Vandell, D. L. (1999). After­
school activities and the development of low-income 
urban children: A longitudinal study. Developmental 
Psychology, 35 (3), 868-879.

Rodman, H., Pratto, D. J., Nelson, R. S. (1985). 
Childcare arrangements and children's functioning: A 
comparison of self-care and adult-care children. 
Developmental Psychology, 21(3), 413-418.

Roman, J. (Ed.). (1998). The NSACA standards for
quality school-age care. Boston: National School-Age 
Care Alliance.

Rosenthal, R. & Vandell, D. L. (1996). Quality of 
care at school-aged child-care programs: Regulatable 
features, observed experiences, child perspectives, 
and parent perspectives. Child Development, 67, 2434- 
2445.

Scarr, S., Eisenberg, M. & Deater-Deckard, K. 
(1994). Measurement of quality in child care centers. 
Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 9, 131-151.

Seppanen, P., deVries, D., & Seligson, M. (1993). 
National study of before- and after-school programs. 
Washington, D.C.: Office of Policy and Planning, U.S. 
Department of Education.

122



Towell, B. R. & Tsuji, G. K. (1990). School-aqed 
childcare programs : A review of the literature.
Torontor Canada: Ontario Department of Education.

Urban Institute (2000) . America*'s after-school 
choice: The prime time for juvenile crime or youth 
enrichment and achievement. Washington, DC: Fight 
Crime: Invest in Kids.

Vandell, D. L. & Corasaniti, M. A. (1988) . The 
relation between third graders' after-school care and 
social, academic, and emotional functioning. Child 
Development, 59, 868-875.

Vandell, D. L., Henderson, V. K., & Wilson, K. S. 
(1987, April). A follow-up study of children in 
excellent, moderate, and poor quality day care. Paper 
presented at the biennial meeting of the society for 
research in child development in Baltimore, MD.

Vandell, D. L. & Powers, C. (1983). Day care 
quality and children's free play activities. American 
Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 53, 493-500.

Vandell, D. L. & Ramanan, J. (1991). Children of 
the national longitudinal survey of youth: Choices in 
after-school care and child development. Developmental 
Psychology 27(4), 637-643.

Vandell, D. L. & Su, H. (1999). Child care and 
school-age children. Young Children, 54(6), 62-71.

Vandell, D. L. & Wolfe, B. (2000). Child care 
quality: Does it matter and does it need to be 
improved? (full report). Madison, WI: Institiute for 
Research on Poverty, University of Wisconsin, Madison.

■Vygotsky, L. (1994). The problem of the 
environment. In Rene van der Veer and Jaan Valsiner 
(Eds.), The Vygotsky reader (pp. 338-354). Cambridge, 
Mass: Blackwell.

Vygotsky, L. (1978). Mind in society. Cambridge, 
Mass.: Harvard University Press.

123



Zaslow, M. J. (1991). Variation in child care 
quality and it's implications for children. Journal of 
Social Issues, 47(2), 125-138.

Zill, N. (1990). Behavior problems index based on 
parent report. Washington, D.C.: Child Trends, Inc.

124



Appendix A

125



DIRECTOR INFORMED CONSENT FORM 
EVALUATION OF SCHOOL-AGE CONTRACTS 

Univeist^ of ddahoma

I understand that:

The purpose of this research is to identify ways to improve the support 
received by school-age programs and increase our understanding of quality 
care fin* scho(d-age chüdren and youth. Stacy Dykstra is in. charge of the 
study and it has been fiinded hy the Oklahoma Department of Human 
Services Office of ChOd Care Findings fiom die stutfy will suggest ways 
for the Office of Child Care to improve ffimr &n<fing opporturûdes for 
sdiool-age programs, if  I have any questkms about the sturfy I can 
contact Stacy Dykstra <405-752-2027) orLoraine Dunn (405-325-1509). I 
may also contact the OU Office of Researdi Administration at 405-325- 
4757 Rh- questions about the rights of research participants.
I have partidpated in a phone interview'nduch includes die sdmol-age 
program, and the grant I received fiom die Oklahoma Department of 
Human Services Office of Child Care. I will cmnplete a questionnaire 
about my job as the (Erector of a schocd-age program and information 
about nybadrground.
A semw group leader in my faogram will ocmqplete a tpiesdonnairc about 
his/her background and eiqierieace working in sdKxd-age care. The senior 
group leader will also be observed while working in the school-age 
program.
Parental consent will be obtained for children attending the school-age 
program to participate in the stucfy. The children will complete two 
questionnaires rqgarding their befie& and fedings about the school-age 
program. The parents wdl conqdete a ftmily background questionnaire 
and a child bdiavior questionnaire.
Participation in the study is voluntary. My participation will not affect my 
employment, my school-age grant, or my program. I may change my mind 
about agreeh% to participate at any time ami withdraw mysdf and my 
center without penalty by contacting Stacy Dykstra at 405-752-2027.
All information received during the s tu ^  will be kept confid^itial and 
stored in a locked office. No names or identifying information will be 
released in the researdt reports.
My participation does not invdve any risks b^ond those encountered in 
everyday 1 ^  hfy questionnaires wiH take about 20 minutes to complete I 
will recdve a small gift (SIS) forhdptng vritii foe project.

_ Yes, I win partidpate in this study.

Partidpant's Name:___________________________ Date:
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SCHOOL-AGE PROGRAM TELEPHONE INTERVIEW

ARE YOU CURRENTLY SERVING SCHOOL-AGE CHILDREN? yes no 

WILL YOU PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY? yes no

HOW MANY (31ILOREN ARE ENROLLED? _____________

WHAT IS THE AVERAGE DAILY ATTEMDAMCB?_____________

QFAirnmnMAmif
WHAT TYPE OF GRANT DID YOU RECEIVE?. 

HOW IS/WAS THE MQMEYBEINO USED?___

HOW DID rrniPA CT YOUR PROGRAM?.

BOW DID THE GRANT APFBCrTKQOALirYOF YOUR PROGRAM?

HOW DID THE GRANT ACTBCr THE SAPBTr OP YOUR PROGRAM?
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PjPT O E G K A N T iggB C rB M M W IM R im

AREVOUUCSISBD? _______  iUDSYDIlEJŒMPrnOMLiCENSINGÎ.

DESCMBEYOORmOGRAMCQUBitlNfnr: 
l.nrinn 2.mnrf 3.wImAm

SOC»«OOIiQMICSrATI]SOFIBanESERVED(cinefealiflittind}p>:
l.kmr Zloww-eiddfe 3 .aid tfb  <«v|M M iddk & upper

AUSnCB:

5.YMCA.

S. oner

DO YDUIIAVE9AŒ USEK»B>ICK.'VQat.I»DaM M 7 
DO YOU SHAKEirOHKirYOintSEaaXUSIVELY? 
EXFLADC____________________  ____

WHATORGANIZAnMGiOVGMMBSyilULIIKWRAiir
DAYSOFOnKAllON;1.MosAi
2. 7 dbyi/wwic3.
HOURS OF OPERAHON: 

HOUDAYOrERAUGK

WHAT IS THE RATK) OF ADULTS TO CHDLORENIM THE 9CifOOL-AXæ 
C O P f O N E M ? _______________________

WKATBlHEPAYRAMOefORYOCnLSlAEP/IEACHEItS;________

WHAT IS THE LAMEST OROCJP OF GHILDKEN THAT ARE TOGETHER. IN ONE 
ARBAATONBHMBr____________________
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ĉontinued fmm/mwriauspagm

tw»iuieS>|TII— e i D l i — W*e«ueet*e#M#wmhe
e? Mfc ihaie other M̂iwotlndawK 

•  p a ttm d ta t

SfBFl—prM iJeiinfam w rt Annrifcr

dtcBmiySi
Sofffaloir

T In e k a
ibr 
Norinn

d. ScrfFencoiHi8p6Bèfa»ÿ*iiipet*edm 
geriovotvedia propam w en&

«rkuAff
S offiow »fi a i r  n rn h II i m ^ vM  , ,m n  feg . pkq&SddmM. tadpirain)
SaÎFaaiMetdMint eahaul tq to a id  o v a  tantqr oFaqs w iataiw&adfac (og. BMOiiigraKMd 
•a die iMme h a g n g t a f * e  GmScs).
The piagpaai anr amage w a p a m ia a  fcngadai

%« mamwmiami a -  w a ta ae

0 123

0 12 3 I

N m t i m m a l  S e b o o l - m g e  C a r e  A l t i m m c e  •  Q a r x r / a a r  / a  r t h e  D i r e c t o ‘- 1M

130



Questions for th e  Director

; about the chHdE  ̂« c l ­ o t  2 3
bfâDB-

SWFWkmi
Sb E  a *  fccppr »  If® * P " *ebUiaüaferitmettmdÊtprapm Tbcp«aĝaammmbeap#»ràôoca&ri 
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Quastiaiis fa r  th e  Oirector
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Questions for the Director

W**paK*s*ea*pl*o*iew*i#i*lli*hmMiefdadhmmdi*pi*#em?0*we 
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bt. T b ctea ie tn im p alic iB aB d p n ieB riu m te  
ensotc die herfdt t a d  iifciy o fd iM im . 
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SoflT.

* A j e f  paM noM M din fiis ta idm dC P R vavaiiib fe  KsOrima.
* rhwieg p i n y  hourt. s t eiqpiiH T feA»»»»

* XBHieeiiemeiÿtiKriwmheisifcp-6r  police, file, 
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phone.
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tin ficU trip».

* QmgiaaiccoiiiaaeilinitMdiaceK'incaaeol'' 
cmergBiq-.
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* Sofl-'iccrivehltiod-born piathop n ttainipg.
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Questions fe r th e  Director

Appendnt in the ASitCI 
Sr̂ m f Agr Cm. pp. 75—7SJ

b. S o ff hr»e teceiied  ihe reico»mrnrfrt< qrpc aad 
amaanc o fpR paonoa. T h ^  OMK dK n q o in ' metwsdecwipedlicwedeefeŷ adeue 
and reierant n> tfaeif pmnimlmr fnht (See 
AppoMfe !a ife  iMSilGI & « rf« A r> r t ÿ u lÿ  
ynt—/i% r G o t. pp>.7ÿ-7U

0 1 2  3 !-

I c Siafmemmmimomoucimgoûnuou&(See
Appen£x ia die ACS40I 
Sr̂ mdAge Cur. pp. 7^78.)

0 123

d. Ewpegb ipnlifed tr iff  — io p b ae« o —e g a l  
Icveb of rapoBsbSkjc. Q uififiedsalFaielwcd 
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tianJi for Q f^litj Sdkmml  iigt Cor. pp. 75—78.)
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Questions for the Director
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0 123
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0 12 3
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0 123
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poOcia. «ad fiic^tEidLBMk a f  àidmdnai dûUicn.

* They h ire*  ebaaee « 0 * 0 *  an» qurmeas dey  em- 
hanc about «fae ptopam'i n ia igB  aad ^bOoaoftir.
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Questions for tiie U rector
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Infchw.wf)
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HirrUKi

•■ ■ M am  t« i JaaSafMafliw Continued on next page..
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Questions fo r the  Director
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QiMrtionf for th e  Director

3CStoVnoiw
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girei pakl biaÎB  re d  paid
• IfpreWkAe 
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Soffparrieipwe in ifcd r own a
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0123 i

0 123

0 123
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«cemiiiningeducreMi and oainiag.
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Questions fo r th e  Director
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Continutxl on nextpage.„
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Q instions fo r Ihc Dirocsar
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Questions fe r th e  Director
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION OF EKRECTQR
HOW LONG HAVE YOU BEEKIHEXMRECTOR OF I B S  SCBOOL'AGE 
PROGRAM?__________________

HOW LONG HAVE YOU BEEN EMPLOYED IN THE SCBCXX/-ACæ 
PROEESSKM4?________________

AXE YOU A MEMBER OF A PROnSSSKKIAL QRGAMIZAIION SUCH AS: 
NAEYC. NSACA. ORECAO? jn  no

WHAT IS X œ H ia K S r  LEVEL OF EDUCATION YOU HAVE GQMFLEIED? 
L L estta i 2 .H j^  3.Vocitianri 4 .Some S.TWa-Y^m AFaur-Yem T.Gkadume 
lEBbSchooi School School Cailqy ncgmo Dogme Dogme

HAVE YOU CQhffLEIED ANY OF THE FOLLOWING CREDENTIALS OR 
CERllEfCAllOMS? (CWeeBihoÊ#p^ploeooL)
1.CDA
2. BCE 
3J 
4.
5.1
6.1
T.Olhor._______________

HAVE YOU RECEIVED GGLLBaSCREDITVGR.CaC]SSBIiQRK IN THE 
FOLLOWING AREAS:

CHILD DEVBLOnONIT ym  no
COLD CARE? 900 no BOfWHANYHOWS?

900 no aOfWHANTBOWS?. YOUmSIUMES? 900 no HOWifAinrBOWS?REGREATKN? 900 no BGWlfANYBOCBS?'ELEMENTARYEDUCAnOM? 9m  no BDWMANYBOURR? FAMILY SOCIAL SCBNCES? 900 no BOWMANYBOCBS?'' ADMDnsntAnON? 9m no BOWMANYBOUBS? ~
HAVE YOURBCElVEDISAININBGOTIIiCLCEllNBONTn JOB IRAIMINI9 
IN:

CHILD DEVELOPMENT?___ 900 no BOWMANYBOOBS?_____________
CHILDCARE? 900 no BOWMAMYBOORS?_____________
BCE? 900 no BOWMANYBOURS?_____________
YOUIHSTUDKS? 900 no BOWMANYBOfBS?____________
RBCREAnON? 900 no BOWMANYBOORS7_____________
ELEMENTARYEDUCAnON? 900 no BOWMANYBOORS?____________
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FAMILY SOCIAL SCŒNGES7 ye» ao BOIFIfANYHODRS?. 
ADMOaSIRAnOM? 9 »  ao HOWMAMYBOURS7

HOW DO YOU VIEW WORMNOIN THE SCHOOL-AGE FIELD? (pbMC câcfe one)

1. MYC»0SEN0CCUPA1K»r
2. A STEPPING STWŒ TO EMPLOYMENT IN ANOTHER FIELD RELATED TO 

SCBOOL-ACECAKE
3. TBMPOitARYEMPLaYMEWrBOTNOTMYCBOSEKFlELD
4. OTHER --  ■

AGE; 20 20^ 30-39 4049 50-59 60+

GENDER: ftarie

MARITAL STATUS:1.a ĝiaftwwer— tiMtep— ladMwBi

RACE:
1.2.
3.
4.5 
6.
T.Odier

sdAni

HOUSEHOLD mOOME: 
I. QodvSIOW  
2.S1ROO1-20LOOO
3. S2R00I-3R900
4. S3R001-40/X»
5. S4R0D1-50.000

CHDJDCARB DiüüAds: 
Lm dtrSM jno 
2.SIROOI-2ROOO 
3. 130 0̂01-3^000
4. $30,001^000
5. $40̂001-5^000

6.$ 5ROOI-6ROOO
7. 99R0O1-3R00O
RSJROOl-SROOO
9.$#R001-9ROOO:0.$9ROO:-IOOLOOO
ILovwSlOROOO

R $501,001.60000 
7. $61,000-30000 
R $7000140000
9. $$000140000
10. $90001-100000
11. over $100000
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Please drcle the activities that are ĉ Eëred (m a w ed ^  baas. Also, please include 
in the “othei^ space aiy activities that you ofkrthat are not on this list.

ACADEMICS ART

READING SNACK

GAMES FEILDTRIPS

MUSIC TV OR VIDEOS

PUZZLES HOMEWORK

DANCE

SPORTS

COMPUTERS

COOKING

DRAMA LARGE-MOTOR ACTIVITIES

PROBLEM-SOLVING ACTIVITIES CRAFTS

VIDEOGAMES OTHER:
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UmversiQr of Oklahoma 
Evaluation of School-Age Contracts 

Fall, 1999

Dear Parent,

This packet contains infonnation on a study about quality school-age care. 
This stutty is bang conducted by Stacy D^cstra of University of Oklahoma and is 
fimded by the D^aitmentofHuman Services Office of Child Care. The purpose 
of the study is to identify ways to inqnove the support received by school-age 
programs and increase our understanding of quality care for sdiool-age children 
and youth. I hope that informatiott gained from this study wdl help the state find 
ways to make stAool-age care better fin- ddldren, youth, fiunilies, and the staff 
v*o serve them.

Your hdp may contribute g rea^ to our knot^edge about school-age care.- 
Please look at the infonned consent in dus packet now. If you are willing to 
partidpate, agn the consent finrn and return it (alox% with the completed 
questionnaires) in the envdope provided.

In the padret you wiU find a questionnaire about your background, the 
school-age program your dnld attends, and your child’s bdxavior. Please 
cmnplete the questionnaire and place it in the sealed envelope provided. Return 
the sealed envdc^ to the directw of your dnld’s school-age (mogram within one 
wedc. The researcher will collect the envdope when he/she returns to your 
program in approodmatdy 2 weda. During the return visit, your ddd will 
ccmqdete the questionnaires and receive a small thank you gift of stationarv items.

Thank you for your assistance Please do not hesitate to call if you have 
aixy questions.

Staxty Dykstra Loiaine Dunn
405-752-2027 405-325-1509
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PARENTAL INFORMED CONSENT FORM 
EVALUATION OF SCHOOL-AGE CONTRACTS 

Univefsity of Oklahoma
I understand that:

• Thepurposeofthisresearchistoidentifymore^fective ways to provide 
suRXxrt to the school-age chdd care community. Stac^ Dyiôtra is in charge 
of the study and it has been fimded by die Oklahoma Department of 
Human Services Office o f Qifld Care. Findings from the study will 
suggest wxys to make support frir sdiool-age programs in Oklahoma better. 
If I have any questions about the study I can.contact Stacy Dykstra (405- 
752-2027) or Loraine Dunn (405-325-1509). I may also contact the OU 
Office of Research Administration at 405-325-4757 for questions about the 
rights of research participants.

•  I must be 18 years ofage or older to participate.
•  My child wiU cmngdete two questkmnaires about his/her after school 

program that win take about 15 or 20 minutes. This wOl be done at their 
school-age program.

• I wflljcoaqilete a questkmnaire about fomify background, the school-age 
program, and ny child’s behavior. These will take about 15 minutes to 
cmrqilete

• Participation in the stutfŷ  is vrrfuntary,. hfy participation will not affect nqr 
diild’senrcdlment in the dnld care program. I any charge my mind about 
agreeing to partidpate at any time and withdraw from the study without 
penalty by contacting S ta^  Dykstra at 405-752-2027.

•  AH infimnation received during the study will be kept confidential and 
stored in a lodced office. No names or identifying infisrmation will be 
rdeased m the research rqxnts.

•  Ndther my partidpation nor my duld’spartidpation involves any risks 
beyond those encountered in everydqrlâfe. h^dxfidwiH receive a small 
gift of stationary items fiar hdping with tiie project

 Yes,_________________and I will particqwde in the study.
Child’s name

Parent’s
Signature:________________________________ Date:
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CHILD INFORMED CONSENT FORM 
EVALUATION OF SCHOOL-AŒ CONTRACTS 

University of Oklahoma

I know that the researcher is going to ask me some questions about my after 
school program.
I know that I can read the questions n^self or I can have them read to me.
I know I can dioose not to answer a question if I want to.
I know I can decide not to participate at all if I want to.

Child’s signature:

Date:
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Umvefâty of Oldahoma 
Evahiation of SdK>ol>Age Contracts 

Fan, 1999

Dear School-Age Program S taf MenAer,

This packet ccmtains infivination on a stiufy about quality school-age care. 
This study is being conducted ly  S ta^ D^cstra of University of Oklahoma and is 
fiinded by the Department offhiman Services Office o f Child Care. The purpose 
of the stuify is to identify M/ays to improve die support received by school-age 
inograms and increase otirunderstancfing of qualify care for school-age dnldren 
andyoodL I hope that infixmatioo gained fixxndiisstutfy^rin hdp the state find 
ways to make sdxool-a^ care better for ddldren, youth, fiunilies, and the staff 
who serve them.

Your hd[p may contribute greatfy to our knovdedge about school-age care. 
Please look at the informed consent in this packet now. If you are wfiling to 
partidpate, sign the ocmsent form and 9ve it to die observer, f i m ^ w  that 
P 'f the director of vour program agreed .tp DWddPAe m tfns proied you
areundernooWigariontodoso.

In the packet you will find a questkmnaire about your background, your 
program, and your pcfoqitkms of your job. Mease conqiletc the questionnaire and 
place it in the sealed envdope provided. The observer wiUpidctteenvdcqie up 
when he/she returns to your program in approxhnatdy 2 weda.

"When the observer returns in approximatdy 2 wedcs, he/she will observe 
you while you work in the sdKxd-age program. Then he/she will collect your 
sealed envdooe and give you a small thank you gift of starirmarv hems.

Again, diank you for your assistance. Pleaae do not hesitate to call if you 
have any questions.

Stacy Dykstra Loiaine Dunn
405-752-2027 405-325-1509
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SENIOR GROUP LEADER INFORMED CONSENT FORM 
EVALUATION OF SCHOOL-AŒ CONTRACTS 

University of Oklahoma

I understand that:

• The purpose of this research is to identify more ̂ ective ways to 
provide siq)port to the sdxool-age child care community. Staqr Dykstra 
is in diacge of the stmfy and it has been fimded by the Department of 
Bkman Services Office of Child Care. Findings fiom the study will 
suggest ways to make support for school-age programs in Oklahoma 
better. If I have questions about the study I may contact Stacy Djicstra 
(405-752-2027) or Loraine Dunn (405-325-1509). I may also contact 
the OU Office of Research Administration at 405-325-4757 for 
questimis about tiie rights of research parti^Mnts.

•  I win ccmqdete a questimmaire about Dty badcground, nty program, and 
perceptions about ntyjobtiiat win take about 20 minutes. Also, Iwfli 
be observed for dxMit 30 minutes tdnle worldly in the sdxx>l-age 
program.

• Participation in the stmfy is vduntaiy. htyparticqrationwinnotaf&ct . 
my employment or my program. I may diange my mind about agreeing 
to parti^Mte at aity time and withdraw frmn tiie study without penalty 
by COTtacting Stacy D^cstra at 405-752-2027.

•  Mmffirniatkm received dnting the study win be kqrtcmifidential and 
stored in a locked office. NbrxamesorideotifytegWbnnatioo wiUbe 
rdeased in the research rqxxts.

•  My partidpatkmdoes not involve any tides beyond those encountered 
in evetydiqr fife. The questionnaires wifi take about 20 mimites to 
compete. I wffl receive a amafi thank vou gift of stationaiv items fhr 
hdi^ng witii the project.

______ Yes, I  win participate in this study.

Your Signature: _______________________ Date:
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c
Nam* ol Program D O  C=): C

Most Ohlldrân Number of oNldmn Agab of ohMrm
omroWc ■ttondlngit prooontiiodov 

on* rim*

Nmp* of Rater

»
tM 
!% '

i . '

I
i :

Nam* of THcher
  -
1. Indoor space

1 2  3 4 5 6 7

.CD : CD C
Number of olalf praotni ‘ Oalo Poaltlon of Rater

J
2, Space for grou 

motor aclivllias

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3. Space fof privacy 4. Room arrangement 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4a. For homework 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

II

S. Furnishings for 
rouHnacare

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

ii'

6. Furnishings for 
leamlng/recreatlonal 
aetlvillet 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

r
7, Pumlehlngefor 

relexstkmand 
comfort

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B. Furnishings for gross 
motor schvlilsf

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

9. Access to host
facilities;

£

J t

10. Spec* to meet 
psnonsi needs of 
staff

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

II. Specs to meat 
professional nasds 
of staff

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

TOTAL
^ace 4c Furnishings 
Items M l

12. Health policy

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

i
%

I'"

5CHqOL>AGE CARE ENVIRONMENT RATING SCALE 
Tsàchës College Press ; • ; • . 'ÎN(M077̂3S0W
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13. Health prachcv* 14. Emergency tnd 
safety policy

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

IS. Safety practice 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

16. Attendance 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

17. Departure 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

18. Meala/macks

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I

I
! P

19. Personal hygiene 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
• I .

TOTAL
Health and Safely 
Kentf 12.19

20. Arts and crafts 

1 2  3 4 5 6 7

21. Music tnd 
movement

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

t '' V. V't',

• 1

i - ' V

V ' t

'  * v

■ ,v---- ^ ^

■■ ' ' '
r li\ ■ ■ -  ■ -  ■ '

SCridbt-AGE CÀRE ENVIRONMENT RATING SCALE ‘ 
; >ii‘ . Teachers College Press

22. Blocks end 
oonshtictlon

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

23. Drama/theater 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

V Ë :# ;■VV' ‘
24.Language/ 

reading activities

1 2 3 4 5 6 7



I.

25. Malh/reasoning 
activities

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

V.

26. Science/nature
activities

27. Cultural aivartness

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

TOTAL 
Actlviliea 
ItaiM 20-27

1

28. Greeting/ 
departing

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

29. Staff-chlld 
Interaction#

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

30. Staff-chlld 
communication

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

f

if
" ,

t.

31. Stiff lupirvlilon 
of children

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

:i''5 32. DItcipHne

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

33. Pier intcrictioni

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

34. IntirKtloni 
bctwMn Miff and 
pirtnli

1 2 3 4 3 6 7

35. Stiff interaction

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

36. Rilitionihip be­
tween program 
staff and dais 
room teachers 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

TOTAL 
Interactions 
Items 25-36

:, ! SCHOOL-AGE CARE ENVIRONMENT RATING SCALE
I ' ;  Teadters College Press

Copyright ©1996 T  Harms, E. V. Jacobs, D. R. While
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#:_____
Yes or No

STAFF-CHILD INTERACTIONS

Staff member is not responsive to or not involved with children (Ex. 
Ignore or reject children).

Interactions are unpleasant (Ex. Voices sound strained and irritable).

Staff member reqwrxis inconsistently ̂ x . Sometimes warm, sometimes 
distant with children)

Staff membtf ftvors or dislike particular children.

Staff member usuaUy reqxmds to children in a warm, supportive manner 
(Ex. Staff and children seem reland, voices cheehil, Berpient smiling).

Staff member shows respect for children QEx. Listens attentively, treat 
chilchen fîûrly, do not discriminate).

Staff member sxqrpott* autonomous behavior in children (Ex. Staff 
member allows dukben to take the lead in adectir% and initiating 
activities).

Mutual respect exists ammig staff and children.

STAFF-CHILD COMMUNICATION

Staff member communicates with children primarily to control children’s 
behavior and manage routines.

Children’s talk not encouraged.

Staff member initiates brief conversations (Ex. ask questions that can be 
answered yes/ho, timhed tum-taldng in conversattions).

Limited response by staff member to child-initiated conversations and 
questkms.

Staff member-child conversations are frequent

Tum-taldng in convevsdk» between staffmenAer and child is 
encouraged (Ex. staff member listens as well as talks).
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Languie is primarily by staff member to exchange information with 
children and for social interaction.
Children are asked “why, how, what i f  questions which require longer, 
more complex answers.

Staff make effort to talk with each child (Ex. listen to child’s day, 
including problems and successes).

Staff member verbally expands on ideas presented by children (Ex. add 
information, ask questions to encourage children to explore ideas).

STAFF SUPERVISION OF CHILCHtEN

No supervision o£children in staff membm ŝ assigned area during play 
and routines.

Some sxqpervirion of cMMren in asngned area during play and routines, 
e^xecially in potentially daqgemis areas (Ex. outdoor play, climbing 
apparatus carpentry).

Carefiil supervision of all children adjusted appropriately for different 
ages and abilities ̂ x . yourrger children supervised more closely).

Qüldren given hdp and encouragemem when needed (Ex shown how to 
use new equqMnent).

Staff member shows ̂ rpredation ofdiildren’s efforts ami 
accomplishments

Staff member talks to children about ideas related to their play and help 
elaborate and extend die activiQr.

Staff member is available to coach team spmts and help with activities 
requiririg adult irqiut.
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Human Relationships
1. s t a f f  r d a t a  ID  ̂ c N I d i c n  a n d  v o u th  in  Dositiw# w a v s .

ewâdwg Q w njtfnnn How do  aw* g reet chiMfem? Are they happy tn  be «A h u%? Do w e feel w e have enough 
time to  talk with ihdiwdual and small groups of children every day? W hat else can we do  to  help children in 
our program feel welcome?

CO what they say.
* SraiFdo not belittle children.
* They cake childrens comcnencs seriousk
* Staff do nor intrude o r  interrupt children.
* Scilf use supportive lan g u ie .
* They nuke statements like "Keep try ing you 

can do it!”

0 12  3

b. Staff m ake ch ild ten  fed  welcome an d  comfort­
able.
* StafFprojecc a tone ofwdcom e in their voices and 

gestures.
* Suffacknowledgediiidien when i h ^  arrive and 

depart.
* They respond appropriately when children show 

affection.
* Staff stay calm in all sitiiations.
* They hantile conflicts in a  vnqr that rethices fear 

ortfistuption.

0 12  3

c. S ta fF te q » n d to c fa ild te n w id ia c c ^ a n c e a n d
apptedation .
* Staff are kind and 6 i r  to all chiUica.
* They indude all imeicstedcluldrctt in activities and 

events. Gamrs and sptms ate open to  all, tvpottrst 
o f their athletic skilL

* Staff tlo itot sepaiate chilthen by gender.
* They do iMt discriniinace on the faasb o f  lace. 

religion, gender, ethnidiy. âBÛbcsctucnuc. appear­
ance. disability, etc.

0 1 2  3

d. S taff ate engaged w ith  children.
* StafftaUc and p l ^  with the children.
* They show interesc in what the ddldien say and dou
* Staff participate in many activities with diiUren. 
” Staffsic with children at snadc time.
* Staffsfiow that they enÿtqr children.
* Staffsecmchcciful tadierdtanboied. died, a t 

distant.
* S taffspendlhdedineaatasksihatdonorinvaive 

the children.

0 1 2  3

! depart. I
I • They resDond aopcaimaKirwlien children showr t

O' not ««a 1. iiwuiiiu 2 m iMtor«MiiM 3«aior*eifMa ISstai. a—d;

National School-age Care Alliance • P r o g r a m  Observation IS#
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Human Relationships

2. fxptMMijppwyfiatwlytpth^iiMUiiiAialn—d s o fduidrenandvouth,
Ciwdftty q m it f e n jf  Are w e #w#mc of th* many imwestfc abBitic^ and talents o f  our <hiMren?
How do «»e tcspond to  their different oiltiires and languages? in « that o th e r ways can we help each child
grow and learn?

a. SafFknow that each child has spedai interests
and relents.
* SrelFare able CO spend rime with individual chddicn.
* Staff bring in materials ceUted to chiMieris interests: 

pecs, music, sports, computers, chess, etc.
* Specialists arc used for certain activities.
* Staff are eager to hear about events in childrens lives 

outside the progiam.

b. Staff recognize the range o f  childrens abilities.
* Staff vary their responses to match childtens ages 

and abilities.
* Staff help children become fecused and engaged.
* Staff help children pursue their intctesis and improve 

their skiUs.
* SiaffoRer enrichment activities.
* Staff help children with their homewoifc.
* Staff subscnute equipment as needed, such as UBng a 

laige beach baH instead ofavolleybdl for outdoor
S»»-____________________________

c. S taff can relate to  a  child's culture and hom e
language.
* Staffprtnride resources that show thf&tcntcukufal 

perspectives.
* They hdp children use books, music, and tapes 

in different languages.
* Visual d i s p l^  show a rerieqr o f  cultuies.
* Signs include the home languages o f  the children 

in the program.
* Children have an opportunity to  speak th w  home 

langu%e with peers and staÆ
* Guests from various cuhuial traditions are invited 

CO speak a t  the pragram and share then-expetiencES.
* They also serve as coaches, mentors, and friends.

d .  StaSTrespond to  th e  range o f  children's fèelim p 
a n d  rnnpgrammg-
• Staff try  to  understand the different  ways children 

express their feelings (e.g„ d ifto cn t cultural styles to  
show respect fbr authority, express hitrc o ran g er o r
warmth).

• Staffcry to  assess childrens feelings befiMe attem pting 
CO solve a  problem.

* S tafffind suitable ways to indude all d iiU ren.
• Staffaccept a  child's dcsice to  be alone.
* Staff remain calm and  patient with an angry child.
* S ia f  com foit a child e * o  appears hurt, upset, o r  

d isappoinieiL

0» mot at a* 1 » sometimes 2v mostofthetaiw aMofttatiaH

0 1 2  3

0 1 2  3

0 1 2  3 I
!i

0 1 2 3

T bta la-d :
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Human Relationships

3. Staff encourage jtiMEBCJHHtXSaifll to  make choices and to  become more responsible. 
CiadBig Queetllansr W hat kinds o f d io k «  c m  difldren in the  program  make? How often  do we let them 
choose wihat they are  going to  dok and wtih whom? Are w e helping them  to  take initiatiwe and assume 
loadenhip foies? Do «we indude diddran Mihen wc plan aetwities?

a. ScafFotier assistance in  a  w ay th a t  su p p o r ts  a  
child 's initiative.
•  Staff help children find ways to  pufsue their own 

interests.
« StafiFsay- "yes" to  children's reasonable icquests and 

ideas fbr activities.
* S a if  help tdiildren plan prtrfects and gather resources.

0 1 2  3

b. S taff assist ch ild ren  w ith o u t ta k in g  c o n tro l, a n d  
they encou tage  ch ild ren  to  ta k e  leadersh ip  roles.
» Staffgive d ea r directions so th a t chiMren can proceed 

independently:
• W hen asked, staff step in  to help children.
•  Staff encourage children to proceed on  

their own.

c . S taffg ive  ch ild ren  m a n y  chances to  choose  
w h at th e y  w ill d o . h o w  th ey  w ill d o  i t .  a n d  w id t 
w hom .

•  Childfen liavefiequco ttypo rtunities to  choose their 
ctttnpanioas.

* ChUtlten h d p  p t^ a r e  and /or serve their own food.
* Children set up activities antl/ordean tip afterwards.
•  O lder children may d to o te  to  set up  their own 

dubhouse. W hen field trips a te  phnned . some 
children may dioose to  s t ^ a c  the program.

d . Staff h e lp  d ii ld ie n  m ak e  in fo rm ed  a n d  req ro n - 
siblc chtsices.
•  Staff lem ind children to  th ink  ahtrut how  their 

actions may affect otisers in tfic program.
• Staffaskquesdoiu liiatguitfecliildren to  m akegood

tfecisions.
• S a ff f td p  chiidfcn undeistand the im pact o f  tlieir 

decinons on  tidieis.

Ob  not Man 1» l anwOn m  Zm aw stc f OwOma m= aOotOwOaw

0 1 2  3

- 1

0 1 2  3

0 1 2  3

TbW,a-d:
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Human Relationships

S ta f f  in te ra c t  w i th  ch ild ren  a n d  y o u th  t o  h e lp  th e m  ie a m .
CMMtav Q ucstiiom ; WfMt icindt o f  q u e t ia n t  do  w e ask chiWmn to  encourage creative thinicing? How do 
we respond to  children^ oiriodty? WMiat approadics d o  MC use to  a n s w r  their questions? Howr do  w e help 
children reflect on w hat they are learning? Are w e ab le  to  ««ock with individual children who need ou r help 
and support throughout the day?

a. StalFask. questions th a t  encourage ch ild ren  to
chink for themselves. 0  12 3
•  Staff pursue childrens ideas.
•  Scaif start discussions by asking open-ended ques­

tions “w hat i p '  o r  “how can ■w)c.-r’>.
• Staff encourage children to  use ioumal writing, a rt 

prtnecaand group dwriMBonsasa'waiy to  tspiem  tfaejt 
ideas.

■ S taff take tim e to  chink about childrens questions.

b . Staff share skills a n d  tcsouices to  help  d iild icn  0 1 2  3
gain inform ation an d  solve problems. !
* Scaffshowchildren hourand whete CO findansw ets |

to questions
* Sta^shourchiklcen how  csm plec skills can be b token ‘

into smaBer seeps j
* ScafFencourage children to  practice basic life sk ills j
* W hen rh ild ie n â c c  problems thq r cannot solve 

themselves staff ofier suggestions

c. Staff vary th e  approaches they use to  fieip 0  12  3
children learn.
* Staff teach cbildicn a  new task o r g u n e  by showing 

the steps as twU as telling about diem .
* Staffwrite dow n instructions fbractivines so that 

children can rem em ber w hat to  do.
* Staffpayaetemthm to  g d n m  andgem tkr variations 

in learning s ty le .
* They recognize non-verbal e  W elle  verbal responses
* They encourage chOdren to  try new  acrrvides
* They help childeen  move beyand gender aeeeoqrpe  

in their d w ice s
* S ra ffu sep ic tu rean d  visual aids to  rew h ou t to  non- 

readers and speaken o f  odier la n g u ie s
* Staffmodify’acriv itie  as needed so rhac all chOdicn. 

including those w ith disabilities, can partieiparcL

d . S ta ff h e lp  d id d ic n  use b u g ia g c  skills i l i r o u ^  0 1 2 3  I
f ic q u e n t conversations. |
* S taff speak to  children on  a  level children seem to |

understand. i
* They listen patiently as all children try  to  express

chetnselves !
* S ta ff take extra tim e w ith chddreo w ho speak another j

hom e language o r  bane diSEiculiy h sren ir^  or 
speaking.

* Staff try to find effective ways to comm unicate w ith 
all children.

* Staff srxnctitnes use notr-verhal s^nals to  help 
children understand. ____

Om motataU SssonwCiiMs Zx most of Mw line 3 »  aPofth a tfc— liS tS ia 9 ~ d r
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Human Relationships

5. Staff us# potitiv# techniques to  guide the behavior o f childmn and youth.
GawRwygMe itfBm r Howt do  <we  model carini|.CDopgf«tion. and rwpect? Can w  id e n tic  a  pattern for the 
types of conflict th a t occur m ost often? Are thcfc times when conflicts are m ost Bkelsf to  occur? Are there 
simple changes ««c can make to  prevent these conflicts from occunfng? Wfiat methods do w e use to  help
children resolve their conflicts?

a. S taffgive a tte n tio n  to  c h ild te n  w h e n  th ey
cooperate, share, care fb r  m ateria ls , o r  jo in  in  0 1 2  3
activities.
* SafToften show appreciation an d  encouragements
* They avoid using insincere praise and  threats to 

control childrens beiravioc.
* Staff teach children how to com m unicate and 

cooperate.
* Staff celebrate childrens efforts and  progress.

b . S taff set app ro p ria te  lim its  fo r  c h iU ic n . 0 1 2  3 i
* Sraff set limits to  prevent children horn  hu tting  each 

other physically o r verhalhc :
IFchildren tease, scapegoat, threaten , o r M rlude 
others, staff step in.
Staff avoid setiiiig unicaliscic lim its, such as esprrriog 
children to be quiet mosc o f  th e  day.
Staff cake steps to ensure th a t each child understands
the limits that are set.

c. S taff use n o  harsh  d isc ip line  m e th tx k . 0 1 2  3 |
* Stalfdo no t shame, yell, hie, o r  w ithhold food.
* The whole p M ip  is n o t scolded o r  pwnidsed when 

one child breaks a rule.
* Staff avoid correcting children publid jc
* Staff do no t force children to  their behavior

or apologize.

(L StaflFetKouragechihirett to  reso lve  th e ir  tiw n 0 1 2 3
conflicts. S ta f f  step in  o n ly  i f  n e e d e d  to  disrirss
the  issues a n d  w o rk  o u t  a  s o lu tio n .
* Staff lisien and observe carehiOy.
* Staff use negotianon. reasoning artd tetlitectioo 

to help children find alternatives.
* Staff do no t impose their solutions on thildren-
* Staff rarely lecnue children.
* Staff help children express dreir fod ir^s.
* Staff h d p  children understand how  their behavior 

aflects others.
* Staff teach children spécifie skiQs to  w ork th ro ttÿ t 

conflicts (e g ., cirde time, peace table, o r  conflict- 
resolution skills).

O s  n e t  a t «N 1 s  lo m a ten es  I s  m oat o f  th e  U nw S s  a a o f rh e U m e ratal, a-d:
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Q uestionnai

«>
&

ye ta-tue your 

jiu t want, 

a t-theend.

m

■ i I B B :

2 . D o y o ad u n k d ^ a d ü ijç rfe^ ^ 1 5 5 5 ^
:-: avN i*

- H ta to f - 
NwNhw

Moays

3 -  E)o the adtdôhercJUsKB t o - y o u ? . - Onte-m -: ■: Mott of 
theUnie

-Always

4 . Ify o u  (uveàrp tbU an .in il-an -ad idcbeie iie^  ; -Oncein
— N k

MoittiC 
tfietnne -

Always :

5- -Are d»eadidB b « - & r t ô  e y ^ o ^  : . Never Oimin 
•  wWte-

Meat of 
:* e « n e -

Always • -:n̂ *5

6 . Arc the adiihs hete.ftiçndfy-yn^'eràyone? . Oneele 
•  wMIe

MMtOf 
the Nine

Ahnays - : #1 ■

7 .  Ace the o ther chiÙxea &ii? • - . Never . Onte in 
; a«M e.

Mott or 
thoNme

Always

8 . D o youhàw efncndr h c t^ Never - Ownin' 
«mMIe

Mott of 
thethne

Always

9- D o  rW F lûtén  to w&atÿdu etéhr tb  d b  an d  r'-' 
hidpcoiTudceic happen?'(Rk  example,:do- 
-staff ask you whar açnvides ÿ o u  w ant to  do . ’. 
and  \henbiing inantiab ;>

 ̂y 'Never , Ooiciit 
. avrfiife

M ott of 
thétime

Always

10. Are there enough 6utg:%o use here so tha t 
everyone gets a turn?

»*ver OlWW 
« viNlv

Mott of 
^ t h n e

Always ' -- f t s

11 . Can ytmiuidypurovvivdungs-here? .. Never - Oncein '
;

M ottof 
the thne -

Always
■'

12. Do you like the food here? - NvWr ■ p«e.-in. :
•-eivMe.-.;

Mottof
thethne

Always

-13. Do you gctenoughrto catherc? . - Naver
m :

Mottof
-thethne

Always - #20

14. Gan you rest or relax here when you need to N ew 2 Ontein , 
a while -

Mott of 
thethne

Always #tO.;#«

15. Can you go to the hathroom an d  get â  d r ï : ^  - 
. when ^ u  need tor - . r' --

.-:Nvyer,- .. Onoein • 
- e  while

Mottof
thethne

Always #tz: .

16. Do you like cotrdng heieî. Mever Ontein 
. awhile

Mottof 
the  time

Always

N  a [ ! o n e f [ n  s t i t u t e a u O.ut-oJ'-S'C'h.ool Tim'f ' n c i t i a tt h a.irc > tX9
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M Ê S S i t

AiiMays

22. D o TOU. havt.riine'to do  vbur fe v w te  àcrn-ir - ’ ' 
ries and.hobbies? . ' \  ^  "

•3 .tU .a3 B

23- Do you have dtânces tq  do d n n ^  O tis id é  i ^  '  ; "  
p r o ^  ffor e x a n ÿ jl^ f^ d  m p ^  
tessons, v o iu h te e rin c n eo o m m ttn itv r^ v :.- . .

Obcchi M otref 
" W a .  \  tb« t»ne

Mtasfs : - iJS . ■ ■ ■'-

24. A re there exdting a c n v if e r a  « ^ o o s t i n ^ r  : Onc»m  M ac te f  
. .w M e  ttM tkiia

Mmnrt

25. D o you have lû n e  and  som e h d p  c q ^  y o u r  ,  "^7:' 
homework i f  you w ant to? :

a « M é  V d ie tim e
Always

V . -

Commi

-■?. '

t /  /ni O  tt i - o f  ~ S  c ha o I T  i m  e ■ •  Q  u e > 11 a n n .r / r r >
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