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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

OQut-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 1l2-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, 198¢6;
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 (1296) 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
gquality 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, 1989). 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.

10



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
children’s 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
gdults. 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. 1In 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).
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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 (NSBASP; Seppanen et al.,
1993) a computer-assisted telephone interview of 1300

programs plus observations of 13 program sites.

Descriptive Information

Both studies reported the 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 were 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 well.

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
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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 enroclled 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
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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
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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 86% 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 chiid 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 79% 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 tc be a
problem for many of the programs, with more than 40%
of the staff having been hired within the past year.
This issue 1is 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<§rea 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
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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 ocut-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., 1983).

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., 19%4; 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 understocod if we study human development in

33



isolation. School-age child care is one of the many
experiences the school-age child participates in on a
reqular 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, 19896, 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.

Biocecological 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 bicecological 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 biocecological
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 (SACERS; 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

39



intercorrelated (Berk, 1985; Phillips et al., 19S1;
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.

40



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 thecretical
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
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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



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 biocecological
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 schoocl-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 cut-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 clder children, both boys
and girls, and children of various ethnic origins
(Marshall et al., 1997; Pettit et al., 1997; Pierxrce 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-
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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-schocl 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 biocecological model
was used to guide the study.

The biocecological 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 guality
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. O0Of 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. O©f 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 wvisit, 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
oﬁportunity 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 éare, 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 quélity 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.

Cbserved program quality. The program was

observed using the School-Age Care Environment Rating
Scale (SACERS; Harms et al., 1996) (See RAppendix 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 49 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., 199%6). “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 AL.PHA

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



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 .86, 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=1l, 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 (l5=younger and 2l1l=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
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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



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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B urban
R rural

Figure 1

Percentage 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).

Table 2

School-Age Program Profit Status

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 pm. Summer care was offered by over 80% of
the programs. Most of the programs offered care on
days when schoocl was not in session such as holidays
and teacher’s meetings, closing only 7 days per year.
Table 3

Type of Care 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.

@ Public School
E Child Care 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 Standard Deviations

REGULATABLE M SD
FEATURES

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 tﬁe 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

Director (N=58) Staff (N=52)
Ethnicity N % N 3
Caucasian 47 81 38 74
African- 6 10 3 6
American
Latina/o- 3 5 7 13
American
Native 1 2 1 2
American
Asian 1 2 0 0
American
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 Staff

(N=58) SD (N=52) SD

Mean Mean
Age® 3.64 1.12 2.93 1.31
Income® 2.41 1.76 1.36 .71
Experience 8.92 7.26 5.20 5.31
in years
Years at 4.78 4.45 3.22 3.08
Current
Program
Education® 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+
Pl=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 2
Child Development 44 56
Child Care 40 51
Administrative 28 35
State or National

Certification 29 48
Professional 22 37
Organization

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.



Table 9
Descriptive Information for Program.Fhmilies

Mother Father Child
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Income? 3.95 2.43 3.95 2.43
Education 4.05 1.58 3.54 1.65
Level?
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

Pl=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 89% 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 46% 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 3
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

5 6 9 10
Enrollment 1.00
Group Size .48** 1,00
Ratio L35%% [ 34*%% 1,00
DIRECTOR
Experience L3T**x -,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 J53*%* 33 -.17 =-.27 1.00
Education 31 -.09 .19 LS55%*  44%x - 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

*¥*=p<,01, *=p<.05

86



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 SACERS) 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 1 2 3
QUATLITY

Global

Quality 1.00

SACERS .85*%%* 1.00
Interaction

NSACA

Interaction .15%* .86*%* 1.00
Activities .34%* .27* .22
Available

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



(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

Interrelationships of Structural and Process Measures

of Quality
Structural Process

Global SACERS NSACA Activities
Regulatables Quality Inter. Inter. 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 .247
Compensation .12 .03 -.02 L40**
Staff
Experience .15 .12 .05 .36*
Education .14 -.03 -.09 -.12
Training .27 .14 .05 .23%
Compensation =-.02 -.21 -.21 .29"

F=p<.10, *=p<.05, **=p<.0l
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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.

91



Table 14

Multiple Regressions Predicting Process Quality

Global Model

Quality R? B df F

NSACA .70 LI3*%**x 4,51 30.06***
Staff-child

Interaction

Director .29%*

Education

Activities L21*

Available

Enrollment .16*

*=p<.05, **=p<.0l, ***=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 alsé positively
associated with staff training. As the yearly
training received by the staff increased the

children’s reports of their program were more

positive.

93



Table 15

Correlations among Children’s Perspectives, Program

Quality Indicators, and Children’s Characteristics

Structural Social-Emotional Quality

Features Climate (ASES) 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%*

Gender -.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, p<.05; NSACA: r=.17,
p<.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 R? B df F

Group .14 —.28*%* 2,164 13.09*x*
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-emotiocnal
climate. Children gaveAtheir 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<.0l. 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,
p<.0l1, m=.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, p<.05)
and between second grade and the combined fourth and
fifth grade (mean difference = .35, p<.05). A trend
was identified between first grade and third grade
(mean difference = .31, p<.10) and between first grade
and the combined fourth and fifth grade (mean
difference = .31, p<.1l0). 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

Means for Child Age and Child Perceptions of Program:-

Quality

Age Group Program Quality Social-Emotional

(NSACA) Climate (ASES)

M SD M 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 3.30 .44 3.01 .39
Grade

Children’s Development and Quality

Question four attempted to identify associations
between structural and process measures of quality and
child outcomes. Consistent with the biocecological
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 -.08
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<.01l
Prediction of Child Behavior Problemns
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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
R? B

df F

Staff
Training

Adult-
Child
Interact

.04 —.17**

-.10"

2,267 5.67**

T=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, 1986).
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). 1In 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
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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. Ocr
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., 19%91; 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. 1In 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 mcney 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 fcllowing
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 gquality programming for

our children and youth during out-of-school time.
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DIRECTOR INFORMED CONSENT FORM
EVALUATION OF SCHOOL-AGE CONTRACTS
University of Okiahoma

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 for school-age children and youth. Stacy Dykstra is in charge of the
study and it has been funded by the Okiahoma Department of Human
Services Office of Child Care. Findings from the study will suggest ways
for the Office of Child Care to improve their funding opportunities for
school-age programs. 1 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 have participated in a phone interview which includes the school-age
program, and the grant I received from the Okiahoma Department of
Human Services Office of Child Care. I will complete a questionnaire
about my job as the director of a school-age program and information
about my background.

A senior group leader in my program will complete a questionnaire about
his/her background and experience working in school-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 study.  The children will complete two
questionnaires regarding their beliefs and feelings about the school-age
program. The parents will complete a family background questionnaire
and a child behavior questionnaire.

Participation in the study is voluntary. My participation will not affect my
employmeut, my school-age grant, or my program. I may change my mind
about agreeing to participate at any time and withdraw myself and my
center without penalty by contacting Stacy Dykstra at 405-752-2027.

All information received during the study will be kept confidential and
stored in & locked office. No names or identifying information will be
released in the research reports.

My participation does not involve any risks beyond those encountered in
everyday life. My guestionnaires will take about 20 minutes to complete. I
will receive a small gift ($15) for helping with the project.

Yes, I will participate in this study.

Participant’s Name: Date:
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SCHOOL-AGE PROGRAM TELEPHONE INTERVIEW

- ARE YOU CURRENTLY SERVING SCHOOL-AGE CHILDREN? yes  mo
WILL YOU PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY? yes oo

HOW MANY CHILDREN ARE ENROLLED?
WHAT IS THE AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE?

GRANT INFORMATION
WHAT TYPE OF GRANT DID YOU RECEIVE?
HOW IS/WAS THE MONEY BEING USED?

HOW DID IT IMPACT YOUR PROGRAM?

HOW DID THE GRANT AFFECT THE QUALITY OF YOUR PROGRAM?

HOW DID THE GRANT AFFECT THE SAFETY OF YOUR PROGRAM?
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DID THE GRANT AFFECT ENROLLMENT?

FROGRAM INFORMATION
ARE YOU LICENSED? ARE YOU EXEMPT FROMLICENSING? _______

DESCRIBE YOUR PROGRAM COMMUNITY:
l.uthan 2. menl 3--“

SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS OF PEOPLE SERVED (circle all that apply):
lLiow 2 lower-middle 3.middle 4. upper-middie S upper

AUSPICE:
1. day care
g.pwliueiool

DO YOU HAVE SPACE RESERVED FOR YOUR PROGRAMT?
DO YOU SHARE IT OR 1S IT YOURS EXCLUSIVELY?

2. 7 days/week .
3. other N

HOURS OF OPERATION:
HOLIDAYOPERATION: ys w
SUMGMER OPERATION: yes wo

WHAT IS THE RATIO OF ADULTE TO CHILDREN IN THE SCHOOL-AGE
COMPONENT?

WHAT IS THE PAY RANGE FOR YOUR STAFF/TEACHERS?

WHAT IS THE LARGEST GROUP OF CHILDREN THAT ARE TOGETHER IN ONE
AREA AT ONE TIME?
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Questions for the Director [JJJ]

-l

23. Staff support familier” involvement in the program. z: ¥ :
Guiding Questions: What aumunamummo—-ww
things we could try? Howr wa—.a—u—n-u--_-—mm-u.-y
wmmaummmwwhummnmam
shows us which families mey he getting left omt?

a. There is a2 policy thar sllows familly sscasbers w0 —-

+isic anyGme throughous the day. 0123

* Soff welcome Ganilics w0 the program whenever they
visie.

* When pessible, staff inncrace wich visiving family
maubers.

* Scaff wac ncwelcuers and phose calls w remind
parents dc they avc welcome w “deop in.”

’1"

b. Saaff offer oricntation sessions for new families. 0123 |
* Suaff sex side time w0 tell aew vailies ol abeex she

peogEam..
* When a child moves ined o diierent pae of dhe

program (c.g.. the sammer program or 3 special
mf:';-ﬂ.a‘--‘&-

discuss she change.
* Whenever possible, sl offer ericmmion semions:
in the home angyngs of the families. .
* Each family gees & copy of weitnn incndieg :
the progsam's heass of epexasion, “.
Wiwess palicy, e

= This decement also scases the progam’s missien and

Ceteimrre i ey o o0

shilasaghy-
* Wiiteen mascrial is eranslesed for familics whoe do soc
spesk or read the majorivy langmage.

. Mmdl osed
ap&.:aw.a © convey

* Adulc inscrpsesces ase svailable when sccded.

S At = somstions 2= montef Bwtime 3= 3 of the e mmmpage." '

Nacional School-age Care Alliance *» Questions for the Dirccitor 187
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Questions for the Director ]
~continued from previous page

23. Stai¥ support families” involvamant in the program.
Guiiing Questions: What systens do we have In phs % support familly iwvolvement? Are there other
things we could wy? Hew will iIncessed familly buolmant meke our program stonger? Can we find & way
? families who howuw'® perticipsted roguiarly in the past? Can we see 8 pattern that
shows us which fomilies moy be gutiing laft out?

< Saff keep famnilics informed shoux the program. —“

* Soaff sead home nstices and acwsletnys sbenc 0123
peogem acsivities snd coemes.
Mpﬂkhﬁ_—-“-
the Bamily’s home bngege.
* Saff follow wp writsen sotices wik phase calls or
persanal comexcx.
. Miah&l’-b—lhﬁpm

for pererus.
ngmn&h'w‘&n
in thr program.

d. Saff encourage families © give input and ™ 6123 |
gex involved in program events. H
* Soff sk Gmilics w comsncas en the progeam vis i
oomns, surveys. and pason: menings. |
* The progrars’s advisery bonsd inchades s sumber l
of pasemes. i
* Saalf unge amilies = shose sheir shills, habbic, :
or cradisions. .
* Saff invie: femily members wo special evescs (eg,. 1
plays, field wigs, and picuics). )
* Salf sspece differens culoseal seyles snd oy 3 vatiery
ofupu.ﬂe&(ag.m-ehﬂ

n the home language of the familics).
* The program mav anmange uanspertation for special
cvenes 2nd mecrings.
S W SRS, SIS
S amatall Te oottt 2= samefBetme 3= ol tumtme Total, a~-d:

B Y T

Nacional School-age Carc Alliance = Quescions for ¢he Directo- 188
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Questions for the Director {JJJ]

24. Stff, tamilias. and schools shere important information £5 support the well-being of
shildn and youth. )

Guhling Questions: What staps can we tshe 0 find out sare about eur children? How doss sharing
mﬂ-““nautn’“nhhﬁrmmmen
these policies doosmanted? Do we tnow whet other pregrams are daing % form these Enks? How can we
Janrn fresn ham?

hissoryg
* Famifies keap xaff informad of suy msjor chenges
ax home or ax school-
« Soff inform Geuilics in wriing shost injucies,
accidents, lincwes, exc.
* Saff ase happy w spesk wich pacesss abous dheir
childeen’s expericnces in dhe program.
* The progras mshes provisons foc fsailies whe -
do nox speak or read the snajoricy haguegs. )

o o ————

b. Suaff. amilics, and schools work wogether ss 2 0123
ream co set goals for each child; dhey wark widh
owside specialiss when accessay.
* Seaff and Easnilics snorx w0 discuss a child's behavior,
&ﬁ:hm‘ - "
> Whena is known w heve guusinl sends.
waocs with seachers, familics, and oumside axperss.
* Saff make an effort & the secbys
child’s Special Education Fe-u. el xby
* Salf work dondy with ather aduks so previde
cansissency for childun wish behavior issnes.
* Saaff coasult specialises w0 leamn how best o help
childeen with diverse physical abilicies and
dixabilicies.
. * Saff sock advice fsom docsnes and nurses shout
modical tmues.
e notatal 1o sommtion: 2« saneitatioe 3« el Gntin me“y___

Nacional Schoal-age Care Alliance » Questions for ¢he Dircctar 189
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~continued from previous page

o from tham?

to suppost children’s development.
* Soff ad funilis discess any concomes sheut 3 child's

devdopunene. ) . 3

* Childven sre ofern incledad in dhese discussions.

* The progsass armanges for expers w spoak on 2
vagicry of wopics (g aesiten, child development.
coaliicr semiucion, esc).

* Familics are invised to smend these semions.

* Saff help paseots form grougs e disces copicx of
mseven 0o fumilies.

* Scff and Genilics merx wo define policics for headiing
sensitive topics (c.g., violence. aciem. scxumlicy,
substance abuse, eec)-

. S—"&-ﬂ-' in s pascae liboary of scicvane books and

* Saff inform familics sbout tenely opperrenities

Questions for the Director .

24. Staft, familias, and schools share important information to support the wall-being of
shiliren and yowth.

Guiding Questinmx: Wint steps an we take 50 find out more shout ewr childran? How dess sharing
mm.mnw*r*ﬂ“mhnﬁmwk?m“
these policies docsmented? Do we know what other programs are doing to form these links? How can we

I
H
i
:
i
'
{
'

c. Saff :ad farnilies share information about how —_

0123

* Soff keep imforscd shout special scheol pesjoces
and evencs.

* Saff cacoutage children w be motivased and
successful in school.

* Sclf help with hemewark and value childven's
academic efforcs.

* Saff arc cager w0 Gk wich seachers abour wars o
halp childen achicve.

* Sealf mect with familics and school gesssand in
arder w help the school gain 2 scnse of the whvle

f Camttal T« sanstine 2= manefthetime 3« 3l of e tine

i

Total, a—-d:

(cg., child care subsidics, medical, couneding,
Caseer services).
d. Saaff and Gamilies join 0 communicace 0123
and work with the

National School-age Carec Allianuce * Quessions for the Dirces- 190
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25. The programa bullds Enks to the comeamity.

-_m_uu—-nn-*mnﬁenmrmm
—edﬁ—-h-ﬂh“\ﬂ—tdﬁwﬂﬂhdﬂn”

childrun a3 dwnce 1 provide casumnity service?

2. Saff provide infermuion shous commumicy
resources w surer the nonds of childven and
their amilics.
* Bullerin bosvds and acwalersers conmis informasio
showx wpcaming coenmusicy cvanes {(e.g.. five dencal
screemings, fiso-pecventins seminers. snd pessnsing

» When n.ﬂ.l‘.&;;&&-hﬂ
agencics (e.g.. health dinics, food pragmens, counsc)-
ag sexvices, gy deses. crisis mscrvention.

¢123

b. The a lisx of commmunity
e
1o expand program offerings.

o Soaff sk Ganilics for idess in devdloping srssusces
thax vefiecs dae home clnmes-
* Ressurces are well suissd to she needs of childeen in

* Soff we dhe fix when planning fickd wipgs and
invideg special geess.

0123

< The saff plan acxivities w belp childsen gx w

know the larger communicy.
¢ Childven have a chance 1 scscad emtings and fcld
u'lc.p.-‘n-l.pds—_n.paﬁr-
mances. and

. ‘nuemh-sv—:.dquadmﬁu
the comemunicy
* Child-es hove an oppormmicy w» join lecal groups
and teasns (e, sports, donma, mamic).
* Children have an oppertusity w0 meet adulc coaches
and mensoes e the cassssunicy:

0123

* Childern ase cacouaged w0 alke pere in commmanicyr
projects (e.g.. rocycling. park deanups. fund-casing
cvents. exc.).

* Children are able w volunseer for projects dhac
benefic rounger children, senior cicizens., children’s
hospisals and local shelcers.

* Childecn organize food and dothing collecxion
for lecal agencies.

Gunstatall t= sommines 2= motelhotme 3o off of the wme

Total, a-d:

0123

Narional Scheol-age Care Alliauce * Quescions for che Direcror 191
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Questions for the Director [JJ]

26. The progren's indleos space meets the needs of staff.
Guidisg Quustisns: & thwre encugh roum for all the aciisitiss we plan? Do we huve adaquate: and conve-
niant starage? Dess lack of space or stesage ever lmik the scihvilias we provide? & 2 system in place to
regularly maintale the faciity and raxpend 1o the dunging neails of our prograse?

a Miﬁ—’-h&gpﬁr _—“

suif oo plan vesious programs scrivicies 0123
* When iadsor s wed for scive
et
foxx pex -
* These ase 35 squane: (ecx par child for qpaicx activities
u*am-ﬁ"-&&“'
= There anc 45 squuwe feex per child for small grang
and ensichoacat activiics sech = woodwedking, = -
and crafts, and scionce cxpecimens. ]
b. Seaff have access w adequate and convenient 0123 |
Sosage. :
* Saff anly bave ® cury haavy equipmenc :
di-asath'-sd’—&&:-@ -
and clesn-wp. :
* The asssuns or location of sseeage does nox Kic the i
activisics salf am officx. :
* Soff have 3 place 1 :ose persoual beloagiags: i
) --hki e )

¢ The indoor apace meers or exceeds local health 0123
and safecy codes. .
* The spoce kus passed health, building, snd fise i

spectians.

* To be suse codes are mex, the program has arcaged
s own inspection of the pragram space by 2
qualificd porson.

* The indoer space is burvicr foc snd scosssiblie o0
people usiag wheekchairs or wallers.

* Somcone i routincly respensible s check deae
cxzances and exics ase wnshesrnced and well k.

* This perssa slee mahes syse shux serfaces ave weshed
- and semicimnd

d. Wiiceen guidelines are in place scganding the wse 0123
and wmainscasnce of dhe program Gacilicy.
* Saff know whom w cll for scpeirs on hesting,
plumbiag. or sicphone symems.
e dee of-:r. — and
our sepplics, cquipment, .
Mhds-im
* Guidclines cach group’s responsibilicy for
acilicics, imswcance. and scpains).
* Sharing of the program spece does wot insericoe wich
Program plans sse scldom syperseded by ocher groups
. ame
(c.g-. youth groups, chois. sports teams).
RS SR QIS
05 AStatsl t« sometne 2« mutefthotime 3= oS of he time Yotal, a~d:

———
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2. muh-n%u&.-p--uu-—cammzml;
Guiding Quastisns: pooniiie as sy eutdesr activities 25 the children would Ooss the size,
e, or Ganitien dzzn;mﬂda“-c- offar? Who Is espemalbile for
walstaining the playyreuns? How can we susisie our progeass’s offerings by naking better use of

avounding sutdoor sreas?
= Tho & cacegh room in the cwdoor spacc i I RN
all program acxivitics. 0123

« If che pragrasn does aot have its ows ousdoer space.
i s duily acoess w0 an ol dine space such a5 2 pask
or phygrenad.

« Ifthe progrem has a small space, childven’s eusdioor

time is saggewed 0 thar children ase not crowdied.

b. The oundoor space meess or exceeks local henlth 123
and safery codes. :
* Clean drinking water is available ousdooss.
¢ Access o sesrecms is semzicsod oo prevens public
-
* Fencing is provided when assded © casure the
safery of childsen.

< Saif use ousdoor areas wo provide acw owsdoor 0123

900~ v ———e 10

play experiences.
* Coamps ol welks in the ncighborkood or visic
focal for - cuecks,
.:d exgloring amwse (g punds.
« Scaff cake children on trips 0 8 bascball fickd.
swirnsing pool, or skating rink, if powible.

d. These is 2 procoduse in place for seguiardy 123 !
checking the suftty and maintenance of the
ousdoor plsy space.
* Someone is routindy responsible to make sure the
sidevealks are free of ice. swow, and skippery maad.
= Someone routinely tests to be sure thae large equip-
ment is anchored and in good repair fe.g.. froe of
rust. splincess, or loose nails and screws).

Su metatall T« mamtim 2= enmefGndme 3e oflof thetme Yotal, -
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Questions for the Director [JJJ]

”
28. Staft, childven, and youth work together %0 plan and implesnent sultable activities, which
a&m ~~ inchade children wien plsaning activities? How do
Whet [ ] o we
M“hn-tn:c:ﬁrhh-l—uﬁnhum

a. Souff ask childeen oo shase their ideas for -
plenning 30 dher activities will ceflec children’s 0123
mgerests.

o Senff mk childecs s help select acer snasevials, 1
supplics, sad cqusipsnenc. !
« Scaff plan activisics char seflecr the culioases of H

b. The program’s daily acxivicics arc in hne widh its 0123
mimion and philosoplyy. . i
* The schedule and acrivity choices allow children
pardcipase in activitics dthar seflocy che minsion and

philossphy. '

< Saff heep on file dheir secords of acxivicy o123
planning. »

* Whirsen plans with clearly staed geals ase availeble :
o seaff anel substiceses.
« Saaif jor dows mows abous an activity's seocess 30
Reture scaff can learm from pase cpericaces.

: * Wiitven plans asc weed 90 awess dhe nocds snd

: issereses of childeen.

d. Soff plan acvivitics dhar will seflecr die caltwses 0123
of dhe familics in the progrm sad the brosd
diversity of husman expesience.

* Seaff mopuiesly choses senccials thae wefloce the
Inapumgs. wusic. mecics, games and crfts from
various culeusal cradicions.

* Scaff invite children and Gmilics eo share recipes,
wmﬂhhmwaﬂm
and experiences.

* Scaff svoid using 3 “courise” approach co sudying
differenc cultures.

* Multiculrural acrivities occur cheoughowur dhe year.
racher than oaly during holidevs.

© tm emeem et

L _________________________ -~ -~~~ """ "~~~ Uy
S atatall T« sometimes 2= mentefthetime 3= slof e tme Yotal, a-d
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Questions for the Director [JJ]

29. Program polices and procsdures are in ”hmhs‘qd@m
“*wﬂm*mwb“um)kaﬁhmo
mﬁwma-oﬂ——mamu-ﬁnu-—m an we
do 0 help children and staff respond effectivaly?

Nacional School-age Care Alliance *» Quescrions for the Direcro-

2 Soff sad childsen know what w do in case of —_

genezal emergency: 01213
* Emecgeacy proceduses for exising dwring a fisc ase
possad and peactiond seguindy.

» Souff check sl desocanes and Gec cxingishers
cvery dwer manchs.

* Fc cxringmishers ase visible and accessible.

* Saff knowr how s wee fise cuiaguishers.

« Soff sad families know what w de in cmesgency
sinxtions {e.g.. in case of foe. cardhqualke. memado,
SHROVESIDEER.,

* Scaff are prepased o seapond wiken srangers sempe
0 intrede or disrape dhe peogeam.

b T&mbuﬂﬂﬂlm_o 0123
prevens accidens and ssanege crmevgencies.
* Saff are expecsed 50 be slerr w sufery hamads
hch“—hht—e-ﬁh&
o rused).
* Scaff el acziow 0o corsect salecy hesasds.

<. The programn has csablished policies o oans- 0123
pore children safely: it complies with ail legal
requirernenes for vehides and drivers.

* All cars, vans, buses, e eaxis weod for
childeen on ficld wipgs or w wed Gem schoal e
& L cncsimed

aad
* Al drivers of vehsicies waed @0 canspoce childesen
are adequusely unined and Somend.
* The pregram checks w be susc all drivers have
good driving reconds.

4. A svsrem is in place 10 prevent unauthorized 0123
pmpkﬁomuhnschﬂdwﬁmndwpmn
* Sraff know who i allowed to pick up each child.
¢ Seaff know whae to do if an unauthorized person
awempes 10 pick up a child.

L "~ " N ]
Gz asemal 1o sometimes 2o mustefthetme 3s i of the Wne Total, a-d-:
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Questions for the Director [JJ}

amﬂbuﬁumd“&“ddw
Guiding Quastions: What policies in place regarding the health of children in the program? Do we
have policies i place sm«&twuewmm:’aum-m
mant Shase palides and tain the stuf¥ 10 implonant then?

a. There is ouvent documentarion showing thet m

the program has mex the stare and/oc local 0123
healch and safery guidelines snd/or scguiations.
- ‘!‘hp.—':i:‘np-i.lqmw

are lepe on Sle.

o Wtam decussen 3 pragrae’s cfferc w sasin

e e e iy cades

b. There are wricren policies and procedures w© 0123
ensure the health and safecy of children.

The program has 2 lnadback dus describes procoduses
f-n&ﬁslu-q.

¢ No smoking is allowed in the program. 0123
* A as-emshing policy & enfesced 2z sl Gemes.
« The pelicr applies © betk dhe inginas snd susdans
ancts- as well a5 fiddd crips.
* The saaff and pasenc handbooks clearr suse the ao-
= No smekiag siges asc possed.
. * Saff cigaretses are never visibie so dhe children.

d. The saff are alweys peepased o sespond = 0123
accidents and emergencies.

i * A soff pason trained in Giesc sid and CPR i available

. st all Gmes.

T o —

. Wmm-unhu:(e.g..fcrpohc.nn
ambelance. poison contral) are posted near the
phonc.

* Emergency information shous the children is caken
on field orips.

* Eamiligs are contacted immediaccly in case of
cmcrgency.

* A first-aid ki is available at all aimes.

* Saff reesive biood-born pathogen training.

. .-~ _____ N ________ "~ ;N ]
®x netatall 1o somotimes 2= mastof the time 3« afl of the time Yotal, a~d:
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Questions for the Director -

31. Al staff are professionally qualified o work with ¢hildien aivl youth.

Guidioy Questions: What Saining eppertuniiiss do we alfer anl contimuing staff? dow are staff
—emwhﬁﬁzih_ﬁq*“bumma

ievel of raspavsihiiRy at the program?

2 Sﬂm&mﬁap&—:‘ —-
school-age childeen in secucstionsl sertings. 0123
wmumawp%
Schesl-Age Care, pp. 75-78)

h&fhnmddzwqu 0123

c&:&'mm soquicemsenss. (See 6123

d.quliﬁda:ﬂ‘a-;hzwmﬂ a123
Qualified staff are hired
unallam o adminiseer dhe peogram. t©
oversee: is daily operations, and 10 supervise
childsen. (See Appendix in the NSACA Sasw-
dards for Quality Schoel-Age Care. pp. 75-78.)

"ol e s 1pan = ain st

R
Scamtatal tx emetimes 2= metefhetme 3 = all of the tme Total, a~-&
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Questions for the Director [JJj

ngﬂ*aﬂ-n-mwu»ww

Guiding Quesdiass: surveyed the stallf shoag whet wish they had knous when they starsed?
uu“wh'::h“hcﬁbh:znhmnmhm&s

In future training?

ey r—— ] ]
bilivies w children, and the program s 0123
reviewed with each solf member.

- mﬁ&:@%#*
w”mhwﬂl
behavior smanagemenc.

b. Wrinten personnel palicies are reviewed 0123
with saff.
« Scaff can read and sk quenions shewr dheic bawrs
(cg~ schodules, beeaks, dme for planning and .
wrziming).
¢ Benchix 2nd grievamce procadures are cleady
spelied oue.

c Weinen program policies and peoceduses, 0123

* New saff camn wad shous program palicics snd scfier -
o weisen descripeionss ax 2 ey dase.
* They can also bear dhese policies desciibed by the
direcor or another well infocmed seaff member
* Basic cthical standasds are sevicwed with sl acw seaff
{eg.. the need for confidencinlicy sbeur information
on children, familics. snd ocher saff).

d. New saff se given 2 comprchensive orioatation 0123
o che program philospls vowsines, and
practices.

* They an perseaally incraduced  the people wich
whom dhcy will be working.

* New staff sre inzoduced 1o the cussodian, school
principsl, agency director, 33 well as co-workers in
the program.

* They arc givea 2 tour of che peagram spags sod
hw&ﬁduﬂﬂ*

= They are wold sbout dhe schadule. acrivicies. guidance
palicics. and the spacial aagds of individual children.

= They have 2 chance w discuss any questions they may
have about the program’s mission and philosophy:

. . ¥ -~ """ g
C=autatall 1= somutines 3o musiof hetine 3« off of the teny Total, a—-d:
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Leaders recsive Senior Geoup
audﬁ‘h S Disychers secaive at lsast 24 howrs of taining

WMSACA Stemiards for Quality School-Age Case)

nity for profanienst growth as theic taglidh-epeabing pan? powe? Wit can we o & bettar job of providing
training and profesional grewsth oppostuniies for ol our stallf?

thax promore their devdopment.

This uaining inchades:

- b-uh:ﬂk;’sa‘_
andﬁrhchﬂh- hmm
* raponding © de differing acads of childeen (eg.
u-i-s-qr-“h-iv-ﬂ"

“m‘ jag and how wm apply ic in wedking
with children and Gamilies.

positive

T e
culrural cradicions of the families in dhe program.

* learming sbows different rypes of families simgle-
povison e bk g emgbep
leshian, exc).

nm-ﬁ“dﬁﬂ-“dtﬁyb“ﬁﬁm
1S hows of Group
of each job. qu:u:muu tﬂ“} o~

Galfing Quastioss: How do assans the waining aeeds of Staff? Wit saethods do we use 10 trein staff?
n-a--—-t-ul:l—.—-&: Do son-Englidh-epasking stalf hove the sane opportu-

sswvanlly
m-intbt’h-sdﬁgaﬂ;ﬁowhm

a. Suaff cecxive waining i how w wodk wish —n

Gmilics sad how w0 sclase 0 childecn in ways 0123

oaining in program mansgemeny sad seaff
supervision.
Mh&h““
Gaancial menagrancat. risk mesagesncnt., qualicy
assursace: snd scuff sapervision.
¢ Pregram disscoers and adminincratoes have a chance
to visic ocher programs and shese bes peactices wich
their peexs.
¢ Direcrors and adwiinistrasors heve scoess w0 sepervi-
sary and mamgement books and magszines.

b. Program direcrors and adeninistrasoes receive o123

§ Uumstatsl e semetine 2 meneftmime 3 of of he tme
i

National School-age Care Alliance * Questions for the Direccre-
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~Continued from previous page

33, The training neads of the staff are sssessad, and training is relevant to the responsibilities
of ench job. Assistent Senup tesslers secaive at lssst 15 howrs of vaining sanually. Growp
Lasders secaive at lsast 18 hows of Salning snually. Senier Group Landers sacaive at laast
21 hows of training anmmiy. She Disecors recalve 2t lssst 24 hows of training annually
Program Administratoss recsive at jsast 30 hours of training anmuslly. (See Appendtx in The
NSACA Standards for Quality School-Age Case) -

Quustisns: How do we amus the nasds of nall? Vet matheds do we we %0 train staff? t
ﬂmmuﬂﬁﬁuﬂ-ﬂihmdmmmm :
nity for profasional growth as thelr English-epasking peers? How can we do 8 betser job of providing
training and profesional grassth epportaniing for all eur stafl?

¢ Saff receive caining in how » sec wp gragzam —_

space and design activitics 0 Support progeam 0123

. o———

* Safflcarm how = mse sebile fonicuse asd cyuip-
sment to creme inserest areas W large, opes, shared

space.

* Scaff lenrn bow w adupx spece and acsivigies for
childeen wich dissbilizies.

* They lcam how m sepervise gamees and spores,

* Scaff learn how 9o weck with eldex chilieon =
develop dubs and hobbies dhar will hold elder
children’s” incevest.

W emretw bmetsy b #r b e

d. Seaff receive training in how w promote the 0123
safecy. health and nutricion of children.
> Salf s osiscd n ficse sid and s becuthing,
* Saffknow bew e idemily, docomsent, and suporc
oo of supccacl child sl and
* Sooff understand dhe aucricionsl needs of school-age
children.
* They know how w pecpase heakder mcals sad
snacks under sanican conditions.

L .~ ;" -~ -~ — N ___ ]
s sntxal tw sumetines 2= caneftntan 3« oiofvhe tan Yol a—-a&:

National School-age Care Allianuce » Questions for ¢he Direc:- 200

142



Questions for the Director .

n - -n-un—;s -lni-.l-:' ;
Guiding Quustions: How & the masale of thase of w a review our
compansation and benefits package? Can » owr passs anef supervisor for support on wugh issues? Do
-HMMBﬁwgﬁ-nh&ﬂ--d

* Saff sre compeosaced for dise speac in coaining aad

o e che miniman and e
b. Fullsimac seaff secxive beneliss, inchading lheslth 0123
insacance and peid leaves of sbscnce. Seaff aoe sl :
* 1 pomsible, the program pesvides the fallowing: -
deneal, ife, and disabilicy insasance: sexisement

.o

c. Saaff are given ample Gme w0 discuss their own 0123
conceras regarding the progzam.
¢ Soff mes: sgelasdy (for ot et an heur swice e

moath) 10 discuss program eperations and the
changing neads of childesn.

S W st g e

- supervision and 0123
Feedback. This indudes writen pecformance
reviews on a timcly basis.
* Supervisor and stalf member segularly disces
activivies and inseractions wich childuen.
* They wosk sogecher s et ganls for che coming

* Each ssaff pesson secrives 2 written evalustion »
: lcaw yearke
i * Thex evalustions indude comments besed on
. obscrvacion of scaff performance.

* Saff participate in dheir own assesmenc.
: * The program koeps wrizeen., apdavad noses on
- scff perforsaace and foodback.

* [t keeps records on file of smaff panticipadion

in continuing education and training.

;. L 3§ "~ -~ - "~ W "
! Gaestmal Tasmmetiees 2a mesteltetne 3= o of the i Total, a~d:
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Quastions for the Director [JJ]

= Guiding Quentions: inng ol o2 Are busdiget projections !
Oowe bave . shiatagy 0 ap e progsan Are

mdw"ﬂ?ﬁl&bnbb‘nnmkﬂ tigh quelity arnd meets {

the nasds of children, fasailies and staff? [

\

2 The fmancial ssssagrasea of the progam ——_

suppores che progeas’s goaks- 0123
. T&mw-‘w&nb !
the prugram’s priceigics. :
ln_d*sg-d:—k - :
-mu*ﬂb* puywoll, !
developmene, acxivicies, sasesials, supplics, equip-
-:-n-e chance s help wich budger i
e PFrogam a2 - _
Ph-i-&

program secks cuside fands w h
h-d#hg.“s*

SUPPOIT, 2 WITAG plan).
* The program has adequare meco and Ksbilicy -

b. The administration oversees the recruitment 0123

* The program obeains pasitive and professional
references sbour all xaff and volanseers before they
begin w work with childoen.

o Wicsca scfesences or noees fem sclephone con-
verzations are hepe in persoaned files.

* A crimisal record check is dome.

* The duccwoe cxamines seoustisng scasons for soaff
awmever and kes 2l pessible action w0 reduce
UNIACCESEATY turnover.

Oz astatefl T= youmtinns 2= sstelthethue 3= sllof e tion Contilwedonnextpage...
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-continued from previous page

- :ﬁ program sound? Ave Insiget projections
"» owr
o e e
the raeds of children, femilies and stall?

¢ The disecsne invelves saff, bossd, familics. and - B
children in both loug-term plassing snd deily o123
deciss e

* The disecaor provides suppert (c.g.. ericamation,
sining, and infocssesion) o hep dhe bosud of
direczoes or advisory group © sshe informed

* The disccasr cosmmumicases Soyscsdly, boch focsally

inforaally, with agemcy
;RMMS_‘

d. Administracors assisc with oagoing cvalustion. 01213 ,
They aim for improvement in all sseas of che
program.

* Puones, saff. and childeen s involved in cvahaing

= A progrtam ssscsmment or euluntios is conducsed 2 :
lcasx anoe 3 yeur (using, for cxample. surveys. foas :
groups, or ebservinns). :
* Findings aec shered with everyanc in the program H

comeamnicy.
* Besed on dhe sauiss of the coshmsion, 2 program H
improvemons plaa & doveloped. H
> The plan inciades goals, acsion sicps, a titne table. :
scssurces.
* Salfwork on dicse gosk © improve the program.

L.~ -~ -~ -~~~ " "~""— """~ ;& ________ & ]
Sx ANl e mmmtimes 2= matef thesioe D all of the thue Total, a-d:
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Questions for the Director [JJJj

&mﬂb‘m-“bﬁmﬁﬂm,m:ﬂ
*-ﬁ Doss our sainion tstawent rafiace our prograny's philosophy snd goals? Have
Guiling danrly our|
nmuuwoaﬂm“.dwhﬁnbami&ﬁ
whﬁnﬂdaﬁu-ﬂ*hwﬂrwum*o*w
program sccanibie v Silkiven with spacdel aeeds?

mmd-‘ 0123

b. The program muskes ixself affosdable w all 0123
families by using alt possible commmnicy ] -
resources and sources of subsidy.

* Shhag focx, stase and fodersl subsdies, and scholar-
ships are wecd o0 malie the pragram affosdabie.

* Eligible families secrive casy-s0-scnd informasion
ahout program focs, suhsidies, and child case ax
cadic.

* Thi informmion is awsilsbic in dhe family’s home
langmgs.

<. The program’s houss of operation are besed 0o 0123
familics” necds.

* The aoks Fasnilies whar houss and doays deey
meed child care.

* The program salecs 2 scasonable effore w0 provide
case when familbes aced ic.

* This oftcn includes befose-scheol care and exsended
hours en holideys and schoel wecations.

d. It & the programss policy & enroll children with 0123
special aceds.

* The program adapes space and acxivicies 0 chae all
children can participoee fully

* Program saff are knowledgeable about che Americans
for Dissbilities Acx.

* They usc it ro make decisioas sbouc serving children
with special needs.

L~~~ -~~~ -~ g " ]
On NEtEtal Ve soMetimet 2« ontof e dme 3o aff of e time Total, a-d:

oy n CW e m i e
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HOW LONG HAVE YOU BEEN THE DIRECTOR OF THIS SCHOOL-AGE
PROGRAM?

HOW LONG HAVE YOU BEEN EMPLOYED IN THE SCHOOL-AGE
PROFESSION?

ARE YOU A MEMBER OF A PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATION SUCH AS:
NAEYC, NSACA, OR ECAO? yes mo

WHAT IS THE HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION YOU HAVE COMPLETED”?
1.Lessthan 2. High 3. Vocstioml 4. Some 5. Two-Year 6 Fowr-Yesr 7. Graduate
High School School School Colioge Degree Degree Degree

HAVE YOU COMPLETED ANY OF THE FOLLOWING CREDENTIALS OR
CERTIFICATIONS? (Circle ail thet apply, please.)

1.CDA

2. ECE

3. Elementary

4. Castified Child Care Professional
5. Natiosal Director Training

6. Okishome Director Training

HAVE YOU RECEIVED COLLEGE CREDIT FOR COURSEWORK IN THE
FOLLOWING AREAS: )

CHILD DEVELOFMENT? yu mo HOWMANY HOURS?
CHILD CARE? ys mo HOW MANY HOURS?
ECE? yes mso HOW MANY HOURS?
YOUTH STUDIES? yes o HOW MANY HOURS?
RECREATION? yes so HOW MANY HOURS?
ELEMENTARY EDUCATION? yes 20 HOW MANY HOURS?

CHILD CARE? vy a0 HOW MANY HOURS?
ECE? yos mo HOW MANY HOURS?
YOUTH STUDIES? ys a0 HOW MANY HOURS?
RECREATION? yes so HOWMANY HOURS?
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FAMILY SOCIAL SCIENCES? yes o HOW MANY HOURS?
ADMINISTRATION? yes so HOWMANY HOURS?

HOW DO YOU VIEW WORKING IN THE SCHOOL-AGE FIELD? (plesse circie one)

1. MY CHOSEN OCCUPATION
2. A STEPPING STONE TO EMPLOYMENT IN ANOTHER FIELD RELATED TO

SCHOOL-AGE CARE
3. TEMPORARY EMPLOYMENT BUT NOT MY CHOSEN FIELD

4. OTHER

-AGE: uader 20 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60+

GENDER: fomsle @ male

MARITAL STATUS:

1. single/sever marriud/separated/divorced/widowed

2. single with partner/married

RACE:

1. Cancasign

2. Africsa-American

3. Latiss/o

4. Asian

5. Native American

6. Biracial/Multiracial

7. Other

BOUSEHOLD INCOME:

1. under $10,000 6. $50,001-60,000

2. $10,001-20,000 7. $60,001-70,000

3. $20,001-30,000 8. $70,001-80,000

4. $30,001-40,000 9. $80,001-90,000

5. $40,001-50,000 10. $90,001-100,000
11. over $100,000

CHILDCARE INCOME:

1. umder $10,000 6. $50,001-60,000

2. $10,001-20,000 7. $61,000-70,000

3. $20,001-30,000 8. $70,001-80,000

4. $30,001-40,000 9. $80,001-90,000

5. $40,001-50,000-- 10. $90,001-100,000

11. over $100,000
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Please circle the activities that are offered on a weekly basis. Also, please include
in the “other” space any activities that you offer that are not on this list.

ACADEMICS

READING

GAMES

MUSIC

PUZZLES

DANCE

SPORTS

DRAMA

PROBLEM-SOLVING ACTIVITIES

VIDEO GAMES

149

ART

SNACK

FEILDTRIPS

TV OR VIDEOS

HOMEWORK

COMPUTERS

COOKING

LARGE-MOTOR ACTIVITIES

CRAFTS

OTHER:
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University of Oklahoma
Evaluation of School-Age Contracts
Fall, 1999

Dear Parent,

This packet contains information on a study about quality school-age care.
This study is being conducted by Stacy Dykstra of University of Oklahoma and is
funded by the Department of Human Services Office of Child Care. The purpose
of the study is to identify ways to improve the support received by school-age
programs and increase our understanding of quality care for school-age children
and youth. I hope that information gained from this study will help the state find
ways to make school-age care better for children, youth, families, and the staff
who serve them. .

Your help may contribute greatly to our knowledge about school-age care:
Please look at the informed consent in this packet now. If you are willing to
participate, sign the consent form and return it (along with the completed
questionnaires) in the envelope provided.

In the packet you will find a questionnaire about your background, the
school-age program your child attends, and your child’s behavior. Please
complete the questionnaire and place it in the sealed envelope provided. Return
the sealed envelope to the director of your child’s school-age program within one
week. The researcher will collect the envelope when he/she returns to your
program in approximately 2 weeks. During the return visit, your child will
complete the questionnaires and receive a small thank you gift of stationary items.

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

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

University of Oklahoma
I understand that:

e The purpose of this research is to identify more effective ways to provide
support to the school-age child care community. Stacy Dykstra is in charge
of the study and it has been funded by the Oklahoma Department of
Human Services Office of Child Care. Findings from the study will
suggest ways to make support for school-age programs in Oklahoma better.
IfI 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.

e I must be 18 years of age or older to participate.

e My child will complete two questionnaires about his/her after school
program that will take about 15 or 20 minutes. This will be done at their
school-age program.

e I will complete a questionnaire about family background, the school-age
program, and my child’s behavior. These will take about 15 minutes to
complete.

e Participation in the study is voluntary, My participation will not affect my
child’s enroliment in the child care program. I may change my mind about
agreeing to participate at any time and withdraw from the study without
penalty by contacting Stacy Dykstra at 405-752-2027.

e All information received during the study will be kept confidential and
stored in a locked office. No names or identifying information will be
released in the research reports.

e Neither my participation nor my child’s participation involves any risks
beyond those encountered in everyday life. My child will receive a small
gift of stationary items for helping with the project.

Yes, and 1 will participate in the study.
Child’s name

Signature: Date:
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CHILD INFORMED CONSENT FORM
EVALUATION OF SCHOOL-AGE 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 myself or I can have them read to me.

I know I can choose 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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University of Oklahoma
Evaluation of School-Age Contracts
Fall, 1999

Dear School-Age Program Staff Member,

This packet contains information on a study about quality school-age care.
This study is being conducted by Stacy Dykstra of University of Oklahoma and is
funded by the Department of Human Services Office of Child Care. The purpose
of the study is to identify ways to improve the support received by school-age
programs and increase our understanding of quality care for school-age children
and youth. I hope that information gained from this study will help the state find
ways to make school-age care better for children, youth, families, and the staff
who serve them.

Your help may contribute greatly to our knowledge about school-age care.
Please look at the informed consent in this packet now. If you are willing to
pnmapate, sngntbecomaufo:mandgvexttotheobmer glmgm_ﬂm

In the packet you will find a questionnaire about your background, your
program, and your perceptions of your job. Please complete the questionnaire and
place it in the sealed envelope provided. The observer will pick the envelope up
when he/she retumns to your program in approximately 2 weeks.

‘When the observer returns in approximately 2 weeks, he/she will observe
you while you work in the school-age program. Thea he/she will collect your
sealed envelope and give you a small thank you gift of stationary items.

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

Stacy Dykstra Loraine Dunn
405-752-2027 405-325-1509
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SENIOR GROUP LEADER INFORMED CONSENT FORM
EVALUATION OF SCHOOL-AGE CONTRACTS
University of Oklahoma

I understand that:

The purpose of this research is to identify more effective ways to
provide support to the school-age child care community. Stacy Dykstra
is in charge of the study and it has been funded by the Department of
Human Services Office of Child Care. Findings from 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 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 will complete a questionnaire about my background, my program, and
perceptions about my job that will take about 20 minutes. Also, I will
be observed for about 30 minutes while working in the school-age
program.

Participation in the study is voluntary. My participation will not affect .
my employment or my program. I may change my mind about agreeing
to participate at any time and withdraw from the study without penalty
by contacting Stacy Dykstra at 405-752-2027.

All information received during the study will be kept confidential and
stored in a locked office. No names or identifying information will be
released in the research reports.

My participation does not involve any risks beyond those encountered
in everyday life. The questionnaires will take about 20 minutes to
complete. I will receive a small thank you gift of stationary jtems for

Yes, I will participate in this study.

Your Signature: Date:
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Name of Program

)

Name of Teacher

' Numberofstaff present .

 presant today -

attending st
one time

)
o

Nameof Rater

.o

+ Indoor space

1234567

(2 Space for gross
motor aclivitles

1234567

E G Space for privacyw

2 i
1234 8567])

P«mon of Hmr

G Room arrangemant

1234567

‘1 4a, Por homework

112348567

ot | *C Furnishings for ) f

| 6 Furnishings for w o
lnmlng/racmhoml

R routine care
1234567

T ——

=

Tl activities

relaxation and
comfort

1234567

(8 Furnishings for grose
“:|  mwlor activities

N1 2348567

(\

i !
A

i
3

qr23asev}

N

facillties

R

9. Access to host 3

professional needs [ ;

1234867

| of atatf
!7’;
1234867

;| rI2. Health policy

i [ TOTAL
’|Space & Fumishings
litems 111

1234567

12848567

L | /t'

SCHOOL-AGB CARE ENVIRONMENT RATlNG SCALE .
Tud\m Colloge Press : - -

B e

_ Copy;lghl 01996 T. Harms, B V. Jacqbs,& D.R. Whito

s,‘

ISBN 0-8077- 3508-6
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13, Health practices

1234567

14. Emergency and
safety policy

12343567

ﬁs. Safety practice

12348567

1234567

g (16. Attendance j : (\

17. Departure

1234567

’ ﬁ& Meals/snacks

1234567

o

LA

19. Personal hy;lmw :

1123485067}

Haalth and Safaty
ltems 12.19

d
] 20, Arts and crafts

i
. | 21, Music and
A, movement

1234567(,",1234567

.| 22, Blocksend
‘f" construction

113348567

s
23, Drama/theater

1234567

| 24. Language/
g reading activities [ 1"

f12348567])5

'
3 N
) 3
A
|
t
. !
0 .
tr
. b 1)
i &
.
')
L

oy Teachers College Press
|

1 schbbuAcs GARE nnvmonmsnr RATING SCALE"
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25, Math/reasoning 26. Science/nature 27. Cultural awareness 28, Greeting/ [ 29. Staff-child 30. Staff-child '
activities activities departing interactions . communication

1234567 1234567 1234567.‘1234567.1234567 1234567

.| TOTAL , W
‘ . -+ | Activities !
L | iems 20-27 i §

B, i I
. € "\’i "
PN LN AN AN PEN y
" e R e
, .‘!E . . ‘I‘ -l.::' ! .y !‘,
[ .
N\ ) o o %
31, Btaff supervision |} 32. Discipline i | 33, Peer interactions [ | 34. Interactions - | 35 Staff interaction || 36, Relationship be-
of children  [' i betwoen staff and | | tween program
: | i | . parents N staff and class-
s ! - ¥ v room teachers
"1234567-1234567-.1234567;"‘123‘567“5123456711234567‘
N . : ;,, ‘ K
i :{’.‘é ; i
. B
S . , ,l}}r.
0 o ] i TOTAL 3
W A i Ka | Interactions hoo
4 S i oy ltems 26-36 .
) 3 i l'.‘
(R P : K i A AR
0 A ‘?k .v.'! ?]v‘: " :?51..,.1.
. -' ,x’ - /-'“ ) k — )zll’k )"K ) 'L....-*__J‘ w.'
i ., ' '
.1/ SCHOOL-AGE CARE ENVIRONMENT RATING SCALE - Copyright ©1996 T, Harms, E. V. Jacobs, & D. R. White
ey Teachers College Press ’ o ' K i R R T s -'..
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12345687
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#:
es 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 responds inconsistently (Ex. Sometimes warm, sometimes
distant with children).

Staff member favors or dislike particular children.

Staff member usually responds to children in a warm, supportive manner -
(Ex. Staff and children seem relaxed, voices cheerful, frequent smiling).

Staff member shows respect for children (Ex. Listens attentively, treat
children fairly, do not discriminate).

Staff member supports autonomous behavior in children (Ex. Staff’
member allows children to take the lead in selecting and initiating
activities).

Mutual respect exists among 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/no, limited tum-taking in conversations).

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

Staff member-child conversations are frequent.

Turn-taking in conversation between staff member and child is
encouraged (Ex. staff member listens as well as talks).
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Language is used primarily by staff member to exchange information with
children and for social interaction.

Children are asked “why, how, what if” 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 CHILDREN

No supervision of children in staff member’s assigned area during play
and routines. .

Some supervision of children in assigned area during play and routines,
especially in potentially dangerous areas (Ex. outdoor play, climbing
apparatus, carpentry).

Careful supervision of all children adjusted appropriately for different
ages and abilities (Ex. younger children supervised more closely).

Children given help and encouragement when needed (Ex. shown how to
use new equipment).

Staff member shows appreciation of children’s efforts and
accomplishmeats.

Staff member talks to children about ideas related to their play and help
elaborate and extend the activity.

Staff member is available to coach team sports and help with activities
requiring adult input.
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Human Relationships

1. Staff relate to all children and youth in pasitive ways.
Guiding Questions: How do we greet children? Are they happy to be with us? Do we feei we have enough
time to talk with individual and small groups of children every day? What else cGan we do to help children in
our program feel welkcome?

S ————
to what they say. 0123

* Saaff do not belitte children.

* They tke children's comments seriously.

* Seaff do nor intrude ar interrupe children.

* Seff use supporrive language.

* They make scatements like “Keep trying; you

can do i”

b. Staff make children feel welcome and comfore- 0123

able.

* Saff project a tone of welcome in their voices and
gestures. :

* Saff acknowledge children when they arrive and -3
depart.

* They respond appeopriately when children show
affecrion.

* Suaff stay calm in all siriavons.

* They handle conflicts in a way that reduces fear
or discuption. ’

<. Suff respond w children with acceprance and 0123
appreciation.
* Suffare kind and fair to all children.
* They include all interested children in activities and
events. Games and spotts ace apen tw all, egaodless
of their athledc skill. -
* Suff do not separate children by gender.
¢ They do nox discriminate on the basis of race,
refigion, gender, ethniciry. family structure, appear-

ance, disabiliry, evc.

- — ¥ o ettt s 20y . g 08

d. Staff are engaged with children. 0123
* Suaff calk and play with the children.
* They show interest in whar the children say and do.
* Suff participate in many activities with children.
* Saaff sit with children ac smack dme.
* Suff show that they enjoy children.
* Staff seem cheerful rather than bored, tired, or
distant.
* Seaff spend little dme on tasks thar do nor invoive
the children.

L~~~ -~ “———— - - N ]
0= natastell T« sometimes 2= mostof e time 3= ol of the time _Total, a-d:

National School-age Care Alliance » Program Observaction 159
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Human Refationships -

2. Staff respond appropriately to the individual needs of childrep and youth.
Guiding Questions: Are we aware of the many interests, abilities, and talents of our children? )
How do we respond to their different cultures and languages? In what other ways can we help each child
grow and leam?

a. SaafFknow chat each child has special interests
and aalenss. 0123

* Scaff are able to spend time with individual children.

* Saaff bring in materials relaced to children’s intereses:
pets, music. sports. computers, chess. etc.

* Specialists are used for cerain acrivities.

¢ Scatf are eager ro hear abour events in childrenss lives
ourside the program.

b. Staff recognize the range of children’s abilities. 0123

* Saff vary their responses to macch children's ages
and abiliries.

* Saaff help children become focused and engaged.

* Scaff help children pursue their interests and improve
theic skills.

* Staff offer enrichment acxivides.

« Snaff help children with their homework.

* Soaff substinite equipment as needed, such as using a
farge beach ball inseead of a volleybell for ousdoor
games.

<. Seaff can relace to a child’s cylture and home 0123

language-

* Saff provide resources thar show different culcural
perspectives. .

* They heip children use books, music, and tapes
in different

* Visual displays show a variety of culwures.

* Signs include the home languages of the children
in dhe program.

* Children have an oppormnity 10 speak their home
language with peers and saaff.

* Guests from various cultural radidons are invived
to speak atr die program and share their cxperiences.

* They also serve as coaches, mentocs, and friends.

d. Scaff cespand o the tange of children’s feelings o123
and temperamenc-

* Scaff try 10 understand the different ways children
express their feelings (.., different cultural styles o
show respect for authoriry, express hurt or anger or
warmtch).

* Staff try to assess children’s feelings before actempring
w solve a problem.

» Saff find suiable ways to include ali children.

¢ Swff accepra child’s desire to be alone.

* Scaff remain calm and patient with an angry child.

. Snﬂ'cwnfon“d.achild'hoaypulshun. upset, or

L

0= notatall T« somefimes 2 mostofthetime 3= alf of the time Total, a—-d:

Nactional School-age Care Alliance » Program Observation 160
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Human Refationships .

3. Staff encourage children and youth to make choices and to become more responsible.

Guiding Questions: What kinds of choices can children in the program make? How often do we let them
choose what they are going to do, and with whom? Are we helping them to take initiative and assume
leadership roles? Do we incdlude children when we plan activities?

Scaff offer assistance in 2 way that supports 2
* Suff help children find ways to pursue their own

tNICresis.
e Suff say “yes” w0 children's reasonable requests and

ideas for activities.

* Suff help children plan projecrs and garher resources.

. Seaff assisc children withourt caking control, and 0123

they encourage children to ke leadesship roles.

* Staff give clear directions so thar children can proceed
independendy:

* When asked, staff step in o help children.

* Saff encourage children two proceed on
their own. -

Saff give children many chances to choose 0123
what they will do, how dchey will do it, and with
whom.
¢ Children have frequent opportunities to choose dtheir
companions.
» Children help prepare and/or serve their own food.
* Children ser up activitics and/or dean up afterwards.
* Older children may choose to set up cheir own
cubhouse. When field trips are planned, some
children may choose ro stay ac the program.

. Saaff help children make informed and respon- 0123

sible choices.

* Staff remind children to think about how their
actions may affect others in the program.

* Saff ask questions char guide children ro make good
decisions.

* Saff help children understand che impect of dheir
dexisions on others.

L N M ]
Ox notatall 1= sometimes 2= mestofthe time 13 = alf of the time Total, a~-d:

National School-age Care Alliance »~ Program Observaction 16%

178

Vi g -

0
Ve s e —— om




+ e —————————

Human Relationships .

Staff interact with children and youth to help them learn.
Questions: What kinds of questions do we a3k children to encourage creative thinking? How do

Guiding
we respond to children’s curiosity? What
and support throughout the day?

do we use to answer their
children reflecton whatdneyarelammg’heweabletomkm individual children who need our help

think for themselves.

* Seaff pursuc children’s ideas.

= Saff stare discussions by asking open-ended ques-
tions (c.g.. “what i€~ or “how an we._27).

* Swaff encourage children ro use journal writing, arc
p.dm)ects:nd mdmaawy 0 express their

* Sraff rke time o chink abour children's questions.

2 How do we help

. Staff ask questions thac encourage children to m

0123

Staff share skills and resources 10 help children

gain information and solve problems.

* Staff show children how and where ro find answers
(0 questions.

* Saaff show children how complex skills can be broken
into smalfler seeps.

* Swaff encourage children to pracrice basic life skills.

¢ When children face problems they cannat solve
themselves, staff offer suggestions.

0123

Saaff vary the approaches they use wo help

childcen learn.

* Staff weach children a new task or game by showing
the steps as well as telling abouc them.

* Scaff write down instructions for acrivities so thac
children can remember what vo do.
* Saaff pay acention to quitise and gender variations
in learning sty

. ﬁqmognncnon-mbduwdlambdm
* They encourage children to try new acriviges.
* They help childeen move beyond gender stercocypes
in their choices.
* Seaff use pictures and visual aids to reach out o non-
readers and speakers of ather

* Staff modify acxivities as needed so thar all children,
including chose with dissbilities, can parcicipare.

0123

e i o temtp bmes g,

Saaff help children use language skills chrough

frequent conversations.

* Sraff speak to children on 2 level children seem w©
understand.

¢ They listen patiendy as all children ay 0 express
themselves.

* Scaff cake extra rime with children who speak another
homehnmorhned;ﬁaky\mmu

. Sraﬂ"rryto find effective ways to communicate with
all children.
» Saff sometimes use noa-verbal signals 0 help
children understand.

O= notatall 1= sometimes 2= mostofthethme 3= all of the tme

National School-age Care Alliance » Program Obsercu::
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Total, a—-d:
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Human Relationships .

5. Staff use positive techniques to guide the behavior of children and youth.

x Questions: How do we muode! caring. cooperation, and respect? Can we identify 2 pattem for the
types of conflict that occur mast often? Are there times when conflicts are most likely to occur? Ase there
nmde&mmmmke&mtﬂ\aemﬂ‘mﬁmmm’mtmdommm help
children resolve their conflicts?

a. Saff give attention to children when they m

cooperare, share, care for marerials, or join in 0123
acuivities.
* Saff often show appreciation and encouragemenc.
¢ They avoid using insincere praise and threarts 0
concrol children’s behavior
* Saff teach children how o communicate and
cooperate.
* Scaff celebrate children’s efforts and progress.

b. Scaff sex appropriate limits for children. 0123

* Staff sex limits ro prevent children from hurting each . : ;
ather physically or verbally. 1

* [f children tease, scapepoar, threaten, or exclude ¢
others, seaff step in.

* Saff avoid setring unrealistic limits, such as expectdng
children o be quier mosi of the day.

* Saff tke steps to ensure that each child understands
the limies thac are set.

-t 045t 44 e ot s e o

c. Staff use no harsh discipline methods. 0123

* Saff do noc shame, yell, hic, or withhold food.

* The whole group is not scolded or punished when
one child breaks a rule.

* Saff avoid correcring children publicly.

* Suaff do not force children o explain their behavior

orc apologize.

d. Staff encourage children to resolve cheir own 0123
conflicts. Seaff step in only if needed to discuss
the issues and work out a solution.

* Saff listen and observe carefully.
* Saff use negodiation, reasoning, and redirection
10 help children find alrernarives. ;
* Saff do noc impose their solutions on children- :
« Saff rarely lecrure children. f
= Suaff help children express cheir feelings.
* Suff help children undersrand how their behavior
affects others.
* Suafl weach children specific skills to work through
conflicss (c.g.. cirde tume, peace able, or conflict-
resalution skills).

L ¥ """ N
0= notatall 1= sosmtimes 2= mostof the tme 3= all of the time Total,a—-d:

National School-age Care Alliance » Program Observarion 163
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Amzheadnhshmﬁ'lmdlywlthcvuyonc? o
i 7. Axedxen(h:rduldmn&u’ RIS e Aways - S

9. Dbsraffhstenmwhuyoumtmdoand -  the time

help to' make it happen? (For example; do. -
staff ask you wharzmvmsybu want.ro. do
and th -bring marerials) :

0. Are there enough dnngsto usé herc so :Bal
‘everyone gets aurn?™ . -

11 Canyouﬁndyomowndungshcre? S
12. Do you like rhc&)odhae T : =
13. Do you gctcnough'm cath:rc? - =

7. Wostof .

T westof
- - Mastef - -

_ 14. Gan you rest or relzx hcre when vou necd to: acen. frm:: Always "onz ',. .

15. Can you go 1o thebathmom andmadnnk:? ,i 4 m - Mways - :
;_ ‘ whcn younacdm' SUTEN e R

i . 16. Do you like co:mng hem’ i ::’:,:: Mweays .

.~

Narional frstiture. an Our-of-Schoel Time: s Quesrionnaire,. 2197
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- nsandhobb Tl

22. Do vou. hzve txme ‘to do vour f'avontcactm- .

! - Mostot:  Alwexys n.nz.oa
.auhie - thetime

25- Do vonhzvenmc mdmmhdp xodovou

.

hom:worklfvouwantto--._ - .
Comments: Co — - ) R

Orri='_;'.ff$'t'bda.{"f}'nq—e-_‘ Questiann
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