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N THIS CHAPTER we report data drawn from a 2-year study of children,
Iparents, and caregivers in licensed center care, licensed family day care,
and unlicensed family day care. The chapter discusses the question of
quality from several perspectives: characteristics of the child care pro-
vider, child care environment, and program; children’s experiences in
child care; and children’s performance on standardized measures of
language development and within the context of family background.

Our study was based on examination of structure and process variables
in both child care and home environments. This perspective is supported
by a number of studies that have documented the influence of family
structure variables (i.e., maternal marital status, level of education, em-
ployment situation, income) and family process variables (mother-child
interactions, parental stress factors, attitudes toward child care) on chil-
dren’s behavior and performance on developmental outcome measures
(Bee et al., 1982; Hetherington, Cox, & Cox, 1979; Stuckey, McGhee, &
Bell, 1982; Thompson, Lamb, & Estes, 1982).

In order to examine some of the relationships between family structure
variables, child care setting, and children’s performance on measures of
expressive and receptive language development, Goelman and Pence
(1987) compared children from high- and low-resource families. The data
strongly suggested that children from low-resource families — that is,
families headed by single mothers with low levels of education, occupa-
tion, and income—tended to be disproportionately enrolled in low
quality family day care settings. Maternal marital status, occupation, and
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education level contributed significantly to the children’s scores on the
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) (Dunn, 1979) and the Expressive
OneWord Picture Vocabulary Test (EOWPVT) (Gardner, 1979). The find-
ing that children from low-resource families were overrepresented in lower
quality family day care homes with less educated caregivers drew atten-
tion to the fact that the level of caregiver education was also a significant
predictor of children’s scores on these measures.

Family structure variables, therefore, appeared to be associated with
both the children’s performance on the measures of language develop-
ment and the selection of child care settings. In this chapter we continue
to examine these patterns by studying the relationship between indexes of
child care quality, in terms of both the social structure of the child care
environment and the children’s daily experiences in this setting, and the
children’s performance on the two language measures used in this study.

Method

The Victoria Day Care Research Project was conducted from 1983 to
1985 with children, parents, and caregivers in licensed child care centers,
licensed family day care homes, and unlicensed family day care homes.
The study took place in Victoria, the capital of British Columbia, which
has a metropolitan area population of approximately 250,000. (Please
consult Goelman & Pence, 1985, 1987, or Pence, Charlesworth, & Goel-
man, 1986 for detailed information on the design, methodology, and
subject pool in this study) A total of 105 child-parent-caregiver triads
participated in this study. The children were in care for approximately 30
hours per week while their mothers were working, looking for work, or
studying. The study included approximately equal numbers of boys and
girls who were either first born or only children and were drawn from
approximately equal numbers of one- and two-parent families. (See Table
6-1 for a breakdown of the subject pool) No significant differences existed
between the groups on such characteristics as levels of parental educa-
tion, occupation, and income; and ages at which the children entered child
care (see Table 6-2). As in Clarke-Stewart’s work (1981, 1986), the mean age
of children in center care (50.5 months) was higher than the mean age of
children in licensed family day care (38.8) and unlicensed family day care
(39.8), largely due to the fact that most child care centers in Victoria did not
enroll children younger than age 3.

There were three major components of the study: outcome measures,
observations, and interviews (see Figure 6-1). The PPVT and EOWPVT

90 EFFECTS ON LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT



Table 6-1. Numbers of Parent, Child, and Caregiver Participants
in the Victoria Day Care Research Project '

Parents and children

One-parent Two-parent
Boys Girls Boys Girls Total Caregivers

Center child care 14 13 15 11 53 25
Licensed family

day care 4 7 74 9 27 24
Unlicensed family

day care 7 7 6 5 25 25
Total 25 27 28 25 105 74

Table 6-2. Background Information on Subject Pool in the Victo-
ria Day Care Research Project

Licensed family ~ Unlicensed family Center
day care day care child care

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Age of child 38.81 10.16 39.78 11.41 50.56 4.37*
Age began careP 1794 11.20 16.46 11.68 19.30 12.58
Total time in care® 20.86 12.25 23.81 11.98 31.26 14.24°
Time in current care® 12.28 11.35 13.81 11.80 13.18 4.95
Hours mother works/week 34.33 6.79 33.38 7.19 3634 8.56
Mother’s age (years) 28.52 5.57 28.51 3.52 30.32 4.20
Mother’s educational level® 3.50 1.28 3.65 1.42 3.96 1.34
Mother’s income level? 3.05 1.25 3.22 140 3.30 1.60
Mother’s job level® 3.28 1.07 320 1.54 3.34 1.10
Partner’s educational level®  3.55 1.39 338 1.32 4.75 1.45*
Partner’s income level? 5.10 1.62 4.42 155 509 1.78
Partner’s job level® 3.09 160 333 134 329 1.51

aCDC > LFDC, UFDC p <.001 (one way ANOVA)

b All child-related variables are in months.

¢ Education level scale: 1 = grade school, 2 = some high school, 3 = high school graduate, 4 =some
junior college or technical school, 5 = junior college graduate, 6 = university graduate.

dIncome level scale: 1 =1ess than $5,000, 2 = $5,000—$8,999, 3 = $9,000—-$14,999, 4 =$15,000—
$19,999, 5= $20,000-$24,999, 6 = $25,000—$29,999, 7 = $30,000 and more. )

. ©Based on modified Blishen scale.
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were administered to the children on three different occasions at 6-month
intervals. The parents and caregivers participated in structured 1-hour
interviews covering a wide range of topics including family background,
employment history, education, child care needs, and attitudes toward
current child care arrangements. The results of the interviews are found in
Pence and Goelman (1986, 1987, in press).

The observations were conducted using two types of instruments. To
assess quality aspects of the structure of the child care setting, we used
parallel rating forms designed for center and family day care environ-
ments: the Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale (ECERS) (Harms &
Clifford, 1980) and the Day Care Home Environment Rating Scale
(DCHERS) (Harms, Clifford, & Padan-Belkin, 1983). These scales consist

Figure 6-1. Research Components in the Victoria Day Care Project

Outcome measures
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test
Expressive One-Word Picture Vocabulary Test
Preschool Interpersonal Problem Solving Test (PIPS)
Child questionnaire

Observation eomponents
The Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale
Child Observation Form
Caregiver Post-Impression Form
Child Post-Impression Form

Parent questionnaire
Child care history and research
Present child care arrangement and focal child
Parent’s perception of the caregiver
Opinions on working mothers
Parent’s satisfaction with arrangement
Child management situations
Personal job history

Caregiver questionnaire
Caregiver’s history
Supply of and/or search for children
Caregiver’s perception of the parent and child
Caregiver’s perception of the child care environment and the child
Caregiver’s satisfaction with the child care arrangement
Child management situations
Caregiver’s family background, work history, and health
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of more than 30 discrete items clustered in a number of subscales and
yield a total rating score as well. The items are rated on a 1 to 7 point scale
and cover such areas as space and furnishings, learning materials, and
social development. :

The Child Observation Form (COF) (Goelman, 1983), a time and event
sampling instrument, was used to observe child care centers (Ruopp,
Travers, Glantz, & Coelen, 1979) and family day care homes (Stallings &
Porter, 1980). The form allowed observers to record children’s play
partners and the types of activities in which they were engaged. Observers
who had passed a training program and achieved an 85% level of interrater
reliability observed children for 5-second windows. The focal children
were observed on 2 different days within a 10-day period for a total of 6
hours of observation. The COF was used for 1 hour during morning free
play periods on both observation days. These observations generated
more than 240 windows of spontaneous play of children in their child care
setting. The respective rating scales (ECERS and DCHERS) were com-
pleted at the conclusion of the 6 hours of observation.

Results

In this section data will be presented on the characteristics of the child
care providers, the structure of the child care settings, and the children’s
family backgrounds; the nature of the children’s experiences in child care;
and the relationship of these variables to the children’s performance on
the standardized measures of language development.

From the information gathered during the caregiver interview (see
Pence & Goelman, in press, for a detailed report on these data), a number
of distinctive characteristics of the three groups of caregivers emerged.
Differences cited regarding these data were all significant to the .05 level
using s tests for independent proportions. While 100% of the center child
care workers reported having formal training in early childhood education
(a legal prerequisite), significantly fewer licensed (29.2%) and unlicensed
(22.2%) family day care caregivers had formal training. Conversely, signifi-
cantly more licensed (958%) and unlicensed (92.6%) family day care
caregivers reported experience as a parent than the center workers (52%).
Further, significantly more licensed (95.8%) and unlicensed (92.6%) family
day care caregivers reported experience as “caregivers to other children”
than the center workers (60%).

When asked questions regarding their work and future career plans, the
groups of child care providers continued to show pronounced differences.
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Both center and licensed family day care providers reported
levels of job satisfaction significantly higher than their
unlicensed family day care counterparrs.

Both center and licensed family day care providers reported levels of job
satisfaction significantly higher than their unlicensed family day care
counterparts. A significantly higher proportion of unlicensed (51.9%) than
licensed (16.6%) family day care providers reported that they would prefer
other employment. In terms of their reasons for providing care, signifi-
cantly more licensed (92.3%) than unlicensed (72.7%) family day care
providers indicated that they enjoyed being with children. Conversely;
significantly more unlicensed (36.4%) than licensed (10.3%) family day care
providers said they were in child care because it provided a playmate for
their own children. When the unlicensed family day care providers were
asked about the type of work they would prefer to be doing, only 7.4%
indicated child care; 14.8% cited “child-oriented” work; while 29.6% re-
ported a preference for “non-child-oriented” work.

What was the quality of the 25 centers, 24 licensed family day care
homes and 25 unlicensed family day cay care homes who participated in
this study? A preliminary answer to this question is found in the subscale
and total scores generated by the ECERS and DCHERS. These scores were
seen as indexes of aspects of the structure of the child care settings by
rating such characteristics as the quantity, quality; availability, and accessi-
bility of various materials and furnishings.

Although the ECERS and the DCHERS were similar in construction,
their differences in specific items and scoring criteria prohibited direct
statistical comparisons between the center and family day care environ-
ments (see Table 6-3). Nonetheless, the mean scores do provide a general
context for the consideration of the quality of these settings. The unli-
censed family day care settings, for example, scored as high as 3 (ie.,
minimal) on only one subscale and had consistently lower scores than the
licensed family day care and center settings on every subscale as well as
for the total. Similarly, the licensed family day care settings consistently
scored lower than the center settings.

In order to address the question of quality in terms of the children’s
experiences in care, analyses of variance were performed on the chil-
dren’s activities as recorded on the Child Observation Forms (COF). As
shown in Table 6-4, the children in unlicensed family day care engaged in
solitary play significantly more than children in center programs. The
children in both types of family day care engaged in parallel play signifi-
cantly more than the children in centers. The children in centers were
observed in cooperative play significantly more than children in family day
care settings.
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Table 6-3. Subscale and Total Scores for ECERS and DCHERS in
3 Types of Child Care*

Licensed family Unlicensed family Center
day care day care child care

Space and furnishings 3.55 2.97 4.8
Basic care 3.24 2.78 4.8
Language 3.36 2.78 4.4
Learning 3.57 3.06 4.8
Social development 3.02 2.40 4.31
Adult needs 4.03 2.42 4.0
Total 3.35 2.82 4.62

* 1= Poor, 3= Minimal, 5= Good, 7= Excellent.

Table 6-4. Number of Episodes of Types of Play in Child Observa-
tions in Licensed Family Day Care, Unlicensed Family Day Care,
and Center Child Care

Licensed family Unlicensed family Center
day care day care child care F p<
Solitary 6.82 10.63 6.64 3.79 .025
Parallel 51.03 47.34 37.71 7.02 .001
Cooperative 42.14 42.02 55.63 8.83 .001
Pair 35.75 28.55 16.55 9.22 .001
Group 49.63 43.79 72.15 15.97 .001

There were great similarities across the three types of care in some of
the children’s play activities and striking differences in others. For exam-
ple, no significant differences were found in the total number of play
episodes observed on reading (avg. 8.2%), gross motor (avg. 10.1%), struc-
tured fine motor (avg. 10.3%), art and music (avg. 16.6%), conversation (avg.
19.9%), and dramatic play (avg. 21%).

The two major differences that emerged were in the use of television
and the frequency of interactions coded as information. Children in
unlicensed family day care were observed viewing educational television
more frequently (7.6% of the time) than children in either licensed family
day care (3.7%) or center programs (01%) (F=11.65, p<.00l). Further,
children in unlicensed family day care were observed watching noneduca-
tional television more frequently (2.7%) than children in licensed family
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1he unlicensed family day care settings were consistently
lower than the licensed family day care and center settings on
every subscale as well as the fotal score.

day care (1.3%) and center programs (Where it was never observed). These
data confirm the caregivers’ reports of the frequency of television watch-
ing. When asked whether the focal child ever watched television while in
care, significantly fewer center workers (16.7%) answered affirmatively
than did the licensed (76.9%) and unlicensed (79.9%) family day care
providers.

Information activities are those interactions, not necessarily in the
context of formal instruction, where specific informational content is
conveyed from the caregiver to the children. This interaction was origi-
nally so labeled by Wells (1975) in a taxonomy of adult-child discourse
functions. McCartney (1984) included the category in her analyses of
adult-child interactions in child care centers and found this interaction to
be a significant and positive predictor of children’s scores on the PPVT. In
this study, children in center programs were observed in informational
exchanges significantly more frequently (9.4%) than children in either
unlicensed (51%) or licensed (3.4%) family day care (F=7.89, p <.001).
These results, together with McCartney’s, are examined in greater detail
in the final section of this chapter.

We conducted correlational analyses on the ECERS and the DCHERS
and the children’s activities as recorded on the COF. The only activity
segment that correlated with either rating scale was information. This
activity correlated positively and significantly (p < .05) with the DCHERS
subscales on learning (36), social development (41), language development
(46), and total score (44) and with the ECERS subscales on language (33),
learning (.35), social development (28), and total score (27).

To this point the analyses focused primarily on examining the quality of
the child care settings in terms of their structure and process characteris-
tics and on considering the relationships between the characteristics. The
next step was to examine the relationships between these indexes and the
children’s performances on developmental outcome measures.

The children’s PPVT and EOWPVT scores correlated with aspects of the
family day care settings but not with those in the center environments.
The PPVT correlated significantly (p < .05) with the DCHERS subscale on
social development (5I) and the total rating score (33). The EOWPVT
correlated with the total score (32) and the subscales on learning mate-
rials (33) and social development (48). These findings were extended by
subsequent regression analyses that demonstrated that, while the
DCHERS total rating scores predicted approximately 14% of the variance
on the PPVT (p < .05) and 13% of the variance on the EOWPVT (p < .01),
the ECERS scores did not. No correlations were found between the
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frequency of the children’s play activities in either the center or family day
care settings and the children’s performance on the outcome measures.

A series of 3 (type of care) X 2 (one-parent/two-parent families) analyses
on the EOWPVT revealed significant differences (F =311, p <.04) be-
tween the scores of the children in unlicensed (98.6) and licensed (109.3)
family day care and center programs (107.3). No significant differences
were found in the mean scores of children from the two types of family
structure. The results on the PPVT were consistent with those on the
EOWPVT. The differences between the mean scores of the children in
unlicensed family day care (93.4) and both licensed family day care (101.])
and center day care (101.2) resulted in a main effect approaching signifi-
cance (F =229, p < .10). The differences between the scores of children in
two-parent families (102.1) and one-parent families (96.3) also approached
significance (F =3.54, p < .06).

Taken together, the data presented to this point suggest possible
relationships between aspects of child care structure and process, child
care structure and developmental outcomes, and family structure and
developmental outcomes. Using the quantitative inferential, correlational,
and regression analyses as reference points, we conducted subsequent
data analyses to achieve a more qualitative examination of the relation-
ships between child care structure, child care process, and children’s
performance on the two measures of language development.

Computer searches were conducted to identify those centers and family
day care homes that, on the basis of their respective ECERS and DCHERS
scores, were either one standard deviation above (high quality) or below
(low quality) the mean scores for the settings in this study. After these had
been identified, a wide range of data (including mean test scores and
information on the daily activities of the children) was generated on the
high and low quality center and family day care settings. Since assump-
tions of randomness could not be made due to the manner in which the
high and low quality settings were selected, inferential tests and compari-
sons between the groups are not appropriate. The differences cited here,
therefore, are treated as descriptive and illustrative only. As noted, how-
ever, this information both confirms the results yielded by the quantitative
analyses previously cited and lends further depth and clarity to those
findings. :

As indicated in Table 6-5, there were few differences between the high
and low quality center environments. While their mean ECERS scores did
differ (206 vs. 143), the high (@ =14) and low (n=12) quality center
environments were quite similar on such items as mean scores on
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Children in unlicensed family day care watched television
more frequently than children in the other rwo types of
programs.

Table 6-5. Characteristics of High and Low Quality Family Day
Care and Center Child Care Environments

High family Low family High center Low center

day care - day care child care child care
Mean PPVT scores 98.42 83.30 99.21 104.21
Mean EOWPVT scores 109.03 86.63 107.00 107.25
Quality 134.93 69.63 206.00 143.25
Structured fine motor 10.34 6.60 7.27 14.03
Art, music 18.71 11.41 12.96 19.01
Dramatic play 14.53 28.70 19.14 26.74
Gross motor 16.84 6.43 13:65 9.03
Information 6.30 1.48 10.69 5.97
Reading 7.68 4.82 6.06 13.06
Educational TV 3.03 12.39 .00 .07
Non educational TV .99 5.37 .00 .00

language development tests and style and type of play activity. This
pattern suggests that, despite rating differences, the center environments
were quite homogeneous and shared a rather narrow range of quality and
variation. This would certainly be consistent with the absence of correla-
tion and predictive power in the ECERS reported above.

In sharp contrast, the high and low quality family day care settings
revealed distinct and largely predictable differences. (Of the 15 high
quality homes, 13 were licensed; of the 11 low quality homes, only two
were licensed.) Mean test scores on both the PPVT and EOWPVT were 15
to 23 points higher in the high quality home settings. Children in the high
quality family day care programs engaged in more structured fine motor,
art and music, gross motor, information, and reading activities than
children in the low quality family day care programs. The categories for
which higher frequencies were observed in the low quality family day care
settings were participating in dramatic play and watching educational and
noneducational television.

These results suggest that both type and quality of care interact with
children’s performance on standardized measures of language develop-
ment. The following discussion considers these findings in the context of
the previously reported results on the impact of family background
variables on the children and in light of related studies that have examined
these questions from similar theoretical and methodological perspectives.
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Level of caregiver education was a significant predictor
of the children’s test performance.

Discussion

The results reported here replicate, complement, and extend those
reported in other multimethodological studies of the impact of child care
and family background variables on young children. No one single variable
(ie., type of care, structure, daily experiences, family background) suffi-
ciently explained children’s performance on measures of receptive and
expressive language development. Rather, the data strongly suggested a
complex interaction of child care structure and process variables within
the contexts of family resources and the factors involved in the selection of
child care settings by individual families.

Differences emerged among the three types of care in both structure
and process variables. Centers were generally rated higher than both types
of family day care homes for the total score and subscale scores on the
rating scales of child care quality. Play and activity patterns differed:
Higher frequencies of developmentally facilitative interactions were found
in the two licensed forms of day care (informational) and higher frequen-
cies of less facilitative experiences (solitary play, television watching) in
the unlicensed family day care homes.

Quality of care in the family day care settings appeared to be much
more variable, and a much more potent predictor of children’s language
development, than quality in the centers. Structural indexes of family day
care quality were associated with the children’s performances on mea-
sures of receptive and expressive language development. Level of caregiver
education (higher in the licensed group) was also found to be a significant
predictor of the children’s performance on the tests used. Striking
differences were found between the highest and lowest quality family day
care homes along a number of dimensions, including mean test scores and
children’s involvement in developmentally facilitative activities.

These findings are largely consistent with those revealed in the Ber-
muda Study. Similar to results reported in McCartney’s analyses of home
and child care center influences on children’s language development
(McCartney, 1984; McCartney, Scarr, Phillips, Grajek, & Schwarz, 1982;
Phillips, Scarr, & McCartney, this volume), our study found that
e maternal education level was a significant predictor of children’s per-

formance on the PPVT,
o the frequency of informational utterances by the child care teachers
positively correlated with the overall quality of the settings, and
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Children in unlicensed family day care were observed in
solitary play significantly more frequently than children in
licensed family day care and center settings.

e significant correlations existed between most of the subscale and total
quality ratings on the ECERS.

While McCartney reported a direct relationship between the ECERS
and PPVT scores, we did not find this for the centers in the Victoria Day
Care Research Project. However, we did find this relationship between the
rating scale scores and both the PPVT and EOWPVT scores for the family
day care homes.

Like the Chicago Study (Clarke-Stewart, 1986; this volume), our study
also found differences between the quality of child care structure in
centers and in family day care homes. Similarly both studies reported
higher frequencies of informational teaching or verbal exchanges in the
centers than in the family day care homes. Higher frequencies of TV
watching were reported in the family day care homes than in the centers in
both studies. While Clarke-Stewart found no differences on levels of
cognitive development between the children in center and family day care,
we found those differences in this study. This is more than likely due to the
inclusion of children from a wider range of family backgrounds in a wider
range of family day care settings in the Victoria study than in the
Clarke-Stewart sample, which was drawn from a largely middle- to upper-
class population consisting of all two-parent families.

Despite these differences in subject pool, other similarities between the
results of the two studies stand out. For example, both studies report high
correlations between quality of child care structure, level of caregiver
education, and children’s performance on measures of cognitive develop-
ment. Clarke-Stewart’s finding of positive correlations between test per-
formance and caregiver-child reading episodes and negative correlations
between test performance and frequencies of solitary play are also
paralleled in the Victoria data. Children in higher quality family day care
settings, with higher mean test scores, participated in more reading
episodes than children in lower quality family day care settings. Further,
the children who received the lowest mean test scores were those in
unlicensed family day care settings, which received uniformly low quality
ratings. Additionally, these children were observed in solitary play signifi-
cantly more frequently than children in licensed family day care and
center settings.

The inclusion of both center and family day care settings; a range of
both good and poor environments within both types of care; and the use of
observation, tests, and interviews have enhanced the generalizability of
studies that have identified important structure and process variables
within child care settings. Including children from a range of family
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More developmentally facilitative play was found in licensed family
day care and center programs.

backgrounds has yielded valuable information on some of the broader
contextual factors within which the child care experiences are embedded.

It is of note and concern that a significant number of children in these
studies appeared to have a “worst of both worlds” situation: They come
from low-resource families and attend low quality family day care. This
pattern suggests a kind of mirror image of the data reported by Carew’s
(1980) study of home and child care influences on children’s development.
Carew found that developmentally facilitative experiences in home and
child care settings for middle-class children contribute to the children’s
successful performance on developmental outcome measures. In our
study; it appears that the flip side of the coin may also be true in a more
ominous sense. Children from homes characterized by lower levels of
economic and educational resources attend family day care homes run by
women with lower levels of training, interest, and commitment. These
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Children who come from low resource families generally
attend low quality family day care.

settings are generally rated as being of minimal quality in terms of the
physical environment and the kinds of materials available to the children.
The interactions, experiences, and activities the children had while in care
were not considered to provide the optimal conditions for child develop-
ment.

The data reported here strongly suggest that aspects of family structure,
child care structure, and child care process have a strong effect upon the
development of the young child. To further flesh out the ecological
complexity of the family day care interface, this tripod of information
needs to be bolstered by information regarding the nature of developmen-
tally facilitative processes, interactions, and experiences within the
child’s home setting. Specifically information on adult-child language
interactions in a range of family backgrounds (i.e., Cross, Parmenter,
Juchnowski, & Johnson, 1984; Tizard & Hughes, 1984) would greatly
enhance the clarity of the findings revealed in this study. This information,
from one of the major microsystems within which the child participates, is
necessary but not sufficient to gain an understanding of the complex
interaction of factors within and across the systemic levels of the ecology
of child care.

The results of this study strongly suggest that further inquiry into the
definition and effects of various levels of child care quality must consider
not just the relationships between measurable characteristics of environ-
ments, activities, and outcomes, but also at least some of the broader
socioeconomic factors that affect the delivery and availability of alterna-
tives from which parents select their child care arrangements. Toward this
end, research on the effects of child care must continue to focus on both
the discrete pieces of the puzzle and the complex ways in which those
pieces fit together.
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