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Data gathered from Tyler, Texas, the University of 

North Texas, and the National Survey of Families and 

Households (NSFH) were used to compare children from 

commercial, home, church, and university based day care with 

children not attending day care. The research group, 

comprised of children attending day care (iV=142), were 

located using non-probability sampling; those not in day 

care (the control group) came from the NSFH (W=1775). Data 

from the research group were weighted to match the control 

group. The independent and control variables included the 

child's age, length of time in day care, intellectual 

functioning; the parent's marital status and social class; 

the day care's staff to child ratio and the staff's 

training. All data, except that pertaining to the facility 

itself, were gathered from the children's parents using a 

self-report questionnaire. The remaining data were gathered 

through personal interview by the researcher. The dependent 

variable was an index of emotional and behavioral problems 

reported for the child. Overall, children who attended day 

care had only slightly more problems reported than those who 



did had not attended day care. When each center was 

examined separately, the children in home centers had the 

greatest number of problems, followed by the commercial 

centers and university center, with children from the church 

centers scoring the lowest. In contrast to earlier 

research, intellectual functioning was not enhanced by the 

day care experience. While the staff's training had a 

statistically significant relationship to the children's 

well-being, no relationship was found for the staff to child 

ratio. Further research on the impact of other 

characteristics of each type of day care is recommended. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Throughout history society has taken an inconsistent 

and even hypocritical posture toward children. On the one 

hand, it appears that children are held in the highest 

regard: Pregnant women are urged to attend to pre-natal care 

to ensure the birth of a healthy baby; people who blatantly 

abuse or neglect their children are scorned, prosecuted and 

even imprisoned by society; and organizations such as the 

Children's Defense Fund are set up to provide information 

and resources for the good of our children (CDF Reports. 

1992) . On the other hand, some family policies rank 

children quite low on the list of priorities: Judges may 

overlook clear indications of abuse or neglect and allow a 

child to remain in the home to maintain the integrity of the 

"family unit" (Nyhan,1982, cited in Finkelhor, 1984); the 

media frequently reports on how the educational system has 

fallen short compared to other countries such as Japan; and 

the rise in teenage violence suggests that society has 

failed to provide today's youth with a clear value system 

and set of obtainable goals. Historical accounts of 

childhood, such as Sommerville (1990), chronicle a broad 

range of views toward children. The most negative of these 

considered children a burden and liability, with their care 
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and feeding often contracted out to wet nurses. Other more 

positive periods emphasized their role as carriers of the 

family's name and heritage. At the other extreme, children 

were viewed as the final hope for the future survival of the 

entire human race. 

Provisions for children sometimes appear to be dictated 

by what is cost and time effective. For example, one of the 

weaknesses in the American educational system stems from its 

need to increase and maintain efficiency. By employing a 

nomothetic (generalized) rather than an idiosyncratic 

(personalized) approach to teaching, the efforts required to 

deal with children's individual learning styles are 

minimized, allowing the system to become streamlined. The 

net result is that individual differences are ignored and 

fewer children receive an adequate education. 

The same cost and time considerations come into play in 

the day-to-day care of children. An ever growing number of 

households today are headed by single parents - often the 

result of divorce or separation, sometimes by choice -

making it necessary for the child to be under the care of 

someone else while the parent works. In addition, it has 

become commonplace for both parents of an intact family to 

work, either to meet financial obligations, to upgrade their 

standard of living, or so that each may pursue their own 

career goals. 
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According to Iscoe's (1989) report to the Hogg 

Foundation's Commission on the Mental Health of Children and 

Their Families, the percentage of mothers in the labor force 

increased from 12 to more than 50 percent between 1950 and 

1989. Subsequently, she estimated, over nine million 

preschool children spend at least part of their day under 

non-parental care. Current census data indicates that 

children of employed mothers whose care has been entrusted 

to someone outside of the home, increased by more than 500 

percent the utilization of organized child care facilities 

(from 4.5 to 23 percent) from 1958 to 1991 (Bianchi, 1990; 

U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1991). Clearly, more and more 

preschool children are being handed over to persons outside 

the family for the fulfillment of their daily needs. 

Statement of the Problem 

This study examined the effects of child care. 

Specifically: What are the effects of non-parental care on 

the psychological well-being of children as perceived by the 

parent(s), and is the effect different for different types 

of child care? To answer the first question, the following 

general hypothesis was tested: A child under non-parental 

care for 20 or more hours per week is more likely to exhibit 

emotional and behavioral problems than a child of similar 

age and background under parental care. The second part of 

the question was addressed by testing the hypothesis for 
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four types of day care (commercial, church-supported, in-

home, and university-based). 

To further examine the effects of non-parental care, 

several factors were introduced as controls. Prior to any 

analyses, children with qualities that might predispose them 

to behavioral problems, such as attention deficit disorder, 

were excluded from the research group. This was done to 

help isolate the effects of the day care experience. 

Controls for the characteristics of the child included age, 

length of time in day care, and the parent's perception of 

the child's intellectual functioning. Attributes of the 

family of origin were considered by controlling for the 

socio-economic status of the parents and their marital 

status. Finally, staff to child ratio and the amount of 

staff training, if any, were included as controls for the 

characteristics of the day care facility itself. 

It is important to point out that, with one exception, 

only day care options commonly available to the general 

public (i.e., in-home, church based, and commercial day 

care) were examined in the present study. That one 

exception was the university based center. Although not 

readily available to most people, it was included to allow 

for comparison of the findings to prior research. There 

are, of course, other alternatives and variations that 

individual parents may employ to assure that their preschool 

children's needs are being met. 
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The analysis proceeded in two stages: First, 

differences in the psychological well being, if any, between 

those children under non-parental child care and those being 

cared for totally by their parent(s) were ascertained. 

Second, comparisons were made between the types of day care 

to assess their impact on the children's mental health. 

Purpose 

A thorough review of the literature found no studies 

where commercial, church, home, and university based day 

care have been examined together. Furthermore, the 

inconsistent conclusions of previous studies suggest that 

the phenomena is in need of further examination. 

The findings of this study should contribute to the 

formulation of child care policy in government and industry, 

as well as provide help for parents when deciding how best 

to assure that their children's needs are met. However, the 

sampling limitations of the present study make the findings 

more suggestive rather than conclusive. 



CHAPTER II 

THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVE 

A theory may be envisioned as a tool to be used to 

describe or predict phenomena much as an environmental 

researcher would use a computer program to predict the 

future effects of the depletion of the rain forests. The 

first question to be answered when attempting to explain 

phenomena is, "Which tool is most appropriate?" The 

appropriate tool for a Newtonian physicist or a cabinet 

maker is usually clearly indicated by the task at hand, 

having been determined by a history of experience. However, 

the study of society, even with its history of scientific 

inquiry dating back to the eighteenth century, has yet to 

reach a level of cohesion throughout the discipline that 

would allow a similarly straightforward selection of a 

theory for a given phenomena. As a result, the most 

appropriate theoretical perspective among the myriad 

available for the study of a particular social phenomena is 

a matter of judgement and researcher preference. Therefore, 

the researcher, prior to the application of a theory to the 

phenomena under study, must often justify its selection. 

The rise in women's labor force participation has, 

among other things, resulted in a corresponding rise in the 

number of children being at least partly reared by someone 
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other than their parents. "Non-parental child care", and 

more specifically, child care by persons without familial 

ties to the child, has, for the most part, become a social 

phenomena historically unique in the United States (with the 

exception of the World War II period and the occasional use 

of wet nurses and live-in nannies), and with potentially 

wide-ranging and long-term psychological effects on the 

child. Much of the research into this phenomena has 

employed inductive theory building: using observations to 

develop specific theories. Unfortunately, most results to 

date have been inconclusive (Belsky, 1990). 

For the present study, exchange theory was chosen 

because it provides a sufficiently high level of 

abstraction, and can be appropriately applied to the study 

of how non-parental child care affects young children. 

First, a brief historical overview and general description 

of exchange theory will be presented, followed by a 

discussion of its application to the topic under study. 

History and Description of Exchange Theory 

Modern Exchange Theory began in the economic theorizing 

of Adam Smith, David Ricardo, John Stuart Mill, and Jeremy 

Bentham in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth 

centuries. The ideas of these individuals converged on a 

single presupposition: "...humans are viewed as rationally 

seeking to maximize their material benefits, or utility, 

from transactions or exchanges with others in a free and 
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competitive marketplace" (Turner, 1986, pg 215). 

"Rationally" is the key word here; it suggests that in all 

forms of exchange humans methodically, albeit mentally, 

calculate the costs and benefits of every action, and engage 

in such actions only when the benefits are favored and/or 

when the costs are minimal. 

The assumption of rationality met with considerable 

criticism from those who believed that such an explanation 

of human economic behavior was being generalized to 

encompass all of human behavior. In much the same manner 

that new psychological theories arose from a reaction 

against Freud's radical psychoanalytic approach, a great 

deal of subsequent sociological thought was either a direct 

confrontation of, or an attempt to reformulate and integrate 

these basic utilitarian principles. Since then a number of 

social thinkers have demonstrated how utilitarian exchange 

systems in various cultures have evolved into 

institutionalized patterns of behavior (Frazer, 1919; 

Malinowsky, 1922; Mauss, 1925/1954; Levi-Strauss, 1969). 

During the same period, another discipline was 

developing which would eventually converge with utilitarian 

economic theorizing and culminate in modern exchange theory: 

psychological behaviorism. The behaviorist perspective 

maintains that human behavior is not just motivated, but 

dictated by the actor's expectation that either rewards or 

punishments will follow the behavior. These expectations 
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are learned early in the child's development through the 

process of trial and error. As the individual develops, 

patterns of behavior that have proven to be rewarding become 

internalized and generalized to similar situations. In 

other words, individual human behavior is determined by an 

evaluation of the potential for rewards (Pavlov, 1928; 

Thorndike, 1905; Watson, 1914;). 

As Turner (1986) has pointed out, the fundamental 

utilitarian position (that humans engage in those activities 

that work to their benefit) has been retained by the modern 

exchange theorists, such as Homans and Blau. What has 

changed is the terminology and the conceptualization of 

these new terms. Rather than "utility", contemporary 

theorists now employ the terms "reward" or "benefit" and 

allow that the actor him/herself may define what is 

rewarding (or adversive). In other words, the motivations 

underlying human behavior are sometimes intangible rather 

than materialistic. 

Among modern exchange theorists, the work of George C. 

Homans represents the most widely accepted synthesis of 

economic utilitarianism and psychological behaviorism. As 

Ritzer (1988) has suggested, Homans' perspective was in 

large measure a reaction against "...the social-facts 

paradigm and its sociological theories, especially 

structural functionalism" (pg 376). 
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Exchange theory assumes that society arises from the 

interactions of the individuals within, and can only be 

understood through understanding its members. Perdue (1988) 

has extracted what he considers to be the basic assumptions 

underlying Homans' exchange theory. At the individual 

level, humans are considered to be hedonistic - striving 

always to minimize costs (and punishments) and to maximize 

benefits (gains, rewards, etc.). According to Perdue's 

interpretation, it is this commonly shared hedonistic nature 

that holds society together - much like Durkheim's 

mechanical solidarity where cohesion is based upon 

similarity of interests. In other words, humans, in the 

pursuit of their own interests, recognize the fact that 

those interests can only be realized through exchanges with 

other individuals or groups (or organizations). Therefore, 

it is to an individual's benefit that social cohesion be 

maintained. 

As regards the nature of society, Homans envisions 

society as simply a larger version of the small group, since 

both are comprised of individuals involved in-exchange 

relationships. By "small group" Homans refers to any group 

of people, often but not necessarily in close proximity, 

consisting of two or more people engaged in interactions. 

To understand society, one need only uncover the dynamics of 

exchange within these smaller groups (Homans, 1950) . 
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Following are the general propositions upon which 

Homans' exchange theory are built: 

1. In any given situation, organisms will emit 

that behavior which will yield the most reward and 

least punishment. 

2. Organisms will repeat that behavior that has 

proved rewarding in the past. 

3. Organisms will repeat a behavior in situations 

that are similar to those in the past in which the 

behavior was rewarded. 

4. Present stimuli that on past occasions have 

been associated with rewards will evoke behaviors 

similar to those emitted in the past. 

5. Repetition of a behavior will occur only as 

long as it continues to yield rewards. 

6. An organism will display emotion if a behavior 

that has previously been rewarded in the same or 

similar situation suddenly goes unrewarded. 

7. The more an organism receives rewards from a 

particular behavior, the less rewarding that 

behavior becomes (due to satiation) and the more 

likely is the organism to emit alternative 

behaviors in search of other rewards. 

Homans, 1961 

The following discussion shall focus on the application of 
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these general principals to the phenomena of non-parental 

child care. 

Justification of the Perspective 

As mentioned earlier,, exchange theory has been 

criticized for its presumption that humans rationally 

calculate their potential profits (i.e., weigh the costs and 

benefits of a given action) and then take whichever action 

will maximize those profits. Furthermore, Homans himself 

was criticized for suggesting that little difference exists 

between the behavior of humans and that of other animal 

species (see, for example, Bierstedt, 1965; and Parsons, 

1971) . Without arguing the validity of these criticisms, 

the assumptions upon which they are based do need to be 

addressed in the context of non-parental child care. 

As mentioned earlier, an underlying assumption of and a 

primary criticism against exchange theory is that humans are 

rational. In this context, "rational" means that the actor 

uses a logical process of weighing all potential courses of 

action before choosing that which seems to provide the 

greatest maximization of profits. Critics argue that, from 

an outsider's "objective" point of view, the action taken 

did not appear to maximize profits, and therefore the 

assumption of rationality is invalid. Of course, the 

exchange theorist counters with the explanation that, from 

that individual's point of view, that particular course of 
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action appeared to provide the greatest maximization of 

profits, and therefore it is rational. 

Clearly this argument cannot be resolved. Indeed, all 

theoretical perspectives {at least those involving human 

behavior) are based on certain underlying assumptions that 

are taken for granted and are not empirically testable 

(Perdue, 1986). However, it is argued here that the issue 

of rationality becomes less problematic when attempting to 

explain and predict the behavior of pre-school children. 

Because of their limited cognitive ability to abstract, to 

speculate on the possible outcomes of alternative courses of 

action, and to perceive the temporal relationship between 

action and its effect, the pre-school child responds to 

internal and external stimuli based almost entirely on 

previous experience. For example, an infant cries when it 

is hungry, regardless of the time of day, and the parent 

responds by feeding it. To the exchange theorist this 

represents a rational course of action that leads to a 

maximization of profit. In other words, it is a behavior 

that will lead to the gratification of the child's needs. 

For the pre-school child this process is not clouded by the 

sources of miscalculation: erroneous judgement, incorrect 

information, too many alternatives, etc. Rather, it is 

based on direct experience. 

If one doubts that young children have the capacity to 

make these simple mental calculations, consider the task of 
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breaking a child's habit of throwing temper tantrums. If 

the parent fails to respond to the behavior, in most cases 

the behavior will increase in intensity and/or duration. 

Once it becomes clear to the child that the behavior is not 

going to elicit the desired response, the behavior subsides. 

Given a similar situation, the child will again resort to 

throwing a tantrum. If the parent fails to respond, 

however, it will likely be shorter and less intense, and 

eventually will cease altogether (Pavlov, 1928; Skinner, 

1953). 

In conclusion, exchange theory is an appropriate basis 

for the study of young children. While the understanding of 

adult behavior may be clouded by the subjective perception 

of rewards (indeed, adults may choose to act irrationally), 

children are more likely to respond to predictable 

generalized rewards. 

Application 

Sources of Rewards and Costs An appropriate beginning 

is to try and understand the parent-child relationship from 

the child's point of view. Nye (1979) has identified six 

general sources of rewards and costs, two of which, social 

approval and security, are particularly applicable to young 

children. 

According to Homans (cited in Nye, 1979), social 

approval is one of several primary sources of reward (as 

well as a source of cost when it is withheld). "Social 
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approval" refers to such things as gratitude, love, respect, 

prestige, or admiration. How would a child recognize social 

approval? As an infant, through the facial expressions of 

the mother and father - smiles, eye contact; through 

touching and caressing; and through voice communication -

speaking softly, laughing. As the child becomes older, 

these things continue to be sources of rewards; voice 

communication becomes increasingly important as the child is 

able to understand not only the tone and inflection of the 

voice, but also the meaning of the words. When one examines 

the toddler, social approval is clearly a highly sought 

reward - they frequently engage in actions seemingly 

designed solely to elicit approval from their parent(s), 

such as making things and presenting them as gifts, or 

simply asking the parents to witness their many 

accomplishments. Thus, for the infant and toddler, an 

exchange relationship with the parent may offer considerable 

rewards. 

Furthermore, the costs incurred by the child are 

minimal; and for the infant there are essentially no costs. 

In most cases parents place few demands on a young child, 

reciprocity is experienced by the parents simply through the 

child's presence and doing what he or she does naturally. 

Even as the child becomes older rewards are generally still 

forthcoming with little effort made by the child. 
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As mentioned before, the child learns early on that he 

or she can elicit rewards from the parents through 

particular actions. However, the toddler may also 

occasionally experience punishment for unfavorable behavior 

in the form of withdrawal of social approval, for example 

being scolded or isolated in response to his or her first 

defiant, "No!" To a child this represents a serious cost to 

be eliminated as quickly as possible. Depending on the 

toddler's age, he/she might promise not to continue or 

repeat the behavior that resulted in the punishment in the 

first place. In some cases the immediate response is to 

bestow approval (love, hugs and kisses) on the parent, 

frantically engaging in those behaviors that had before 

elicited parental approval. 

Exchange theory suggests that parents and non-parental 

caregivers may differ in the amount of social approval they 

are willing to provide the young child. According to 

Gouldner (in Nye, 1979), social relationships are maintained 

if the actors within the relationship perceive an overall 

balance (i.e., reciprocity) of costs and benefits. If the 

exchange relationship is between strangers or brief 

acquaintances, the receiving of rewards is expected to be 

reciprocated almost immediately. The more intimate the 

friendship or bond between the members of the relationship, 

the greater is the acceptable lag between rewards given and 

reciprocation. In a parent-child relationship the level of 
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intimacy is high, therefore the acceptable delay between the 

providing of rewards (e.g., social approval) and the 

receiving of reciprocal rewards should also be high. The 

non-parental caregiver, on the other hand, does not maintain 

a similarly high level of intimacy with the child, nor would 

he/she perceive any reward merely from the child's 

existence, and thus would be less tolerant of the absence of 

reciprocity; for these individuals reciprocity comes 

primarily in the form of money (another generalized reward). 

One of the problems with money being used as the 

primary reward in an exchange relationship is that of 

habituation. Regardless of the rate of pay, an individual 

will eventually become habituated, or accustomed, to 

receiving a given amount of money in exchange for their 

labor. Homans' proposition number seven suggests that the 

more consistently a reward is received (i.e., money), the 

less rewarding it becomes, or as Nye (1979) has stated it, 

"...the more one has, the less additional units are worth" 

(pg 5). This dissatisfaction occurs even more quickly when 

the rate of pay was low in the first place (based on the 

worker's comparison of his/her pay with others in similar 

occupations or with persons in occupations demanding similar 

levels of skill, education, and/or effort). Finally, such 

dissatisfaction with the caregiver role is likely to be 

amplified if the child is especially demanding. 
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Exchange theory would suggest that, in most cases, the 

young child is not likely to receive the same amount of 

social approval from non-parental caregivers as when under 

the care of a parent. If one accepts the underlying 

assumption that humans are basically hedonistic, then it is 

reasonable to expect that the child, in his/her quest for 

social approval, will likely become frustrated in this 

endeavor when under non-parental care. 

This brings us to the second generalized reward that is 

relevant to non-parental child care: security. While Nye 

(1979) suggests that humans are able to speculate into the 

future and see eventualities that might be extremely costly 

(hence, the need for security in the present), young 

children are concerned with a much more immediate sense of 

security and perceive the loss of this security as very 

costly. Since the young child is virtually incapable of 

conceptualizing the temporal relationship between costs and 

rewards, feelings of insecurity are likely to arise from any 

delay in anticipated rewards, and the resulting feelings of 

insecurity are likely to result in frustration and anger 

expressed through crying, aggression, withdrawal, etc. 

Dealing with this type of behavior may only reinforce for 

the non-parental caregiver the inadequacy of monetary 

rewards by underscoring the lack of other types of rewards, 

thereby diminishing the quality of care and amplifying the 

sense of insecurity for the child. 
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The child, when confronted with this insecurity, is 

likely to respond with actions intended to regain the 

security associated with the expression of social approval 

in the form of attention from the non-parental caregiver. 

Such actions may be positive (e.g., displays of affection 

toward the caregiver) or negative (e.g., throwing something) 

- whichever has proven in the past to be the most effective 

in obtaining attention. (It should be emphasized here that 

the absence of attention constitutes a cost - "negative 

attention is better than no attention".) 

Impact of Social Class A child's response to non-

parental care may also be influenced by their socioeconomic 

class. A number of researchers, for example, Rodman (1963) 

and Kohn (cited in Reiss & Hoffman, 1979) , have identified 

several value differences between working and middle class 

parents that affect how they rear their children. 

Middle class parents tend to be oriented toward the 

future. They place high value on those activities which are 

likely to provide future security: job stability through 

education; setting money aside for the future education of 

their children; either having a job with a pension plan or 

opening an individual retirement account so that one may 

have an adequate income after retirement; etc. (Kohn, in 

Reiss & Hoffman, 1979). 

The working class, on the other hand, tends to live in 

the here and now. The importance of a general education is 
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discounted somewhat in favor of learning a skill. Granted, 

there is concern for future job security, but those in this 

class tend to live from paycheck to paycheck. Whereas in 

the middle class one might finance a car choosing the option 

that minimized the long-term total price paid {including 

interest), those in the working class would likely choose 

the financing option that resulted in the lowest monthly 

payment (Kohn, in Reiss & Hoffman, 1979). 

Elkin and Handel (1989) suggest that this "time 

orientation" (future or present) may be related to the 

differential importance placed by working and middle class 

parents on the ability to "... defer basic gratifications in 

order to attain future goals (pg 95)." The working class, 

for example, is less likely to encourage "... postponement 

of paid employment in order to attain more education ... (pg 

95) . " 

Elkin and Handel (1989), Rodman (1989), and Kohn (in 

Reiss & Hoffman, 1979) suggest that the observed differences 

between working and middle class parents exist outside of 

conscious awareness of the individuals within the classes. 

In other words, for these people, it is "just the way things 

are". It stands to reason, then, that a parent who values 

postponing basic gratifications will want to instill this 

quality in his/her child as early as possible. In fact, the 

parent may even foster this attitude very early in the 

child's life without conscious effort, for example, by 
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imposing a feeding schedule for the infant rather than 

letting the infant establish the schedule. It appears that 

"time orientation" affects how parents respond to their 

child from the outset. 

It should be noted that Alwin (1984) has found some 

evidence suggesting that the above class differences have 

diminished since Kohn's work. For example, ranking certain 

personality traits deemed desirable for children: 

"obedience" dropped from 3.43 to 2.97 among the working 

class parents questioned. For middle class parents, the 

ranking dropped from 2.81 to 2.62 during the same period. 

Examining other sources of research on parental values 

(e.g., Caplow's replication of the "Middletown" studies of 

1920), Alwin found a similar convergence pattern (Elkin and 

Handel, 1989). 

In the context of the present study, then, exchange 

theory suggests that those children of working class 

parents, where deferring gratification was not given a high 

priority, may be less willing (or able) to cope with the 

absence of social approval while under non-parental care. 

Hence, when confronted with circumstances requiring the 

child to postpone satisfaction of the need for social 

approval, one might expect to find that, among those under 

non-parental care, children of working class parents would 

be more likely to exhibit emotional and behavioral problems 
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than children of middle class parents. For this reason, 

socio-economic class was employed as a control variable. 

In conclusion, exchange theory's axiomatic format lends 

itself well to the development of testable hypotheses 

pertaining to the effects on young children of non-parental 

child care. While it may not be appropriate to use this 

perspective exclusively in the study of social phenomena, 

it's simplicity does seem fitting for the exploration of 

research questions involving young children who are more 

likely to react to their environment at a "stimulus-

response" level, having not yet entered what Piaget referred 

to as the period of "formal operations". 



CHAPTER III 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The dramatic increase in maternal employment since the 

1950's has resulted in a growing number of children 

receiving daily care from persons other than their parents. 

What is the impact of this on children's development? In 

the 1960's, social scientists began to investigate the 

effects on children of substitute child care. Belsky (1990) 

published an extensive review of the literature conducted on 

non-parental child care since 1960. Much of the following 

literature review draws heavily from his work. 

Parent-Child Attachment 

In a study examining the effects on infants of a 

"strange situation", i.e, unfamiliar surroundings, strange 

adult, parental departure, Bowlby (1969) theorized that for 

infants to develop a secure attachment bond to an adult 

caregiver it is necessary for the caregiver to demonstrate 

sensitivity and responsiveness, to accept the child's 

behavioral proclivities, and to be aware of his/her own 

individual personality characteristics. Despite criticisms 

that the research was conducted in an overly artificial 

setting, support for the theory has been established 

(Ainsworth, 1973; Sroufe, 1979; and Main, Kaplan and 

Cassidy, 1985). Further support for these assertions may be 
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found in Jerome Kagan's chapter, "The Psychological 

Requirements for Human Development," in Talbot's (1976) 

edited book. According to Kagan, pre-school age children 

(two to five years old), "...must encounter actions, 

gestures and communications [from the caregiver] that affirm 

[their] virtue, value and worth (pg 378)." Such findings 

imply that children may be profoundly affected by the 

relationship between the child and the non-parental 

caregiver. As the exchange theoretical perspective 

suggests, those in the role of non-parental caregiver may 

not have a sufficiently intimate relationship with the child 

to demonstrate the above requisites. 

Subsequent research has further demonstrated the 

importance of infants' and toddlers' secure attachment to 

their adult caregivers. Waters, Wippman and Sroufe (1979) 

found that 3 1/2 year olds with a history of secure 

attachment exhibited "...more peer leadership and less 

social withdrawal and hesitation, greater self-confidence 

and curiosity about new things, and more sympathy to the 

distress of others (Belsky, 1990, pg 890)" than other same-

age children deemed as having insecure attachment 

relationships. 

Further, children from 3 to 6 years old with histories 

of secure relationships tend to be less likely to exhibit 

serious behavioral problems (Erikson, Sroufe, and Egeland, 

1985; and Lewis, Fiering, McGuffog and Jaskir, 1984) . For 



25 

example, studies done by Egeland (1983) and Erikson, et al 

(1985) found that children as old as six years who had been 

in non-parental care as infants were less empathetic, less 

compliant, less cooperative, exhibited a more negative 

affect, less self-control, and were more at risk for 

developing behavior problems than their parental-care 

counterparts. Although some inconsistency was noted, these 

results tended to cut across socio-economic class lines. 

Thus, it is clearly important for a child to feel that 

he/she is unconditionally loved and wanted. The absence of 

these feelings, especially during the formative years, can 

lead to such psychological problems as aggressiveness, poor 

peer relationships, and lack of self-confidence. 

Quality of the Day Care Environment 

Prior to 1980, most of the research into the effects of 

non-parental child care did not suggest any deleterious 

effects (Belsky, 1990). However, the preponderance of these 

early studies utilized children from university-based day 

care programs which placed emphasis on cognitive 

development, and then subsequently used academic and/or 

cognitive development as a measure of those effects (see, 

for example, Belsky and Steinberg, 1978). These programs 

also had a relatively low caregiver-child ratio, and those 

in the caregiver role were often graduate students with a 

keen interest in developing ways to enhance and promote 

children's development. Such facilities are not readily 
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accessible to the majority of parents seeking help with 

child care because of both their limited availability (there 

is often a long waiting list) and high cost. The effects of 

child care arrangements more commonly available to the 

general population was largely ignored by researchers. 

Since 1980, the literature has reflected a growing 

interest in the effects of non-university-based day care on 

infant and preschool children. Belsky (1984), Clarke-

Stewart (1987a), and Phillips and Howes (1987) found several 

factors that affect preschool children's development while 

under non-parental care. Specifically, in those day care 

centers where group size was modest (e.g., 15-18 children), 

staff to child ratios were low, and the staff received 

specialized training in child development, early childhood 

education, and related fields, the children tended to be 

more cooperative, more intellectually capable, and more 

emotionally secure than children in day care centers where 

such qualities did not exist. 

Clarke-Stewart (1987b) and Phillips, McCartney and 

Scarr (1987) found an inverse relationship between time 

spent interacting with peers in day care, and social and 

intellectual functioning of the child, presumably because 

the child spends less time in intellectually stimulating 

interactions with adult caregivers. Similar results have 

been found in studies of family day care homes (Carew, 1979; 

and Phillips and Howes, 1987). 
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Belsky (1990) suggests that group size, staff/child 

ratio and staff training represent resources, and when such 

resources are overextended, general quality of care is 

diminished. This is congruent with previous findings on 

secure attachment bonds mentioned earlier. Caregivers 

coping with strained resources are less likely to exhibit 

the sensitivity and acceptance necessary for healthy child 

development. 

As mentioned above, the quality of the day care 

environment is an important explanatory variable in 

assessing the effects of non-parental care on children 

(Belsky and Steinberg, 1978; Belsky, 1990; and Howes, 1990) . 

Studies have demonstrated that staff to child ratio {King 

and MacKinnon, 1988), group size (Ruopp and Travers, 1982), 

and/or center size (Phillips and Howes, 1987) may be 

satisfactorily used as measures of quality of day care. 

Smith and Connolly (1986) found that in groups of less than 

15, children were more likely to engage in activities, 

fantasy play, and interactions with caregivers; the larger 

the group, the fewer the child's interactions with peers and 

the more time spent inactively. 

Stith and Davis (1984) found inverse correlations 

between group size and responsiveness of caregivers. A 

similar relationship was found between group size and 

children's sociability with peers and adult strangers 

(Clarke-Stewart, 1987; and Kontos and Fiene, 1987). 
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King and MacKinnon (1988) also cite size of the day 

care center as important. Phillips and Howes (1987) found 

that children in centers with enrollments more akin to the 

size of a large family tended to play more elaborately, show 

more positive affect, engage in more fantasy play, and to be 

less avoidant and socially deviant. Children in large 

centers tend to be less socially competent (Clarke-Stewart, 

1987). 

Other studies on the effects of adult/child ratio have 

produced less consistent results, however. For example, 

Smith and Connolly (1986) found that a low ratio was 

associated with more restrictive caregivers, and fewer and 

shorter caregiver/child interactions. Infants in such 

centers tended to be more overtly distressed and apathetic 

(Phillips and Howes, 1987). On the other hand, Phillips, 

McCartney, and Scarr (1987) found that higher ratios were 

associated with increased anxiety, child/peer and 

child/adult cooperation (Clarke-Stewart, 1987), and 

increased sociability (Schindler, Moley and Frank, 1987). 

King and MacKinnon (1988) speculate that, "[w]hen children 

have three or four caregivers with whom to form a 

relationship, they may not; form a close, respectful 

attachment conducive to cooperation and growth (pg 395)." 

They suggest that a small day care center may prove more 

beneficial (or less deleterious) than a large one with a 

high ratio. 
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The quality of the non-parental child care environment, 

then, is clearly an important factor in the child's 

psychological well-being. Children tend to do better if 

there is a single caregiver and the group assigned to that 

caregiver is small, thus allowing for more frequent and 

intimate adult/child interactions. Apparently, it is even 

more desirable if the day care center overall is small and 

the staff have had some type of training in child 

development. The present study employed controls for group 

size, staff training, and adult/child ratio. 

Age of Entry and Hours Per Week in Day Care 

From 1976 to 1987 there was a 61% increase (from 31% to 

51%) in employment of mothers with an infant under one year 

of age (Hofferth and Phillips, 1987; and O'Connell and 

Bachu, 1987) . This trend has resulted in a growing number 

of infants being placed in non-parental care. Belsky 

(1988), Clarke-Stewart (1989) and Schwartz (1983) found 

that, regardless of the type (i.e., center care, family day 

care, or nanny care), children under non-parental care for 

20 or more hours per week beginning during the first year of 

life are more likely to demonstrate insecure attachments to 

their mothers by age 12 to 18 months; such deleterious 

effects of non-parental care have not been found in children 

spending less than 2 0 hours per week in non-parental care 

(Belsky, 1990; Clarke-Stewart, 1989). Further, by the time 

they are three to eight years of age those children who had 
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been in day care for 20 or more hours per week displayed 

greater levels of disobedience and aggressiveness. 

Researchers have been quick to point out, however, that 

these findings are inconsistent (Belsky, 1988) and seem to 

depend on the quality of the care itself (Howes, 1990) . 

King and MacKinnon (1988) have identified age of entry 

into day care as an important explanatory variable. In a 

study of five year old Bermudian children in day care, those 

who had entered the center during early infancy displayed 

higher levels of anxiousness, hyperactivity, and 

aggressiveness than children entering day care after age one 

(McCartney, Scarr, Phillips, Grajek and Schwarz, 1982) . 

Benn (1986) suggests that removal from parental care within 

the child's first year disrupts the predictability and 

expectations the child has developed. These findings, 

however, may be confounded by socio-economic status (see, 

for example, Breitmayer and Ramey, 1986; and Howes, 1987). 

However, a similar study of Swedish eight and nine year 

olds who had experienced non-parental care within their 

first year found no such deleterious effects (Anderson, 

1989) . Belsky (1990) suggests that this might be due to the 

fact that the Swedish children experienced six months of 

paid parental leave before they were placed in non-parental 

care, and that the day care centers tended to have abundant 

resources and to be staffed by caregivers who were well-

trained and well-paid. 
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In a study of 150 middle-class third graders, Vandell 

and Corasaniti (1988) found that those children who attended 

day care centers after school received more negative peer 

evaluations, had lower academic grades, and scored lower on 

standardized tests than children who did not attend after 

school care. The observed differences were consistent for 

both divorced and intact families. 

It seems, then, that the number of hours per week that 

a child spends under non-parental care is crucial. If less 

than 20 hours per week, deleterious effects seem to be 

minimal. Twenty or more hours per week, and problems begin 

to arise, particularly if the child began attending day care 

during infancy. However, such effects do appear to be 

mediated by the amount and type of resources available to 

the day care providers. 

The Home Environment 

Some of the more current research reviewed by Belsky 

(1990) attempted to account for home conditions in assessing 

the effects of non-parental child care. Howes and Olenick 

(1986) and Howes and Stewart (1987) , for example, suggest 

that the observed deleterious effects of non-parental care 

might be due in part to family stress. Low socioeconomic 

status (Goelman and Pence, 1987; and Kontos and Fiene, 

1987), as well as childrearing values and attitudes that 

emphasize conformity to adult rules (Phillips, McCartney and 

Scarr, 1987) may also play a role in the effects of non-
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parental child care. These issues are addressed in the 

methodology section of this paper. 

Robertson, (1982, cited in King and MacKinnon, 1988) 

found that parents' socio-economic status (SES) has an 

effect on children's response to non-parental care. This 

study examined the assumption that, "...substitute care is 

beneficial for [children from] low SES [families] (including 

single-parent families), but a deprivation for high or 

middle SES children...(King and MacKinnon, 1988, pg 393)." 

Results supported the assumption: among a sample of five to 

six year old girls who had been in day care since age three, 

middle-class girls were more likely than lower-class girls 

to verbalize to their non-parental caregivers a need for 

social reinforcement (social approval). Robertson suggests 

that, compared to middle SES children, those from low SES 

families receive fewer indicators of social approval from 

their parents, and hence do not perceive a significant 

change in amount of social approval from the home to the day 

care environment. Children from middle SES families, on the 

other hand, experience a drop in the amount of social 

approval while under non-parental care so they seek it out 

verbally. 

These studies strongly suggest that the home 

environment may, at the very least, be an important 

contributing factor in a child's response to non-parental 

care. Just as the quality of the non-parental care 
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environment is greatly affected by its resources, so is the 

quality of the home environment. They also suggest that, in 

part, socio-economic status may be an important indicator of 

both resources and attitudes toward child-rearing. 

Social Development 

Children's social development may also be affected by 

the day care experience. Farber and Egeland (1982) and 

Rubenstein and Howes (1983) found that children who had 

spent time in day care were less likely to conform to adult 

standards of behavior and to comply with adult requests than 

children reared at home. Such children were also less 

likely to respond pro-socially to an adult in need (Schenk 

and Grusec, 1987), and to be more aggressive (Haskins, 

1985). Farber and Egeland (1982) also found day care 

children's problem-solving skills diminished: they were more 

often frustrated and less often persistent and enthusiastic. 

Children in day care since infancy tended to have more 

tantrums and to be more fearful at age four. 

Summary of Findings 

In summary, then, earlier research suggests a number of 

factors that may contribute to the way a child responds to 

non-parental care. Of paramount importance is the child's 

need to feel loved, wanted, and secure. These are things 

that most children readily receive under parental care. 

However, while non-parental care centers may attempt to 

fulfill these needs, there is evidence to suggest that they 
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tend to fall short of such goals. Factors that may affect 

this effort include staff to child ratio, group size, and 

staff training. 

There are also characteristics of the child's home 

environment that contribute to their response to day care. 

The socio-economic status of the child's family seems to be 

important: children from middle-class families tend to be 

more negatively affected by non-parental care. The 

literature also suggests that stress levels, which may be 

related to socio-economic status, play a role. Still, all 

these factors seem to have little effect unless the child 

spends 20 or more hours per week under non-parental care, 

and/or unless the child has been under such care since 

infancy. 

It should be pointed out that some of the earlier 

research found no detrimental effects of rearing children in 

part in day care centers. For example, day care that was 

deemed high-quality (generally university-based care) was 

found to actually offset lower scores on intelligence tests 

among children from lower socio-economic status homes 

(Belsky & Steinberg, 1978). Belsky and Steinberg (1978), 

and Rutter (1981) (cited in Moore, Snow and Poteat, 1988) 

found that children in day care tend to interact more both 

negatively and positively than children who have not 

attended day care. It was this contradictory evidence that 

provided much of the impetus for the present study. 



CHAPTER IV 

METHODOLOGY 

The present study examined the effects on children of 

several types of commonly used non-parental day care. To 

accomplish this task, data pertaining to behavioral 

characteristics, background, and both developmental and 

academic achievements were gathered about children currently 

attending either commercial, church-affiliated, home-based, 

or university-based day care centers. Then, using data from 

the National Survey of Families and Households as a control 

group, a comparison was made to children who did not attend 

day care. All data manipulation and analyses were 

accomplished using The Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences (SPSS). 

"Parent was operationally defined as any guardian 

(court appointed or biological) entrusted with the 

responsibility of providing primary care for the child. In 

the present study, "child" was operationally defined as any 

child of biological age 10 and under. The cutoff of 10 was 

chosen because the research group included no children above 

this age. The imposition of this cutoff warrants minimal 

concern. During this period in their life, children have 

not fully developed the capacity for abstract thinking, and 

still respond to their environment at a stimulus-response level 
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The Research Group 

The Survey Instrument. This research employed a survey 

research methodology, whereby parents of children in the 

various day care facilities were asked to complete a 

questionnaire about their children. Kidder and Judd (1986) 

maintain that self-administered questionnaires will yield 

accurate responses if the questions are clear and 

nonthreatening, and if there is an incentive to respond. 

Dillman (1978) has addressed at length the issue of 

incentive. Utilizing an exchange theory perspective, he 

suggests that people will respond to questionnaires if the 

benefits for doing so outweigh the costs. Costs will rise 

if the questions are difficult to answer, the questionnaire 

is unorganized or cluttered [length seems to be of little 

importance (Bailey, 1982, pg 163)], and if it does not 

appear to have a legitimate sponsor (i.e., a university). 

Benefits, on the other hand, will increase if the respondent 

has an interest in the topic(s), perceives that he or she is 

making a contribution to something worthwhile, and has a 

sense of trust in the source of the questionnaire. 

Appendix A contains a copy of the questionnaire that 

was provided to the parents of the children in the various 

child care facilities. In accordance with some of the 

issues brought out by Dillman (1978), Kidder and Judd 

(1986), and Bailey (1982), efforts were made to make the 

questionnaire as non-threatening and as easy to complete as 
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possible. In order to keep the respondent's efforts at a 

minimum, the author delivered the questionnaires to the day 

care facility and picked them up at a later date. 

Previous research (for example, Belsky and Steinberg, 

1978; and Belsky, 1990) suggests that the effects on 

children of non-parental child care are in part dependent on 

certain characteristics of the day care facility itself. 

Therefore, in addition to the information about the families 

and children, data about the facility were also gathered. 

Appendix B contains a series of questions that were asked of 

each of the day care facilities. These questions provided 

information on the number of children being served, the 

number of staff, whether or not the staff undergoes any type 

of training, and the cost of the care. The purpose of this 

information is provided below. 

Selection of the Centers. Limited financial resources 

dictated that non-probability sampling be used throughout 

the research group. The sampling frame for the commercial 

and church-based centers was the Tyler, Texas telephone 

directory. For both of these day care types, a judgmental 

sampling method was employed. 

The Kindercare day care franchise was chosen to 

represent the commercial day care centers. This decision 

was based on two factors. First, there was a need to 

solicit respondents from as broad a range of socio-economic 

backgrounds in order to obtain as close a cross section of 
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the population as possible. To accomplish this, several 

members of the community were asked their opinion regarding 

the lines of demarcation for "upper-", "middle-", and 

"lower-class" neighborhoods. Their opinions, along with a 

visual inspection of the housing, proximity of commercial 

properties, and general condition of the areas suggested 

that the locations of the two Kindercare centers would 

increase the likelihood of obtaining the desired diversity 

of socio-economic backgrounds. 

The second need was to circumvent the possible 

confounding effects of different approaches to child care. 

It was assumed that Kindercare would employ a fairly uniform 

approach throughout its facilities. While an examination of 

different approaches among commercial day care centers would 

have yielded valuable information, it was beyond the scope 

of the present study. 

The same reasoning was used in the selection of the 

church-based centers. According to the sampling frame, most 

of these centers were affiliated with the Baptist Church. 

There were enough facilities such that two could be selected 

whose locations would enhance the chances of a diverse 

socio-economic representation. It was also assumed that 

whatever religious influences entered into their approach to 

child care would be fairly consistent among the facilities. 

While the "consistency of care" factor was not tested 

in the present study, it was possible to verify that the 
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locations provided some diversity in socio-economic class 

representation. As will be discussed later in this chapter, 

educational attainment of the respondent was used as a 

measure of socio-economic class. The mean educational level 

of the two commercial centers was 14.23 years and 15.94 

years (.W=13 and N= 32, respectively). This difference was in 

the direction predicted by the locations. Similarly, the 

mean educational levels for the two church-based centers was 

13.79 years and 15.38 years (N=19 and N= 34, respectively), 

again in the predicted direction. 

The sampling frame for the home-based day care centers 

was a list of the registered centers in the Tyler area, 

obtained from the Texas State Department of Human Resources. 

Among those listed were five "group homes". Whereas 

registered "family homes" are limited to five children, the 

"group homes" have a maximum capacity of 12. As it was more 

expedient and the locations of these homes were sufficiently 

diverse (in order to get respondents from a range of socio 

economic backgrounds), a convenience sample (Nachmias and 

Nachmias, 1992) of the five "group homes" were solicited. 

One of the five declined to participate; a second had a zero 

response rate. The remaining three produced 19 respondents. 

Choice of the University of North Texas day care center 

was primarily based on convenience. Neither the junior 

college nor the university in Tyler offer any kind of child 
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care program. Twenty-three respondents were obtained from 

this facility. 

Most of the early research (Belsky, 1990) found littie, 

if any, differences in emotional well-being between children 

in day care and those in parental care. However, as he 

pointed out, these studies used university-based day care 

centers almost exclusively. These centers were typically 

much higher quality than those more commonly available to 

the general public. By collecting data from different types 

of day care, this study was able to test if university-based 

day care is, in fact, of extraordinary quality. 

Furthermore, no studies were found that examined church-

based non-parental child care. 

Distribution of the Questionnaires. Initially, the 

commercial centers were contacted by phone in order to 

solicit their cooperation. They were hesitant so the author 

suggested that they examine the questionnaires first before 

making a final decision. Meeting with them one-on-one 

proved to be much more productive. They seemed to be much 

more comfortable after examining the questionnaire and 

verifying the author's affiliation with the University of 

North Texas; they readily granted their permission to 

distribute the questionnaires. 

This experience suggested that an initial personal, 

rather than telephone, contact would be a more productive 

approach for the remaining home and church centers. This 
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proved to be true for the church-based centers who were 

enthusiastic about the research and provided as much help as 

they could. However, this approach did not work for the 

home-based centers. The operator of the first home center 

contacted was visibly uncomfortable and suspicious when the 

author came to their door, even when documentation was 

produced showing the author's affiliation with and support 

from the University of North Texas. For this reason and 

since these centers were typically operated by one person 

who did not have time to talk to someone, it was decided 

that the home-based centers might be more responsive if 

initial contact was made by phone. This approach proved to 

be more successful; all of the remaining home centers 

contacted in this fashion granted their approval. 

Once permission was granted by the centers, an 

appropriate number of copies of the questionnaire were 

delivered. Along with these, a sealed box with a slot and a 

sign providing a brief explanation and instructions was 

placed in a conspicuous location. The managers/owners said 

they would help direct the parents' attention to the 

questionnaires and encourage them to participate. 

After the questionnaires had been in place for about 

two weeks, the centers were contacted to determine how the 

parents were responding. At this point very few of the 

questionnaires had been returned. The author then asked for 

and was granted permission to post a large sign nearby to 
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draw attention to the research and further encourage the 

parents to respond. 

In addition to the sign, a modest monetary incentive 

was offered. Dillman (1978) suggests that such efforts can 

increase response rates. He states further that the amount 

need not be considered a '"wage", but rather a "token" amount 

expressing the researcher's appreciation for the 

respondent's efforts. With this in mind, a small box of 

pennies was placed at each location. The aforementioned 

sign suggested that the respondent could "put in their two 

cents' worth", and take out two cents. Although the returns 

were not tallied prior to the introduction of the sign and 

the monetary incentive, they do not appear to have made a 

significant difference in return rates. 

Final Response rates. The response rates for the 

research group were unexpectedly low. Table 1 shows a 

breakdown of the enrollment, number of responses, and the 

corresponding response rates for each type of day care 

center. 

Table 1: Response Rates for Each Type of Center 

Type Enrollment Returns Response Rate 
Commercial 189 46 24.3% 
Church 346 54 15.6% 
Home 27 19 70.4% 
University 60 23 38.3% 

Total/Overall 622 142 22.8% 
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As Table 1 indicates, the rates of return for the 

commercial, church-based, home-based, and university-based 

centers were 24.3%, 15.6%, 70.4%, and 38.3%, respectively, 

with an overall rate of 22.8%. Only the home-based centers 

produced a return rate comparable to that predicted by 

Dillman (1978), i.e., 71% to 77%. 

The author believes that the low response rates may be 

due, at least in part, to the minimal influence of higher 

education in a predominantly working-class area. Throughout 

East Texas, education beyond high school is primarily 

offered via junior collegers. The University of Texas at 

Tyler is the only institution in the area that offers a 

four-year degree, and it is limited to junior- and senior-

level courses. 

In addition, Tyler's economy is driven almost 

exclusively by manufacturing (air-conditioners and tires) 

and service-oriented businesses. With the exception of a 

few graduate programs at The University of Texas at Tyler, 

there are few industries producing new knowledge and/or 

technologies through research. In contrast, Denton, where 

the university-based center is located, has two major 

universities and is located fairly close to numerous 

research-oriented and highly technical industries. Although 

purely speculation, it is possible that the general 

population of the Tyler area is unaccustomed to efforts to 

conduct research. 
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A comparison of the response rates for Tyler and Denton 

{The University of North Texas day care center) lends some 

support to this position. The overall response rate for the 

entire Tyler area was 21.2%, while that for Denton was 

38.3%. While both were exceedingly low, Denton's response 

rate was over 55% greater than Tyler's. (One possible 

explanation for Denton's low rate is, according to the 

director of the center, the parents had just recently been 

inundated with paperwork and requests for information, and 

may have been reluctant to fill out any more 

questionnaires.) 

The Control Group: The National Survey of Families and 

Households 

The National Survey of Families and Households was 

conducted between February, 1987 and May, 1988. It employed 

a cross-sectional design with several series of 

retrospective questions. Households were randomly selected 

from the non-institutionalized U.S. population age 19 and 

over. The selection of a subsample (see below) resulted in 

a probability sample of 13,017 respondents, representing 

9,643 households plus additional households from a two times 

over-sampling of Blacks, Puerto Ricans, Mexican Americans, 

single-parent families and families with stepchildren, 

cohabiting couples and recently married persons. One adult 

from each household was randomly selected as the main 

respondent. 
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The information from the NSFH used in the present study-

was derived from a series of questions directed to the 

respondent about their child, if that child was 11 years old 

or under. If the respondent had more than one child, then 

the first in alphabetical order was designated as the FOCAL 

CHILD and the series of questions then pertained to that 

child. In order to keep the research and control groups as 

similar as possible, only those respondents with children 10 

or under who were not currently in day care were included in 

the control group. 

Description of the Data 

The Research Group. Data collection for the research 

group produced a total sample size of 142 (see Table 2 for a 

complete statistical description of the data including 

measures of central tendency, standard deviations, and 

ranges). The mean educational level of the respondents was 

15.34 years, and the modal income range was $50,000 or more 

per year. The majority of the respondents were female 

(88.7%). The proportion of respondents who were married and 

living with their spouse was 83.1%. 

The mean age of their child(ren) was 3.9 years with a 

range of four months to 10 years. Overall, the children 

spent a mean of 34.7 hours per week in day care, at a mean 

cost of $62.58. The distribution of boys and girls in the 

sample was fairly even: 47.9% and 52.1%, respectively. The 

majority of respondents rated their children as "one of the 
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best" in school performance (58.6%); 51.6% of parents whose 

child was not yet in school evaluated their child as being 

"fast" in development. Nearly all the respondents believed 

their child was at least average or above in school 

performance (96.6%), or development (97.4%). 

The Day Care Centers. The distribution of children 

among the four types of day care were as follows: 32.4% 

commercial, 38% church, 13.4% home, and 16.2% university. 

The mean staff to child ratio was 1.5:10, or 0.15, and the 

mean staff training time was 21.98 hours. 

The Control Group. After selecting only those 

respondents whose child was 10 years old or under (so that 

the children's age range would be the same for both groups) 

and not attending day care, the National Survey of Families 

and Households yielded a sample size of 1775. Table 3 has a 

complete description of the control group data. The mean 

educational level of the respondents was 12.85 years. The 

modal income range, measured ordinally, was $10,000 to 

$19,999 (15.70%), however, the distribution of income was 

fairly even throughout the categories. Most of the 

responding parents were female (62.8%), and were married 

living with their spouse (73.9%). 

Among the children, 47.3% were male, 50.9% were female, 

and 1.9% did not know. Their mean age was 5.51 years, 

ranging from one to 10 years old. Similar to the research 

group, the vast majority of respondents thought their 
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validity). Using linear structural equation modeling 

(LISREL), the author performed a confirmatory factor 

analysis on this index to establish its validity, treating 

"PROBLEMS" as a latent variable, or "construct" and the 

ninechildren were either cibove average in school performance 

(94.7%), or at least on time in development (97.2%). 

The Dependent Variable 

The dependent variable for this study was a measure of 

the child's well-being, designated hereafter as "PROBLEMS". 

It was derived from an index used in the NSFH (see Figure 

1), comprised of a series of questions asked of the 

respondent about their child (designated as the "FOCAL 

CHILD" - see section on The National Survey of Families and 

Households) regarding the child's behavior and demeanor, 

attitudes toward new experiences, and how well they get 

along with peers. The NSFH was structured such that these 

questions appeared in two separate sections: one for 

children under age 4 and one for children ages five to 11. 

The validity of this measurement had to be tested. 

Validity means that a tool designed to measure some variable 

is indeed measuring that variable. Babbie (1992) suggests 

that, if an index has validity, there will be a relationship 

between the index and each item within the index (internal 

validity), as well as a relationship between the index and 

other outside measurements of the same variable (external 
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Figure 1: Questions from the National Survey of Families and 
Households used to derive the index for the dependent 
variable "PROBLEMS" 

M295 (and M305). I am going to read some statements that 
might describe a child's behavior. Please tell me whether 
each statement has been often true, sometimes true, or has 
not been true of (CHILD) during the past three months. 

Statement Often 
True 

Some-
times 
True 

Not 
True 

a. Is willing to try new things. 

b. Is fussy or irritable. 
(Is unhappy, sad or depressed)1 

c. Keeps self busy. 

d. Loses temper easily. 

e. Is cheerful and happy. 

f. Is fearful or anxious.. 

g. Bullies, or is cruel or mean 
to others. 

h. Does what you ask. 

i. Gets along well with other 
kids. 

0 

NOTE: In order to maintain consistent directionality for 
the purpose of building the index, questions b, d, f 
and g were recoded in the analyses from 0=2 to 2=0 
(i.e., reversed). 

1 The question is different for children ages 5 to 11. 

above mentioned questionnaire items as indicators of the 

latent variable. 

Joreskog and Sorbom (1989) offer a description and 

explanation of this technique. Often in the case of social 

science research, it is necessary to quantify abstract 

concepts that are difficult if not impossible to measure 
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directly. Such concepts may be referred to as "latent 

variables" (Joreskog and Sorbom, 1989, pg 76) . The term 

implies that there is some underlying unobservable 

characteristic that is generating or causing the occurrence 

of other phenomena. These other phenomena may be observable 

and, therefore, quantifiable. The logic, then, of 

confirmatory factor analysis is thus: by developing methods 

of measuring one or more of these observable phenomena, an 

indirect measure of the underlying latent variable is 

possible. In other words, "...if the latent variable were 

observed, it would produce values of the observed variables 

(Joreskog and Sorbom, 1989, pg 77)." This is referred to as 

a congeneric measurement model. 

Figure 2 illustrates this type of model through the use 

of a path diagram (from Joreskog and Sorbom, 1989, pg 77) . 

The circle represents the unobservable latent variable, 

while the blocks represent the observable indicators 

theoretically being produced by the latent variable. The 

symbol "T|" (lower case eta) is used by LISREL to specify a 

latent dependent variable. The arrows are regression 

coefficients and represent the relative strength of each 

observed variable as an indicator of the latent variable. 

The values of the coefficients are referred to as factor 

loadings, which are represented by the symbol "A," (lower 

case lambda) in the specification of the LISREL model. 
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Figure 2: Congeneric Measure Model 

NOTE: The symbol T) represents the latent variable. 
The symbol Y represents the indicator of T|. 
The symbol X represents the factor loading. 

As mentioned above in addressing the issue of their 

child's behavior, the NSFH was structured such that parents 

of children ages four and under were directed to a different 

series of questions than parents of children ages five to 

11. With one exception, though, these questions were 

identical. That exception was the second question, "b" in 

Figure 1 above. It asked for the four and under group if 

the child was fussy or irritable, whereas, for those whose 

children were ages five to 11, it asked if the child was 

ever unhappy, sad or depressed. Because of this difference 

and since there were children in both these age ranges in 

the data collected, separate factor analyses were performed 

on both sets of questions. 
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The results of the confirmatory factor analysis for 

both sets of indicators are presented in Table 4. In order 

for LISREL to estimate the factor loadings, it was necessary 

to specify one of the indicator variables as a reference 

point; each of the other loadings, then, are relative to 

that one variable. If the: strongest indicator is set to 

1.00, then the range of the factor loadings will be from 

0...+1.00. Previous investigation by the author found that 

for the four and under group index, item "e" was the 

strongest indicator of the latent dependent variable, hence 

it was designated as the reference. Of those questions 

directed to children five to 11, item "i" proved to be the 

strongest indicator, and was thus specified as the reference 

point. The sample sizes for the two groups, those ages four 

and under, and those from five to 11, were 999 and 1848, 

respectively, producing a total sample size of 2847 for the 

confirmatory factor analysis. 

Only those children under parental care were selected 

for this analysis. The rationale for this decision was 

based on the need to establish a baseline measure of the 

dependent variable for the control group. By using those 

cases where the children were under parental care for the 

confirmatory factor analysis, the hypothesized effects of 

non-parental care would not distort the factor loadings. 

The author believes that this conservative approach produced 
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greater confidence in the measurement of the dependent 

variable. 

Clarke (1991) has suggested that in order for an 

observed variable to be considered a valid indicator of a 

latent variable, it must have a factor loading of at least 

0.60. Examination of Table 4 shows that only item "a" for 

both age groups had factor loadings of less than 0.60, 

therefore, they were not used to build the index for the 

dependent variable PROBLEMS. Figure 3 illustrates the final 

congeneric measurement model that was used in the present 

study. 

Since the NSFH treats children ages four and under as a 

separate group from those ages five to 11, and since the 

present study examined children from both these age groups, 

a baseline measure of the dependent variable PROBLEMS was 

achieved using either one set of indicators or the other 

depending on the age group within which the child belonged. 

Excluding item "a", the total number of indicators for any 

one child was eight. Thus, the range of possible values for 

the dependent variable, PROBLEMS, was 0 to 16, with 16 

representing the maximum degree of emotional and behavioral 

problems, and thereby producing a variable measured at the 

ratio level. 
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Figure 3: Congeneric Measurement Model for the Latent 
Dependent Variable PROBLEMS 

Note: T| is the latent dependent variable PROBLEMS. 
Yb...Yi are the indicators used to build the index. 
A,b...A,i are the factor loadings for the respective 

indicators. 

Test Statistics 

Since the dependent variable was measured at the ratio 

level, this study employed the t-test of means for 

independent samples as the primary test statistic. Each 

analysis sought to determine if a statistically 

significantdifference of the mean of PROBLEMS existed 

between the control group of children under parental care 

and those children in each of the types of non-parental 

care. Since it was expected that children in non-parental 

care would have a higher mean score on PROBLEMS, one-tailed 

tests for significance with a critical region of a=0.05 
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were used. In addition, Pearson's r was used to test for 

the effects of staff to child ratio, amount of staff 

training, and length of time in day care; multiple 

regression was used to test for a relationship between 

length of time in day care and PROBLEMS, and as a test of 

the overall model. 



CHAPTER V 

ANALYSES AND RESULTS 

A total of 10 separate analyses were performed on the 

data. This chapter describes those analyses and the results 

that were obtained, as well as basic descriptive statistics. 

Matching the Research and Control Groups 

Table 5 shows a comparison of some of the descriptive 

statistics for the research and control groups. Overall, 

Table 5: A Comparison of The Basic Descriptive Statistics 
For the Research and Control Groups 

Statistic & Variable Research Control 
Group Group 

Mean Educational Level 15.34 12.85 
of Respondent (years) 

Modal Income Range of $50,000 $10,000 to 
Respondents and over $19,999 
Respondents Married and 83.10% 73.90% 
Living With Spouse 

Gender Distribution of 47.90%/ 47.3 0%/ 
Children (Male/Female) 52.10% 50.09%* 

Mean Age of Child (years) 3.87 5.51 
Percentage of Respondents 58.50% 38.44% 
Who Believe Their Child 
Is One of the Best in 
School or Developmentally 
Fast 

TOTAL SAMPLE SIZE (N) 142 1775 

*Note: 2.1% missing 

the two groups were fairly well matched on those variables 

deemed important, with the exception of income (the age 

57 
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difference of 1.64 years was not considered significant 

since the children are so young and still well behind the 

age of formal operations). Since family income represents a 

resource that affects the home environment, it could 

potentially affect a child's psychological well-being as 

well. The glaring difference between the modal income range 

of the two groups, therefore, had to be addressed. 

Table 6 shows the frequency and percentage distribution 

of income for the research and control groups. Clearly, 

families with higher incomes were over-represented in the 

research group (40.8%). To compensate for this imbalance, a 

Table 6: Distribution of Income Ranges for the Research and 
Control Groups 

Income Range ($) Research Control Weight 
Group Group Value* 

% (B'req.) % (Freq.) 

0 - 4,999 3.5 (5) 6.2 (110) 2.025 
5,000 - 9,999 2.1 (3) 8.4 (149) 4.572 
10,000 - 19,999 9.9 (14) 15.7 (278) 1.828 
20,000 - 29,999 15.5 (22) 14.7 (261) 1.092 
30,000 - 39,999 9.9 (14) 14.5 (257) 1.690 
40,000 - 49,999 14.8 (21) 9.2 (164) 0.719 
50,000 or more 40.8 (58) 15.2 (269) 0.427 
MISSING 3.5 (5) 16.2 (287) 

TOTALS: 100.0 142 100.0 1775 

*NOTE: Using the valid percents, the weight value was 
calculated thus: control group percentage/research 
group percentage. 

weight variable was introduced. "Weighting" is a technique 

whereby cases are emphasized or de-emphasized (weighted) in 

the same proportions as those found in the population from 
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which the sample was drawn. The result is that an 

independent variable, then, exerts the same degree of 

influence on a dependent variable in the sample as it would 

in the population. 

Since the National Survey of Families and Households, 

employing a large national sample, was used as a control 

group in the present study, it was decided that the research 

group should be examined not only in its "raw" form, but 

also weighted so that its income distribution would more 

closely reflect that of the control group. To accomplish 

the latter, a weight varicible was created by calculating for 

each income category the ratio of the control group's . 

percentage distribution to that of the research group's for 

each income category (see Table 6). Then, using the weight 

function in SPSS, each income category of the research group 

was weighted by this ratio. Results of both approaches 

(weighted and unweighted) are presented throughout the 

paper. 

Controlling for Pre-existing Child Characteristics 

Belsky (1990) suggested that certain child 

characteristics may affect how parents and others relate to 

and interact with the child. For example, a child whose 

activity level is high may elicit more disciplinary 

responses from parents and/or caregivers, and therefore may 

be more highly rated as hciving behavior problems. Question 

#13 from the survey instrument (see Appendix A) asked if the 
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child had ever been diagnosed as hyperactive, having a 

learning disability, or attention deficit disorder (ADD). 

Since such a pre-existing condition might cause a spurious 

relationship between non-parental child care and the 

presence of emotional and behavioral problems, all 

respondents answering "YES" to any part of this question 

were dropped from the research group. There were five such 

cases, resulting in a total sample size of 137 for the 

research group. 

Analysis #1: Test of the Main Hypothesis 

The main hypothesis - that children under non-parental 

care are more likely to exhibit emotional and behavioral 

problems than children under parental care - was tested 

first. The means of PROBLEMS, the dependent variable, for 

the research group (non-parental care) and the control group 

(parental care) were compared first unweighted, and then 

with the research group weighted to match the control group 

on income. The results are presented in Table 7. 

Table 7: Comparison of Group Means - Weighted and Unweighted 

Statistic Control Research 
Group Group 

Weighted (Unweighted) 

Mean of PROBLEMS 3 .75 3.83 (3.64) 
Standard Deviation 2.31 2.06 (2.03) 
Standard Error 0.06 0.18 (0.17) 
Number of Cases 1775 137 (137) 

F Value 
2-Tailed Probability (p) 

1.26 
0.083 

(1.31) 
(0.045) 
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The mean score on PROBLEMS for children under parental 

care was 3.75 (out of a maximum of 16), with a standard 

deviation of 2.31 and a standard error of 0.06. 

Interestingly, the unweighted mean score for those children 

in day care was lower: 3.64, with a standard deviation of 

2.03 and a standard error of 0.17. However, when the 

research group was weighted such that their income 

distribution more closely resembled that of the control 

group, the mean score on PROBLEMS for the research group 

rose to 3.83, with a standard deviation of 2.06 and a 

standard error of 0.18. Comparison of the means for the 

unweighted analysis produced a F value of 1.31 (p<.05), but 

in the opposite direction from that predicted. When the 

weight variable was introduced, the difference in means 

reversed and produced a F value of 1.26 though it was not 

statistically significant. 

Since prior research (for example, Belsky, 1990) 

suggested that deleterious effects may not manifest until 

the child is in day care for 20 or more hours per week, a 

second analysis was performed using only those children in 

the research group meeting this criteria. The range of time 

spent per week in day care for the research group was eight 

to 50 hours. One hundred seventeen children were in day 

care 20 or more hours per week. 

It should be pointed out that, unless there is a high 

degree of precision in calculating the values for the weight 
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variable, its utilization has the effect of "changing" the 

sample size from the true size, thus affecting the validity 

of tests for statistical significance (SPSS/PC+ Base Manual, 

1988) . Selecting only those cases where the child spent 20 

or more hours per week in day care eliminated children above 

the age of nine. 

In order to keep the research and control groups 

matched as closely as possible, it became necessary to 

eliminate cases where the child was older than nine in the 

control group as well. However, this also changed the 

percentage distribution for the income categories, upon 

which the weight variable was based. Thus, for the second 

part of this analysis (using only those children in day care 

20 or more hours per week), the weight values were changed 

according to the same formula described above. Table 8 

shows the new percentage distribution for income along with 

the new weight values, and Table 9 shows the results of the 

analysis. 

When the analysis was limited to those children 

spending 20 or more hours per week in day care, the 

unweighted mean score on PROBLEMS for the research group 

increased from 3.64 to 3.73 (standard deviation 2.01 and 

standard error 0.19), still less than the mean (3.78) 

forchildren not in day care; the F value went down to 1.27 

(p>.05). Weighted, the mean of PROBLEMS for the research 

group went down from 3.83 to 3.82 (standard deviation 2.01, 
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Table 8: Distribution of Income Ranges for the Research and 
Control Groups After Matching on Child's Age 

Income Range ($) Research Control Weight 
Group Group Value* 

% (Freq.) % (Freq.) 

0 - 4,999 4 .5 (5) 7.6 (103) 1.713 
5,000 - 9,999 2 .7 (3) 9.7 (131) 3 .630 
10,000 - 19,999 11 .6 (13) 18.9 (255) 1.631 
20,000 - 29,999 14 .3 (16) 17.4 (234) 1.216 
30,000 - 39,999 9 .8 (11) 17.4 (232) 1.769 
40,000 - 49,999 16 .1 (18) 11.2 (151) 0.698 
50,000 or more 41 .4 (46) 17.7 (239) 0.432 
MISSING (5) (287) 

TOTALS: 100 .0 117 100.0 1632 

*NOTE: Using the percents, the weight value was calculated 
thus: control group / research group. 

standard error 0.19). The difference of the means in this 

analysis was in the predicted direction and produced an 

increase in F values from 1.26 to 1.27, but the difference 

was not statistically significant. 

The difference between the weighted means of PROBLEMS 

for all children in day care (3.83) and for those in day 

care 20 or more hours per week (3.82) was so small that it 

did not seem to justify the loss in cases (from 137 to 117). 

Therefore, subsequent analyses where the research and 

control groups were compared employed the original 

weightvalues (refer to Table 6) and did not exclude children 

in day care less than 20 hours per week (nor those children 

aged 10). 
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Table 9: Comparison of Group Means for Children in Day Care 
20 or More Hours Per Week - Weighted and Unweighted 

Statistic Control 
Group 

Research 
Group 

Weighted (Unweighted) 

Mean of PROBLEMS 
Standard Deviation 
Standard Error 
Number of Cases 

F Value 
2-Tailed Probability (p) 

3 .78 
2.27 
0 . 0 6 
1632 

3.82 
2.01 
0.19 
117 

(3.73) 
(2.01) 
(0.19) 
(117) 

1.27 
0.095 

(1.27) 
(0.094! 

NOTE: Because weighting affects the sample size, the weight 
values were changed so that the weighted sample size 
would remain consistent with the true sample size. 

Analysis #2: Controlling for Age of the Child 

Belsky (1990) suggested that any deleterious effects of 

non-parental child care may not manifest themselves until 

the child is eight to 11 years of age (or older), if the 

child had been in day care since pre-school age. In order 

to fully test this hypothesis it would be necessary to 

conduct a longitudinal study, which is beyond the scope of 

this work. However, since age does seem to be a factor, a 

brief exploratory analysis was conducted. Both the NSFH 

control group and the research group were collapsed into two 

groups: those five and under (preschool), and those six and 

above (school age). The means of PROBLEMS for the control 

and research groups, both weighted and unweighted, were then 

compared for each age group. 

Table 10 shows the results of the comparison of the 

means of PROBLEMS for preschool children age five and under. 
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Table 10: Comparison of Group Means for Children Age Five 
and Under -• Weighted and Unweighted 

Statistic Control Research 
Group Group 

Weighted (Unweighted) 

Mean of PROBLEMS 4.06 3 .76 (3.61) 
Standard Deviation 2.22 2 .05 (2.03) 
Standard Error 0.08 0.19 (0.19) 
Number of Cases 844 119 (120) 

F Value 1.18 (1.20) 
2-Tailed Probability (P) 0.261 (0.213) 

JlN v_y x I_J . x u c v o t . -i_ vu. w c x t J_ V - W OJLJ.V_/>J ^ J L X X U U C 

first part of Analysis #1 (see Table 6). 

Both weighted and unweighted, the mean of PROBLEMS was less 

for the research group (3.76 and 3.61, respectively) than 

for the control group (4.06). However, when children six 

and above were examined, the trend reversed. As Table 11 

shows, the weighted and unweighted mean of PROBLEMS for the 

research group was 4.56 and 4.07, respectively, compared to 

3.47 for the control group. 

The F value for comparison of children age five and 

under was 1.18 (weighted) and 1.20 (unweighted), but not 

statistically significant (see Table 10). For those 

children age six and older, the weighted and unweighted F 

values were 1.16 and 1.37, respectively, (see Table 11). 

Analysis #3: Controlling for Type of Day Care 

The means of PROBLEMS were next compared between the 

control group and each of the four types of non-parental 

care. Table 12 shows the results. 
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Table 11: Comparison of Group Means for Children Age Six 
and Older - Weighted and Unweighted 

Statistic Control Research 
Group Group 

Weighted (Unweighted) 

Mean of PROBLEMS 3.47 4.56 (4.07) 
Standard Deviation 2.3 6 2.19 (2.02) 
Standard Error 0.08 0.57 (0.52) 
Number of Cases 931 15 (15) 

F Value 1.16 (1.37) 
2-Tailed Probability (p) 0.793 (0.509) 

NOTE: The weight values were returned to those used in the 
first part of Analysis #1 (see Table 6). 

The weighted mean of PROBLEMS for commercial and home 

care centers was greater than that for the control group 

(4.08 and 4.97, respectively, versus 3.75), while the mean 

for children in church and university-based day care centers 

was less: 3.28 and 3.43, respectively. The pattern was the 

same and the scores similar for the unweighted analysis. 

However, only the comparison between the control group and 

the church-based group produced a F score that was 

statistically significant: 1.96, p<.005. 

Analysis #4: The Effects of Staff/Child Ratio 

Belsky (1984) , Clarke-Stewart (1987a), and Phillips and 

Howes (1987) found that children tended to experience fewer 

problems when the staff to child ratio was high. As part of 

the interviews with the directors of each center, data were 

collected on the number of children versus number of staff. 

Since this produced a ratio level of measurement, 
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Pearson's r between this ratio and PROBLEMS was calculated. 

It was hypothesized that an inverse relationship would be 

found: the higher the staff to child ratio, the lower the 

level of emotional and behavioral problems among the 

children. 

There was some concern that the disparate sample sizes 

for each of the four types might distort the relationship 

between staff to child ratio and the dependent variable, 

PROBLEMS. The ratio values were either the same or very 

similar for all cases within a particular day care type, 

i.e, the variation in ratio was from type to type rather 

than case to case. To address this concern, the mean ratio 

(note that the two church-based day care centers had 

different staff/child ratios) and the mean of PROBLEMS was 

computed for each day care type, then correlations were 

computed using these means. The results of both approaches 

are presented in Table 13a (Part B shows corresponding 

descriptive statistics). In addition, Table 14 shows the 

relative values of PROBLEMS, staff to child ratio, and staff 

training (to be used with Analysis #5) for each type of day 

care. 

None of the correlations were very strong, although 

they were in the predicted direction: the higher the staff 

to child ratio, the lower the degree of emotional and 

behavioral problems. On ci case by case basis, the weighted 

correlation between RATIO and PROBLEMS was -0.009; 
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unweighted it was -0.011. Examining the data on a type by 

type basis, however, produced a weighted correlation of 

Table 13a: Correlation Between Staff/Child Ratio and 
PROBLEMS - Weighted and Unweighted 

Correlation Coefficients 
Weighted Unweighted 

Case by Case -0.009 -0. 011 
Values for (p=.92) (P= .90) 
PROBLEMS 

Type by Type -0.205 -0. 139 
Values for (p=.02) (P= .12) 
PROBLEMS 

Table 13b: Descriptive Statistics 

MEANS 
PROBLEMS RATIO 

Case by Case 3.635 .1487 
Values 3 .829 weighted .1461 

Type by Type 3 .635 .1487 
Values 3 .778 weighted .1487 

N=131 

-0.205 (p<.05), and an unweighted value of -0.139. Total 

sample size was 137. 

Analysis #5: The Effects of Staff Training 

In addition to staff to child ratio, Phillips and Howes 

(1987) also suggest that providing training for the staff 

may reduce any deleterious effects of non-parental care. 

Data were collected on if and how many hours of training the 

staff receive in each of the facilities. Pearson's r was 

used to test for a relationship between the amount of 

training and the degree of emotional and behavioral problems 
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Table 14: Relative Values for PROBLEMS, RATIO 
(To be used with Analyses 4 and 5) 

, and 1 TRAINING 

Type PROBLEMS 
Wtd. Unwtd. 

MEANS 
RATIO 

Wtd. Unwtd. 
STAFF 
Wtd. 

TRAINING 
Unwtd. 

Commercial 
Church 
Home 
University 

4.08 (4.21) 
3.28 (2.98) 
4.97 (4.50) 
3.43 (3.39) 

.076 (.11) 

.109 (.11) 

.131 (.13) 

.333 (.33) 

17.77 
34.23 
0.00 
20.00 

(17.70) 
(34.64) 

0.00 
20.00 

I\7=137 
NOTE: Staff Training values are in hours. 

observed among the children. The literature suggests an 

inverse relationship between the two. Like staff to child 

ratio, the amount of staff training varied from type to 

type, rather than from case to case. Therefore, the. data 

were also examined in the same manner as Analysis #4 using 

the mean value of PROBLEMS for each type of day care. The 

results of this analysis are shown in Table 15a. 

The relationship between day care children's emotional 

and behavioral problems and the amount of staff training was 

considerably stronger than that for the staff to child 

ratio. On a case by case basis, Pearson's r was -0.213 

weighted, and -0.214 unweighted, both statistically 

significant at p=.01. When the analysis was performed on a 

case by case basis, the correlation coefficients went up to 

-0.896 weighted, and -0.867 unweighted, again statistically 

significant at pc.Ol. Table 14 shows the mean number of 

hours of training for each day care type. 
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Analysis #6: Controlling for Socio-economic Class 

Robertson (1982) has suggested that children from 

lower/working class families benefit from attending day care 

for several reasons. For example, these children may 

receive more nourishing (and more frequent) meals while at 

the center. Also, since these children's parents tend to be 

less educated, may be greater intellectual stimulation 

Table 15a: Correlation Between Staff Training and 
PROBLEMS - Weighted and Unweighted 

Correlation 
Weighted 

Coefficients 
Unweighted 

Case by Case -0.213 -0.214 
Values for (p=.01) (P=.01) 
PROBLEMS 

Type by Type -0.896 -0.867 
Values for (p=.00) (p=.00) 
PROBLEMS 

Table 15b: Descriptive Statistics 
MEANS 

PROBLEMS TRAINING 

Case by Case 3.635 22.18 
Values 3.829 weighted 21.42 

Type by Type 3.635 22.18 
Values 3 .778 weighted 22 .18 

iV=137 
NOTE: TRAINING values are in hours. 

offered by the center. In many cases the lower/working 

class family is headed by a single parent, thus limiting the 

amount of parental supervision available to the child. It 
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seemed reasonable, then, that socio-economic class might be 

an important variable to be controlled. 

Numerous methods have been used to measure socio-

economic class (SEC): income, occupation, education, or some 

combination of these. Kohn (1977 & 1979) has done extensive 

research on this subject and suggests that educational level 

may be a more practical and consistent measure of SEC. He 

reasons that a person's educational level reflects not only 

the value that person places on education, but other values 

as well. Kohn maintains that the primary educational 

difference between what is commonly referred to as "working 

class" and "middle class" is the importance and attainment 

of a college education. Therefore, educational level was 

used in the present study as a measure of socio-economic 

class. 

Two groups were established: those with 15 years or 

less of education, and those with 16 or more years. The 

former were considered "working class", the latter "middle 

class." Initially, the cutoff between these two groups was 

going to be 12 years (i.e., anything above high school would 

be considered 'middle class'). However, after becoming more 

acquainted with the region and its people, and discovering 

the abundance of junior or community colleges, it was 

decided that the cutoff should be 15 years. Many of the 

people attend these junior colleges, but relatively few go 

on to complete a four year degree. It is the author's 
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belief that, while there cire certainly exceptions, those who 

take a few courses at a junior college but fail to go on to 

complete a four year degree elsewhere more closely represent 

the working class according to Kohn. 

The NSFH control group was similarly separated into 

socio-economic classes according to educational attainment. 

For each social class the mean of PROBLEMS was compared 

between the control group and the research group, both 

weighted and unweighted. It was hypothesized that children 

from middle class families would exhibit more emotional and 

behavioral problems than their working class counterparts. 

Table 16: Comparison of Group Means for Working Class 
Children - Weighted and Unweighted 

Statistic Control 
Group 

Research 
Group 

Weighted (Unweighted) 

Mean of PROBLEMS 
Standard Deviation 
Standard Error 
Number of Cases 

F Value 
2-Tailed Probability (p) 

3 .87 
2.36 
0 . 0 6 
1466 

3.86 
2 .04 
0.21 
92 

1.34 
0.070 

(3.52) 
(1.98) 
(0.24) 
(67) 

(1.42) 
(0.068) 

Table 16 shows the results of the comparison of the 

means of PROBLEMS for children of working class families. 

Unweighted, the mean of PROBLEMS for the research group 

(3.52) was lower than that for the control group (3.87, 

2\7=1466) , with an F value of 1.42. However, when the 

research group was weighted to match the control group, the 

means became nearly the same: 3.86 for the control group, 
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with an F value of 1.34. Neither was statistically 

significant. Because of the effect of weighting, the 

"apparent" sample size of the research group changed from 67 

to 92. 

The results of the analysis using children of middle 

class families is shown in Table 17. The mean of PROBLEMS 

for the control group was 3.21 (N=3 07), compared to 3.70 for 

the unweighted and 3.71 for the weighted research group. F 

(unweighted) was 1.06 and 1.13 (weighted); the two-tailed 

probability for both was greater than .05. Again, weighting 

altered the research group's apparent sample size from 69 

(actual) to 44. 

Table 17: Comparison 
Children -

of Group Means for Middle Class 
Weighted and Unweighted 

Statistic Control Research 
Group Group 

Weighted (Unweighted) 

Standard Deviation 
Standard Error 
Number of Cases 

F Value 
2-Tailed Probability (p) 

3 .21 
1.99 
0.11 
307 

3.71 
2.11 
0.32 
44 

1.13 
0.565 

(3.70) 
(2.05) 
(0.25) 
(69) 

(1.06) 
(0.716) 

Analysis #7: Length of Time in Day Care 

None of the literature reviewed addressed the issue of 

length of time in non-parental child care. It did, however, 

seem reasonable to assume that this might be an important 

factor. For purely exploratory purposes, a correlational 

analysis was performed between PROBLEMS and length of time 
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in day care. This was done first with all cases in the 

research group combined, then with each type of day care 

separately. 

In addition to tests for a linear relationship, the 

possibility of a curvilinear relationship was also explored. 

Clarke (1991) has suggested that one way to determine if a 

relationship is curvilinear is to perform a regression using 

the natural log of the dependent and independent variables. 

The equation for this approach takes the following form: 

(ln)y = a + b(ln)x 

where "<ln)y" is the natural log of the dependent variable 

PROBLEMS, "a" the y-intercept, "b" the slope, and "(ln)x" 

the natural log of the independent variable representing the 

length of time in day care. According to Clarke (1991), 

this technique has the effect of "straightening out" a 

curvilinear relationship. Hence, if the relationship is, in 

fact, curved, the R2 should be higher than that for the 

standard regression equation. 

Since SPSS/PC will not perform a regression analysis 

with only one independent variable, and since, such an 

analysis is equivalent to a Pearson's r correlation, the 

natural log of PROBLEMS and length of time in day care was 

used in the computation of Pearson's r. The results of all 

analyses are presented in Table 18, below; the scatterplots 

for each of the linear analyses may be found in Appendix C. 
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Combining all types of day care together produced a 

zero-order correlation of -0.20, weighted {-0.12, 

unweighted), and an r2 of 0.041. For the commercial 

centers, the correlation between length of time in day care 

and PROBLEMS was -0.29, weighted and -0.10, unweighted, with 

a weighted r2 of 0.08. Church-based centers produced a 

weighted correlation of -0.20, an unweighted correlation of 

-0.21, and an r2 of 0.04. The analysis of home-based 

centers produced the highest correlations: -0.55, weighted 

and -0.63 (pc.01), unweighted, with an r2 of 0.30. Only the 

university-based centers had correlations that were 

positive: 0.25 and -0.05, weighted and unweighted, 

respectively, and a weighted r2 of 0.06. 

A visual inspection of the scatterplots clearly 

corroborates the validity of the low values obtained in the 

testing for a linear relationship {see Appendix C). 

However, whether or not the relationships were non-linear is 

not so easily discernable. Using the natural log of the two 

variables (length of time in day care and emotional and 

behavioral problems) for all four types of day care combined 

produced a correlation of -0.24 {p<.01) (weighted), and 

-0.15 (unweighted). Note that this weighted score was the 

^ealey (1993) suggests that Pearson's r, when squared, 
may be interpreted in the same fashion as statistics 
utilizing proportionate reduction in error (PRE) logic. 
That is, Pearson's r2 is the percentage of variation in Y 
explained by X. In this case, Y is emotional/behavioral 
problems and X is months in day care. 
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only test of a curvilinear relationship that was 

statistically significant. 

When type of day care was controlled, the correlation 

between length of time in day care and emotional and 

behavioral problems for the commercial group was -0.31, 

weighted, and -0.07, unweighted; r2 was 0.09. That for the 

church-based group was -0.19 and -0.20, with an r2 of 0.04. 

Still the highest, the home-based group produced a weighted 

correlation of -0.50, and -0.59 unweighted; r2 was 0.25. 

And finally, as with the tests for a linear relationship,the 

curvilinear correlation for the university group was the 

only one positive: 0.30, weighted, and -0.03, unweighted, 

with a r2 of 0.09. 

Analysis #8: School Performance and Intellectual Functioning 

Much of the research examining the effects of non-

parental child care prior to 1980 found that such 

experiences tended to enhance cognitive skills (Belsky and 

Steinberg, 1978; and Carew, 1980). Belsky (1990) has 

pointed out, however, that these and similar findings 

typically derived from studies of children in university-

associated day care where the quality of care was considered 

to be exceptionally high, and was designed specifically to 

enhance those skills. This analysis attempted to determine 

if the same holds true for other types of day care. 

Questions 14 and 15 of the questionnaire (see Appendix 

A) asked the respondent to evaluate either the child's 
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performance in school or the child's intellectual 

development, whichever was age appropriate. The wording of 

both questions was taken directly from the NSFH so that a 

comparison could be made between the control and the 

research groups. Both questions were combined to define a 

new variable measuring cognitive functioning for all the 

children in the samples. 

Because question 14 (school performance) had five 

categories compared to only three for question 15 

(intellectual functioning), it was necessary to first 

collapse the five categories of question 14 into three. The 

categories "one of the best..." and "above the middle" from 

question 14 were combined to form a category equivalent to 

the category "fast" from question 15. Similarly, the 

categories "below the middle" and "near the bottom..." were 

combined to correspond to the "slow" category from question 

15. The resulting three categories were then put in the 

form of a new variable labeled "intellectual functioning" 

with the attributes "above average", "average" and "below 

average." 

Examination of the collapsed data revealed that 

approximately 95% of the respondents in both the control and 

research groups rated their child "above average" or 

"average." Since so much of the variation occurred in only 

these two categories, it was decided that the attributes 

"average" and "below average" should be further combined and 
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labeled "average or below." The analysis then involved one 

dichotomous dependent variable, "intellectual functioning", 

with the attributes "above average" and "average or below." 

The analysis was accomplished using the crosstabs 

function in SPSS/PC, treating the control and research group 

as two attributes of the independent variable, and cognitive 

functioning as the dependent variable. Since the levels of 

measurement were nominal and ordinal, respectively, the 

chosen test statistic was lambda. The first test kept all 

types of day care together. Then the same tests were 

performed for each of the four different types. It was 

expected that those children in non-parental care would tend 

to be rated higher in cognitive functioning than those under 

parental care. The results of these analyses are shown in 

Tables 19a through 19e. 

Examination of Tables 19a through 19e indicated that 

there was little relationship between attending day care and 

cognitive functioning. The hypothesis predicted that the 

percentage of parents rating their children developmentally 

fast or above average in school performance would be higher 

for those with children attending day care. With the 

exception of the home-based centers, just the opposite was 

found. 

For all types of day care combined {Table 19a), 50% of 

the parents in the research group rated their children above 

average versus 61.2% for the control group. This explained 
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Table 19a: Crosstabulation of Control and Research Groups By 
Cognitive Functioning: All Types Combined 

Control Group Research Group 

Averaqe or Below 38.8% 50% 

Above Averaqe 61.2% 50% 

Total 100% 100% 
N= 1716 134 

Lambda (Cognitive Functioning dependent): 
Value T-value 

Weighted 0.01267 0.80842 
Unweighted 0.00000 0.00000 

Table 19b: Crosstabulation of Control and Research Groups By 
Cognitive Functioning: Commercial Centers 

Control Group Research Group 

Average or Below 38.8% 50% 

Above Average 61.2% 50% 

Total 100% 100% 
N= 1716 42 

Lambda (Cognitive Functioning dependent): 
Value T-value 

Weighted 0.01480 1.56044 
Unweighted 0.00000 0.00000 
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Table 19c: Crosstabulation of Control and Research Groups By 
Cognitive Functioning: Church-Based Centers 

Control Group Research Grouo 

Averacre or Below 38.8% 58.5% 

Above Average 61.2% 41.5% 

Total 100% 100% 
N= 1716 53 

Lambda (Cognitive Functioning dependent): 
Value T-value 

Weighted 0.01791 1.76953 
Unweighted 0.01291 1.23678 

Table 19d: Crosstabulation of Control and Research Groups By-
Cognitive Functioning: Home-Based Centers 

Control Grouo Research Grouo 

Average or Below 38.8% 25% 

Above Average 61.2% 75% 

Total 100% 100% 
N= 1716 16 

Lambda (Cognitive Functioning dependent): 
Value T-value 

Weighted 0.00000 0.00000 
Unweighted 0.00000 0.00000 
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Table 19e: Crosstabulation. of Control and Research Groups By-
Cognitive Functioning: University Centers 

Control Group Research Group 

Average or Below 38.8% 47.8% 

Above Average 61.2% 52.2% 

Total 100% 100% 
N= 1716 23 

Lambda (Cognitive Functioning dependent): 
Value T-value 

Weighted 0.00000 0.00000 
Unweighted 0.00000 0.00000 

only 1.3% of the variation in cognitive functioning. The 

same distribution was found when children in the commercial 

centers were isolated, explaining 1.5% of the variation. 

Both of the variance percentages are weighted; lambda for 

the unweighted approach was 0.0. 

Similar results were obtained for those children in the 

church and university based centers: 41.5% and 52.2%, 

respectively, were rated above average in the research group 

versus 61.2% in the control group (Tables 19c and 19e). For 

the church centers, 1.8% (weighted) of the variation was 

explained; lambda for the xiniversity center was 0.0. Only 

for those children in the home-based centers were the 

parental ratings of above average cognitive functioning in 

the predicted direction: 75% of children in day care versus 

61.2% of children under parental care. 
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Analysis #9: Marital Status of the Parents 

Belsky (1990) has suggested that the resources 

available to the caregiver affect the quality of care. 

Whether at home or in a day care setting, such things as 

toys, nourishing food, physical space, people to help with 

the care, and, of course, time and money can enhance the 

care environment. In other words, the greater the 

resources, the greater the quality of care (and the fewer 

the emotional and behavioral problems exhibited by the 

child). 

Conversely, if resources are overextended, then quality 

of care goes down. The term "overextended" is rather 

ambiguous, though, and could vary from individual to 

individual depending on any number of factors (e.g., income, 

debt, health, consistency of child support payments, etc.). 

Nevertheless, according to the Population Bulletin (June, 

1990), children living with their mothers exclusively have a 

50% chance of being in poverty, compared to a 10% chance for 

those living with both parents. It is clear that resources 

in families headed by single parents are more likely to be 

strained than those in two-parent families. 

From the point of view of the single parent, day care 

itself could be considered a resource. Therefore, it was 

hypothesized that children from single-parent families would 

react positively to the additional resources of the day care 

center, and thus would exhibit fewer emotional and 
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behavioral problems than their counterparts who were not in 

day care. 

The same reasoning also suggests that children from 

two-parent families would experience some benefits from the 

increased resources of day care. However, the proportionate 

increase would not be as great so the expected decrease in 

emotional and behavioral problems would be less. 

To test this hypothesis marital status was controlled. 

The mean of PROBLEMS was compared between the control and 

research groups for those children from single-parent 

families. It was expected that the research group would 

score lower on PROBLEMS. 

When making the same comparison with children from two-

parent families, expectations were not so clear. As Belsky 

(1990) has mentioned, overextension of the resources is the 

important factor here. Therefore, when compared to the 

control group, it was difficult to predict if these children 

would exhibit fewer problems, the same, or greater problems. 

Gathering information on all of the other potential factors 

contributing to overextension of resources would have 

substantially increased the size and complexity of the 

questionnaire; the author believed that this would have 

reduced the number of respondents as well as inflated the 

cost of printing. The results of this analysis are shown in 

Table 20 below. 
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From Table 20, the weighted difference in the mean of 

emotional and behavioral problems between the two groups for 

children from single-parent families was -0.46 (unweighted, 

Table 20: Comparison of the Mean of PROBLEMS While 
Controlling for Marital Status of the Parents 

Mean of PROBLEMS 
Marital Research Control Difference* 
Status Group Group 

Single-Parent N=ll N= 463 
Weighted 3.68 4.14 -0.46 
(Unweighted) (3.76) (4.14) (-0.38) 

Two-Parent W=119 i\7=1311 
Weighted 3.86 3 .62 0.24 
(Unweighted) (3.61) (3.62) (-0.01) 

Research Group Mean minus Control Group Mean 

-0.38), suggesting that those children who experienced day 

care exhibited fewer problems when they came from single-

parent families. However, when children from two parent 

families were examined, there was a slight increase (0.24 

weighted) in emotional and behavioral problems exhibited by 

those children in non-parental care. 

Analysis #10: Test of the Full Model 

As a final examination of the data, a multiple 

regression model was tested. The dependent variable was 

PROBLEMS, and each of the eight control variables were 

treated as independent variables. 

Staff to child ratio, amount of staff training, length 

of time in day care, and the dependent variable PROBLEMS 

were all measured at the ratio level, thus satisfying the 
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assumption of interval level data required for multiple 

regression. School performance/intellectual functioning and 

age of the child (collapsed into two categories: preschool 

and school age) were measured at the ordinal level, but were 

treated as interval. This robust approach is commonly used 

(Clarke, 1991) and was not considered problematic. 

Type of day care, socio-economic class, and marital 

status were nominal variables. To satisfy the assumption of 

interval data, "type of day care" was treated as a dummy 

variable. This technique involves establishing one of the 

(four) attributes of the nominal variable as a reference 

point, setting its value at zero. Each of the other 

attributes of the variable are then considered to be an 

interval of one relative to the reference (Clarke, 1991) . 

"Socio-economic class" and "marital status" were dichotomous 

variables. Clarke (1991) has suggested that, using the same 

logic as with dummy variables, these may be treated as 

interval by setting one of the two attributes to 0, the 

other to one, and interpreting the variation as an interval 

of one. 

A preliminary examination of the correlation matrix 

(see Table 21) for all the variables revealed a strong 

(>0.60) correlation between amount of staff training 

(TRAIN), and the church and home-based centers. This is 

called "multicollinearity", and indicates a violation of the 

Gauss-Markov assumption that independent variables are not 
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interrelated. When multicollinearity exists it can cause an 

inflation of the variances of the independent variables 

which, in turn, will affect the beta values and the overall 

regression coefficient. 

However, according to Clark (1991) and the SPSS/PC+ 

Base Manual (1988), examination the correlation matrix is 

not sufficient to determine if multicollinearity exists. 

The most reliable method is to regress each independent 

variable on all the other independent variables (known as 

the Klein Test), and then look for high regression 

coefficients (R2). SPSS/PC offers a procedure to accomplish 

this. It produces a value, known as "tolerance", which is 

simply 1-R2 for each of the independent variables. Thus, 

small tolerances mean high R2's which indicate 

multicollinearity. 

As mentioned above, the correlation matrix revealed 

high correlations between staff training and two of the day 

care types. Further examination of the tolerances (see 

Table 22) revealed more problems with multicollinearity both 

weighted and unweighted. Type of day care was highly 

correlated with both staff/child ratio and amount of staff 

training. 

Even though type of day care was treated as a dummy 

variable (the university-based center was used as the 

reference for the other three), it essentially represents 

one independent variable - type of day care. Therefore, 



CQ O & 
04 

o 
2 O J 

H 

2 
En 

a) O •C H 

4J EH 
Sh 2 
0 4-i 
W CD 

rH 2 
rQ 

•H 

fd > 0 O O C a) Tl a 
0) o 
& w 
a) 0} 

a 
H 

rH w 
1—1 a 
< 
4-1 rH 

0 <1> 15 w 
X 0 s 
-H g o « 
4-> d fd 0 JS-H w PS a w PS 
0 <D |T| *H Jh o 
•U o> <d a) rH 
Q) s 
^ rH § 
M rH o 
0 3 o a cn 
,, CO rH M CM J 

r A 
CD 3 

1—i H 
rQ 

fd 
EH > 

89 

o 
o 

o o 
O r-i 

tH I 

o v o o o 
O H rl 

O f N J H O J 
O H H O 

O Ln CO [> ro 

O O rH O O 

tH ! I 

o ro ro oo ro Ch 
O O O rH O O 

o VD t> CN CM CO LD 
O O rH CM O O O 

O O T H C M O H O O L D 
O H C N O f N O H O 

O O ^ O O l > C O C M L r ) H 
O O H r H O O r - O r H 

! i I I I I 

O O H C N ^ h C O C N M n 
O r O H H H H C O O O H C N 

l i l l 1 I 

o i n i n o i n o c o ^ o o o c M 
O L D C N O O O r l r O C N r O f N 

P* tU 
W O 
S & W 

U J 
a < 

eh O a 

0} s 
w 
J 

Jxi H H H o PQ 

O O K < C / 3 U S 2 E H J £ 

o 
VD 

o 
A 

a 
o 

*H 
4J 
rd 

rH 
a> 
M 
M 
o 
u 

tn 
G 
0 
M 
-u) 
w 

rd 

CO 
<D 
4J 
o 
c 
0) Q 

"X 



90 

because of their interrelcitedness, either type of day care, 

or staff to child ratio and amount of staff training 

neededto be removed from the regression model. Since the 

focus of this study was to determine first if there were any 

adverse effects of non-parental child care, and second to 

compare the four types of day care with one another, two 

models were 

Table 22: Tolerances of Each of the Independent Variables 
Used in the Preliminary Regression Analysis 

Variable Tolerances 
Weighted Unweicrhted 

Length of Time in 
Day Care .789922 .814058 
Cognitive Functioning .856947 .908200 
Staff/Child Ratio .041769* .027773* 
Marital Status .918633 .915783 
Staff Training .059589* .061471* 
Socio-Economic Class .848934 .868346 
Age of the Child .844979 .861801 
Commercial Centers .025112* .018340* 
Home-Based Centers .059562* .056474* 
Church-Based Centers .016472* .011899* 

2\7=134 
^Variables with low tolerances 

tested: first, removing type of day care; and second, 

eliminating staff training and staff to child ratio. This 

approach solved the problem with multicollinearity. 

Table 23 shows the results of the first regression 

analysis where type of day care was left out. This model 

explained only 8% weighted and 7% unweighted of the total 

variation in emotional and behavioral problems observed in 
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children under non-parental care. Of the seven independent 

variables included in the model, length of time in day care 

and amount of staff training were the strongest predictors 

of emotional and behavioral problems (see the beta weights 

in Table 23). Both were statistically significant (p<.05) 

when the research group was weighted, but only staff 

training was significant when the group was unweighted. 

As mentioned above, a second model was tested leaving 

in type of day care as three dummy independent variables, 

and removing (due to multicollinearity) staff to child ratio 

and amount of staff training. The results of this analysis 

are shown in Table 24, below. Replacing ratio and training 

with type of day care resulted in a slightly higher 

percentage of the variance explained: 12.5% weighted and 

13.4% unweighted, compared with 8% and 7% (from Table 23, 

above). As in the first model, the beta weights indicate 

that length of time in day care was the strongest predictor 

of all the independent variables. Also strong were the 

commercial and home-based centers, which were compared to 

university-based day care. 
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Table 23: Regression Analysis With Type of Day Care 
Eliminated - Weighted and Unweighted 

Weighted Unweighted 
Multiple R 0.28797 0.26846 
R Square 0.08293 0.07207 
Adjusted R Square 0.02829 0.01839 
Standard Error 1.96304 1.97111 

Variable Beta Weights 
Weighted 

(Significance) 
Unweighted 

Length of Time 
in Day Care -.215663 ( .0229)* -.148749 ( .1094) 

Cognitive Funct. -.132910 ( .1610) -.126506 ( .1690) 
Staff/Child Ratio -.065852 ( .4884) -.074374 ( .4297) 
Marital Status .030669 ( .7362) -.021510 ( .8115) 
Staff Training -.219568 ( .0193)* -.229546 ( .0143)* 
SEC .026072 ( .7842) .079183 ( .3895) 
Age of the Child .074433 ( .4374) .003957 ( .9664) 

N=129 
* Denotes statistical significance (pc.05) 
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Table 24: Regression Analysis With Staff/Child Ratio and 
Amount of Staff Training Eliminated - Weighted and 
Unweighted 

Weighted Unweighted 
Multiple R 0.35400 0.36650 
R Square 0.12532 0.13432 
Adjusted R Square 0.06525 0.07661 
Standard Error 1.92535 1.91177 

Variable Beta Weights 
Weicrhted 

(Significance) 
Unweicrhted 

Length of Time 
in Day Care -.237678 ( .0137)* -.187190 ( .0419)* 

Cognitive Funct. -.126968 ( .1741) -.130781 ( .1448) 
Marital Status .058031 ( .5206) .019589 ( .8251) 
SEC .035150 { .7067) .063447 ( .4811) 
Church Centers -.042509 ( .7505) -.093666 ( .4575) 
Age of the Child .079628 ( .3955) .003668 ( .9679) 
Home Centers .233196 ( .0493)* .176213 ( .1117) 
Commercial Centers .233162 ( .0847) .268910 ( .0345)* 

A7=129 

* Denotes statistical significance (p<.05) 



CHAPTER VI 

DISCUSSION AND FINAL CONCLUSIONS 

Although Chapter V presented both the weighted and 

unweighted results of each analysis, generally little 

difference occurred in the results of these two approaches. 

The weighted approach was the more appropriate since it 

allowed the research group's profile to more closely 

resemble that of the control group. The following 

discussions, therefore, focus primarily on the results of 

the weighted analyses. 

Discussions 

Analysis #1 The hypothesis that children under non-

parental care would exhibit greater emotional and behavioral 

problems than children primarily under parental care was 

tested by comparing the scores on an index designed to 

measure such problems for each group. This index produced a 

range of scores from 0 to 16, with 16 representing the 

greatest amount of emotional and behavioral problems. 

While both groups scored relatively low on this index, 

the non-parental care (research) group scored slightly 

higher: 3.83 versus 3.75. A test of the statistical 

significance of this difference produced a probability 

greater than .05 which would indicate that the null 

hypothesis of no difference between the means must be 

94 
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accepted. However, as mentioned earlier, the sample used 

for the research group was not a probability sample, 

therefore, inferential tests of significance are not 

reliable. 

This poses a dilemma: after weighting the research 

group on total income, its profile was very similar to that 

of the NSFH control group which is considered to be a 

representative sample. Furthermore, the size of the 

research group (137), while much smaller than anticipated, 

is greater than the minimum of 50 suggested by Clarke (1991) 

as necessary for the reliable computation of significance 

tests. Without concrete guidelines available to determine 

if a hypothesis should be accepted or rejected, it must fall 

on the researcher to make such a decision. The difference 

between the two means is only 0.08, therefore, it is this 

researcher's decision that the original hypothesis should be 

rejected: overall, non-parental care does not have 

deleterious effects on children when compared to children 

under parental care. 

Analysis #2 The exploratory analysis examining how age 

of the child affects their response to day care produced 

some interesting results. When the weighted means of 

PROBLEMS for the research and control groups were compared 

for preschool children ages five and under, the children in 

day care actually scored 7.4% lower (from 4.06 to 3.76). 

However, the older school age children (six and above) under 



96 

non-parental care scored considerably higher than their 

counterparts under parental care: a 24% increase, from 3.47 

to 4.56. Looking at only the research group, the school age 

children again scored 17.5% higher on emotional and 

behavioral problems than the preschool children. 

These findings suggest that school age children are 

more likely to respond negatively to non-parental care, 

which appears to be supportive of Belsky's (1990) assertion 

that emotional and behavioral problems for children under 

non-parental care may not manifest until the child is eight 

to 11 years of age. The importance of age becomes even more 

apparent when the two age groups are compared within the 

control group. The older group scored lower on PROBLEMS 

than the younger group. One would expect the same trend in 

the research group, but instead the trend is reversed for 

children in day care. 

While this does represent an ex post facto explanation 

requiring further research, exchange theory may shed some 

light on these findings. The concept of generalized rewards 

as discussed in the theoretical perspective section is 

appropriate. One that was not previously mentioned but has 

been suggested by Homans (1950) is the need for autonomy. 

As the child grows and develops, he/she begins to experience 

the need to be assertive, to make decisions, to exercise 

control over his/her life, and to become more independent. 

This desire for autonomy can be satisfied by the parents' 
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allowing the child to do some of these things. Of course, 

the parents must carefully "measure out" this independence 

according to the child's age and, more importantly, their 

ability to handle it. 

In order to satisfy the child's growing need for 

autonomy, the parents must first be willing to accommodate 

the child's changing needs. Second, they must know the 

child intimately in order to determine how much autonomy the 

child can manage. Both of these things are time and energy 

consuming: something that parents are likely to have in 

greater abundance (or are at least more willing to expend) 

than employees at a day care center. Thus, the higher 

incidence of emotional and behavioral problems among school 

age children in day care may be a result of frustrated 

attempts to assert their autonomy. 

Analysis #3 Among all four types of day care, only the 

comparison between the control group and the church-based 

centers produced a statistically significant difference, yet 

an interesting pattern found. Both the commercial and home-

based centers showed means of PROBLEMS higher,than the 

control group, while the church and university-based centers 

produced lower scores on PROBLEMS. 

Early in the development of the present study, it was 

thought that the staff's motivations for choosing employment 

in a day care center might play a role in the way children 

under their care reacted to the day care setting. However, 
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gathering of data for the testing of hypotheses based on 

such motivations were abandoned because they would have 

required an expansion of the scope of the study beyond the 

time and expense allotted. The current findings suggest 

that such an exploration may prove fruitful in the future 

since the original thinking on the issue of motivation 

predicted the found relationship. 

There may also be differences in the reasons the 

various types of centers were established in the first place 

that are related to the current findings. The commercial 

and home-based centers were, in all likelihood, established 

for the purpose of providing a profit for the founders. The 

church and university based centers, on the other hand, were 

likely established to provide a service to its patrons and 

the income derived from such service intended to cover its 

costs rather than to provide a profit. This, of course, is 

pure speculation and would require further investigation for 

its confirmation or refutation. Regardless of the reasons, 

the data clearly suggest that children not only would suffer 

less deleterious effects, but in some cases may even benefit 

from placement in a church or university based day care 

environment. 

Analysis #4 Overall, staff to child ratio did not turn 

out to be strongly related to the emotional and behavioral 

problems experienced by children in day care; on a case by 

case basis it was negligible (though it was in the predicted 
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direction). Analysis of the relationship on a type by type 

basis, which, as mentioned, is more appropriate since the 

staff to child ratio varied by type rather than by case, 

produced a somewhat stronger correlation (-0.205) and was 

statistically significant when the data were weighted. 

The findings here tend to support Belsky's (1984), 

Clarke-Stewart's (1987a), and Phillips' and Howes' (1987) 

assertions that staff to child ratio plays a role in the 

quality of non-parental child care. This makes sense both 

theoretically and intuitively. The fewer children under the 

supervision of a particular caregiver, the more time and 

energy is available to devote to the children. He or she 

would also have more opportunity to develop an intimate 

relationship with each child, perhaps enabling the child to 

experience a greater sense of autonomy. 

These findings also reaffirm Belsky's (1990) 

observation that much of the earlier research finding 

positive effects of day care were based on studies using 

university-affiliated day care centers where the quality of 

care was exceptionally high. The university based center 

used in the present study had the highest staff to child 

ratio of all the four types (1:3). 

In light of the theoretical and intuitive importance of 

staff to child ratio, it is surprising that higher 

correlations were not found in this examination. The 
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findings of Analysis #5 may shed some light on these 

unexpected results. 

Analysis #5 The relationship between amount of staff 

training and children's emotional and behavioral problems 

proved to be much stronger than staff to child ratio, 

confirming the findings of Phillips and Howes (1987). As 

with the ratio, amount of staff training varied by type of 

day care; this approach, rather than a case by case 

analysis, was considered to be a more valid assessment of 

the data and produced a Pearson's r of -0.896 (p<.01). 

Clearly, training staff in the skills of child care is 

critically important to the quality of care and to the 

response by the child to the day care environment. 

Of the four types of day care, those affiliated with a 

church provided their staff with the greatest amount of 

training and, as can be seen in Table 14, also had the 

lowest mean of emotional and behavioral problems among their 

children. These findings would help to explain the results 

of Analysis #3 where children from each of the four types of 

day care were compared to children from the control group. 

That is, regardless of the original purpose of the 

establishment of the center, educating the direct care staff 

on the needs and supervision of young children can help 

circumvent some of the potential deleterious effects of non-

parental care. 
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These findings may also help to explain the 

unexpectedly low correlation found between PROBLEMS and 

staff to child ratio in Analysis #4. Though the university 

center had the highest ratio, it did not provide its staff 

with as much training as did the church based centers {only 

about 58% as much). Considering how powerful the effects 

off staff training appears to be, this could easily mask a 

relationship with staff to child ratio. Unfortunately, 

because of problems with multicollinearity (see Analysis 

#10), the data did not allow for an independent testing of 

the effects of staff/child ratio and staff training. 

Nevertheless, the findings suggest that a day care center 

providing both high staff to child ratios and extensive 

direct care staff training will help to produce a 

psychologically healthy environment. 

Analysis #6 Although there was a slight difference 

between the means of PROBLEMS in the predicted direction, 

the hypothesis that children from middle class families 

would exhibit more emotional and behavioral problems than 

their working class counterparts was not supported. 

Furthermore, there was virtually no difference between the 

research and control groups, which is in direct 

contradiction to Robertson's (1982) assertion that children 

from lower/working class families would actually benefit 

from the day care experience. 
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There are several factors that could cause these 

results. To begin, there may simply be no relationship 

between socio-economic class and a child's response to the 

day care environment. Such a claim, however, might be 

premature. Despite the author's belief that educational 

level is a legitimate measure of socio-economic class, it is 

certainly of limited precision and overly simplistic. For 

example, a parent reared in a stereotypically middle class 

family where considerable value was placed on higher 

education may not have had the money to pursue that 

education, or there may not have been ready access to a 

four-year institution. In short, educational attainment may 

not be a reliable measure of socio-economic class. 

Another possible reason for the lack of support for 

this hypothesis is the cutoff point used to divide the two 

groups into socio-economic classes (15 years of education 

rather than 12). While the author feels that this cutoff 

was justified, it may have inadvertently placed into the 

working class group those who share middle class attitudes 

toward education. Unfortunately, there were not enough 

cases in the research group where educational level was 12 

or under to perform an analysis using 12 years as the 

cutoff. 

Robertson's (1982) assertion was based, in part, on the 

assumption that children from lower/working class families 

would receive more nourishing meals at a day care center. 
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Using educational achievement as the sole measure of socio-

economic class ignores the fact that many "blue collar" 

working class occupations pay just as well or better than 

typical "white collar" middle class occupations, and that 

working class children eat just as well as middle class 

children. Recall that children from higher income families 

were greatly overrepresented in the research group. 

Robertson (1982) also suggested that working class 

families were more likely to be headed by a single parent 

which would limit the amount of parental supervision 

available to the child. As Table 5 revealed, 83.1% of the 

research group and 73.9% of the control group were two-

parent families. 

For these reasons, the question of the impact of socio-

economic class on children's response to day care has not 

been answered in the present study. Further research with a 

more heterogenous sample and/or a more adequate measure of 

socio-economic class is indicated. 

Analysis #7 Overall, only a moderate inverse 

relationship occurred between length of time in day care and 

the presence of emotional and behavioral problems, 

suggesting that at least some of the children become 

accustomed to non-parental care after a period of time. The 

test for a curvilinear relationship and examination of the 

scatterplots further revealed that, in some cases the child 
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may become acclimated to the day care environment after a 

period of time. 

When each of the four types of centers were examined 

independently, the pattern held true for both the commercial 

and church based centers. The university center, on the 

other hand, produced a positive relationship, albeit only 

moderate. 

Even though the relationships were not strong, the fact 

that the university center produced a positive correlation 

when the others were inverse invites some attempt at 

explanation. One thing that is different about the 

university center is its staff. Many of the people in 

direct care are students working toward a degree relating to 

child development, and the center itself focuses on 

enhancing the child's cognitive development. It is possible 

that the children become weary of the emphasis on learning 

and development and begin to react negatively to attending 

the center. This is pure speculation, though, and would 

require a far more detailed analysis of each of the centers, 

their staff, and their programs. 

Length of time in the home-based centers explained 30% 

of the variation in the emotional and behavioral problems 

observed among the children in those centers: a considerably 

stronger relationship. However, as with the commercial and 

church centers, the relationship was negative, suggesting 
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that the problems tend to die away the longer the child 

attends the center. 

Exchange theory [and Bowlby (1969), in his studies on 

children's response to "strange situations"] might suggest 

that these children are experiencing stress from feelings of 

insecurity as a result of their being forced into an 

unfamiliar environment. The children in the home-based 

centers were indeed quite young with a mean age of 3.55 

years, but they were still only slightly younger than the 

overall mean of 3.87 years. Furthermore, such an _ 

explanation does not account for the lower correlations 

found for the other three center types. Apparently, there 

is something unique to home-based day care which is 

resulting in the observed deleterious effects. 

A re-examination of Analysis #5 may shed some light on 

this finding. Staff training was clearly indicated as a 

factor affecting a child's response to non-parental care. 

Of the four types, only the home-based centers offered no 

training. This is certainly understandable since the state 

does not require any type of formal instruction of those 

individuals applying for licensure as home day care centers 

or group homes. 

This explanation is still not adequate since the 

results suggests that, after a period of time, the 

deleterious effects "wear off". One thing that was 

different about the home-based centers compared to the other 
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types was the way the facility was decorated. The church, 

commercial, and university centers were set up with bright 

colors, lots of toys, pictures, and an elaborate playground. 

The home centers, in contrast, were more like an ordinary 

home. There were some toys, but overall they did not appear 

to be places designed exclusively for children as did the 

other centers. Perhaps, rather than the home-based centers 

uniquely having an initial negative impact on the children, 

the other centers were so novel and exciting that the 

children "forgot" their feelings of insecurity and did not 

experience any deleterious effects. 

There is also an underlying assumption here that may 

not be valid: the children in the research group have only 

attended the center at which they are presently enrolled {or 

were at the time the questionnaires were filled out). Even 

though the gathering of accurate historical data are 

sometimes difficult in cross-sectional research, it would 

have been possible to include a question about past day care 

experience in the present study. Failure to do so was an 

oversight on the author's part. Any further research would 

need to take past experience into consideration. 

Regardless, the findings suggest that the length of 

time spent in day care has little sustained negative effect 

on the children's psychological well-being. It appears, 

then, that if the staff are trained to recognize that 

children need time to play and become accustomed to the new 
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setting, the length of time they spend in day care will have 

minimal adverse effects. 

Analysis #8 No relationship was found between 

children's cognitive functioning and attending day care, 

whether examining the data collectively or by day care type. 

Data from the control group suggest that parents tend to 

rate their children above average in school performance or, 

for pre-school age children, developmentally fast. Assuming 

a relatively normal distribution for intellectual 

development and/or school performance within the general 

population, such ratings are most likely biased. The 

research group seemed a bit more honest in their ratings, 

i.e., the distribution was more even. Qf course, 

considering the hypothesis that attendance in day care would 

enhance cognitive functioning, one would expect just the 

opposite: parents in the research group would tend to rate 

their children above average. 

There was one exception. Parents with children in a 

home-based center were three times as likely to rate their 

children above average in intellectual development or school 

performance. This was totally contrary to what was 

expected. While the commercial, church, and university 

centers incorporate programs for the enhancement of 

cognitive development, the home-based centers do not. 

At first glance one might speculate that, because the 

children in the home centers were so young and because 
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ratings of intellectual development are so subjective (as 

opposed to concrete measures of school performance such as 

report cards), ratings by the parents in the home centers 

were simply biased. However, the majority of children in 

all the centers were below school age, therefore, such a 

bias should have been observed throughout. Because the 

sample size for the home centers was so small, it is 

difficult and unreliable to speculate on the reasons for the 

findings. In all likelihood, they probably reflect simply 

an artifact of the data. 

Analysis #9 Considering just those children under parental 

care (the control group), marital status of the parents 

clearly has an effect on the child's emotional well-being. 

Children from single-parent families experience 14.4% more 

problems than those from two-parent households. When the 

research and control groups were compared, the hypothesis 

that children from single-parent families will exhibit fewer 

emotional and behavioral problems if they attend day care 

appeared to be supported (there was an 11% reduction, 

weighted, and 9%, unweighted). 

Comparison between the two groups for children of two-

parent households produced a much smaller but somewhat more 

interesting difference. There was a 6.2% (weighted) 

increase in problems for those in day care - not enough to 

draw any definitive conclusions, but enough to suggest some 

deleterious effects of day care. 
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Unweighted, the scores on PROBLEMS were nearly 

identical for children of two-parent families. In this 

particular analysis the unweighted scores may be of greater 

interest since the weight variable was originally introduced 

to balance the "overabundance" of resources (i.e., income) 

in the research group. These findings suggest that the 

slight deleterious effects, observed when the scores are 

weighted, may be offset by an increase in family resources. 

The trend for the unweighted scores among children from 

single-parent families was just the opposite. If it is true 

that greater resources result in fewer problems, then 

allowing the effects of higher income to show through in the 

unweighted analysis should have produced an even lower score 

on PROBLEMS for the research group. Despite the fact that 

single-parent families in the research group had higher mean 

incomes than those in the control group (see Table 25), the 

impact of these additional resources did not produce the 

expected results. 

Table 25: Breakdown of Mean Income Range for Single-
and Dual-Parent Families 

Research Group Control Group 

Single-Parent $10,000-$19,999 $5,000-$9,999 

Dual-Parent $30,000-$39,999 $20,000-$29,999 

The findings suggest overall that children will benefit 

from increased resources, whether they be from the 
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additional family income typical of two-parent families, or 

attendance at day care. These benefits seem to have a 

ceiling, however. So long as the resources available to the 

child at home are maintained at a particular level, the 

child experiences negative effects from being placed in day 

care. On the other hand, if those resources fall below a 

certain level, the child benefits from the additional 

resources of the day care facility. This is a complicated 

issue and most likely whether such resources are 

overextended (due to debt, prior time and/or financial 

commitments, etc.) would play a major role in the child's 

response to day care. Further research involving a closer 

examination of family resources and a larger sample of 

children of single-parent families in day care may prove 

fruitful. 

Analysis #10 Neither of the multiple regression models 

tested explained a substantial amount of the variation in 

emotional and behavioral problems observed among children 

attending day care. They did, however, support most of the 

findings of the other analyses. 

One exception was length of time in day care. 

According to the beta weights for both models, this was one 

of the strongest explanatory variables {in both models it 

was statistically significant at p<.05). The negative signs 

for the values indicate that the longer children attend day 

care, the less deleterious effects they experience. 
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The discrepancy was not in the direction, but in the 

strength of the relationship to PROBLEMS. Recall from 

Analysis #5 that staff training was highly inversely 

correlated with PROBLEMS, whereas length of time in day care 

produced only a moderate correlation (Analysis #7). Yet, in 

the second regression analysis both had very similar beta 

weights (amount of staff training was also significant at 

p<.05). This discrepancy is a result of testing staff 

training on a type-by-type basis in Analysis #5 versus the 

case-by-case approach necessary for the regression analysis. 

Since amount of staff training varied by type, the findings 

from Analysis #5 are considered to be more valid than those 

from the regression for this particular variable. 

When type of day care was entered into the model (and 

staff training and staff to child ratio left out), the 

commercial and home centers had nearly equal beta weights: 

0.23316 and 0.23320, respectively, though only the latter 

was statistically significant at p<.05. The positive signs 

for both indicated that children in these facilities tended 

to experience more emotional and behavioral problems than 

those in university centers (the reference group). They 

also tended to demonstrate more problems than those in the 

church centers as indicated by a beta weight of -0.04. 

Overall, then, the regression analysis suggests that 

children who attend commercial or home based day care are 

only slightly more likely to experience emotional and 
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behavioral problems than children who do not attend day-

care. For some of the children, such deleterious effects 

will also tend to diminish over time. Furthermore, even 

these negative effects may be offset if a center is chosen 

where the staff are extensively trained. Marital status and 

socio-economic class of the parents, age of the child, and 

staff to child ratio do not appear to have a substantial 

impact on the response of the child to day care. 

Final Conclusions 

The goal of this study was to determine if children 

suffered any deleterious effects from non-parental child 

care, and if so, what characteristics of the child, his/her 

family, and/or the day care facility itself might influence 

those effects. Four different types of day care were 

examined: commercial, church based, private group homes, and 

university based. For each of these, the staff to child 

ratio and the amount of training provided for the staff were 

taken into consideration. In addition, the age of the 

child, how long he/she had been in day care, the level of 

his/her cognitive functioning, the parent's marital status, 

and their income and socio-economic class were considered. 

While the data suggest that, overall, children's 

psychological well-being may not be adversely affected by 

attending day care, there are certain qualities that need to 

be present to assure that this is so. Of paramount 

importance is the training of the staff. The more the staff 
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are instructed in child development, learning styles, and 

behavior management, the fewer problems observed among the 

children. 

Of the four center types examined, those affiliated 

with the Baptist church and the University of North Texas 

provided their staff with the most training. These were 

also the types where the children scored lowest on emotional 

and behavioral problems. 

Recall that staff to child ratio did not correlate 

highly with children's emotional and behavioral problems, 

and that those findings were both theoretically and 

intuitively unexpected. There may, in fact, be an 

interactive effect between staff to child ratio and amount 

of staff training. While the commercial center did provide 

its staff with nearly 18 hours of training compared to 20 

hours for the university center, its staff to child ratio 

was over 77% lower than that for the university center. It 

is likely that high quality care is a function of both 

training and ratio. Despite providing the staff with 

extensive training, they will not be able to put it to full 

use if they are trying to manage a large group of children 

at one time. This is in line with Smith and Connolly (1986) 

who found that low ratios are associated with fewer and 

shorter staff to child interactions. 

The findings suggest, then, that parents should pay 

particular attention to if and how much the staff are 
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trained when choosing a day care center, but should not 

discount the potential advantages of a high staff to child 

ratio. Based on this study, if those parents happen to live 

in the Tyler, Texas area, placement in a Baptist-affiliated 

center will increase the likelihood that their children will 

get high quality care. 

Parents should also be aware that school-age children 

are more likely to react negatively to day care than younger 

pre-school children. If a child does respond negatively, 

though, he or she may do better if the parents give the 

child greater opportunity to express their autonomy at home. 

There is also some evidence that the child will begin to 

respond more positively as they become used to attending the 

center - perhaps as they make new friends and become 

comfortable with their caregivers. 

Parents' socio-economic class standing seems to have 

little effect on their children's reaction to day care. As 

mentioned earlier, the reason for examining this factor was 

Robertson's (1982) suggestion that children from low income 

families might receive better nutrition while at a day care 

center. The data indicate, however, that very few of the 

children in the present study seemed to come from families 

where this might be true. One of the home based centers was 

located in a low-income part of the city; the director 

informed the author that, indeed, most of the children there 

were participants in Project Head Start. The sample from 
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that particular facility, though, was so small (W=6) that 

any positive effects these children might have experienced 

from day care was probably overshadowed by the preponderance 

of children from families whose income was substantially 

higher than the median in the control group. 

There also seemed to be little evidence that attending 

day care would enhance a child's cognitive functioning. 

This was in direct contradiction to the findings of earlier 

research reviewed by Belsky (1990), however, it could be the 

result of certain characteristics of the research group 

itself. 

The majority of children examined were pre-school age; 

parents did not have a concrete measure of their child's 

intellectual functioning, such as a school report card. 

Without such measures, it was necessary for the respondents 

to answer the question about their child's development 

subjectively. It appeared that parents in both the research 

and control groups tended to overrate their child's 

cognitive development (very few parents were even willing to 

rate their child as "average"). 

As mentioned earlier, it is unlikely that so many of 

the children were above average, and such a bias could 

easily mask any relationship between cognitive functioning 

and day care attendance. Even though no relationship was 

found, it is probable that the findings of earlier research 

are valid: despite some possible negative effects of day 
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care, children's intellectual performance can be enhanced 

when centers offer programs designed for that purpose. 

However, those qualities of the day care environment 

mentioned above need to be present and these programs 

balanced with plenty of recreational time. 

In conclusion, then, the data indicated that children 

who attend a church affiliated day care will not only suffer 

few deleterious effects, but in all likelihood may actually 

benefit from the experience. Those who have access to a 

university based facility are likely to find similar 

results. 

The data further indicate that children placed in a 

commercial or home based center are more likely to suffer 

some adverse effects. To minimize this possibility, parents 

should seek out facilities that offer extensive and ongoing 

training for their staff, and where the staff are not 

overburdened by a large number of children. 

The reader should be reminded that only a fraction of 

the total number of available day care centers were examined 

here. There are other church denominations that offer day 

care; only two commercial centers were examined, and they 

were of the same franchise; and numerous individuals offer 

care in their homes. Ideally, this study would have 

included many more of these centers, but on the other hand 

the author believes that the findings may still be used as 
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guidelines for searching out high quality alternate child 

care. 



CHAPTER VII 

LIMITATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Limitations 

The primary limitation of this study lay in the nature 

of the research group. Since time and financial constraints 

prohibited the use of a large national sample of day care 

facilities, the final conclusions of this study could not be 

confidently applied to the general population. For the same 

reason all measures of statistical significance reported had 

to be considered with caution. It should also be noted that 

the research group included only children from families who 

could afford day care, whereas the NSFH control group also 

included data from lower income families. 

In some respects, this study represents a variation on 

the experimental research design; the experimental stimulus 

in this case was the experience of non-parental child care. 

More specifically, it was analogous to the static group 

comparison design (Babbie, 1992) where an experimental group 

(those in day care) is compared to a control group (those 

not in day care) on the basis of the presence of emotional 

and behavioral problems (PROBLEMS). Ideally, both groups 

would be measured on PROBLEMS before the experimental group 

experienced the day care stimulus (pretest), then each group 

would again be measured after the experience of day care. 

118 
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Again, as mentioned earlier, this would require a 

longitudinal approach and was beyond the scope of the 

present study. Furthermore, it was assumed that, since the 

NSFH was derived from a large national sample, the baseline 

measure of PROBLEMS (i.e., the pretest measure) for the 

experimental or research group would be similar to the 

measure of PROBLEMS for the control group. Thus, the 

problems inherent in the static group comparison design are 

of little concern. 

There is the possibility that some of the children in 

the NSFH control group may have been in non-parental care 

prior to the time the survey was conducted. However, since 

the children included in the present study were fairly young 

and since the sample was so large, it was believed that this 

potentially confounding problem was negligible. In any 

event, the NSFH questionnaire did not provide a means of 

making a determination of any prior day care history. 

The potential for measurement error is always present 

in social research. For example, the mere presence of the 

researcher may affect the responses and/or behaviors of 

those being investigated. This problem, known as the 

Hawthorne effect, is actually a random measurement error 

(Nachmias & Nachmias, 1992) and may be minimized (but 

certainly not fully eliminated) by allowing the respondent 

to fill out the questionnaire in privacy and assuring them 

of anonymity, as was done in the present study. 
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Random measurement error may also occur as a result of 

the immediate environment or conditions under which the 

respondent is completing the questionnaire. Since the 

instrument asks for information about their child's 

behavior, responses could reflect a recent, though atypical 

behavioral problem rather than a general pattern. It would 

be difficult to eliminate such an error in a self-report 

study of the present nature, so the reader is simply 

reminded to take this into consideration when evaluating the 

conclusions. 

There is also the possibility of systematic measurement 

error arising from the survey instrument itself. While 

confirmatory factor analysis demonstrated that the index for 

the dependent variable PROBLEMS had internal validity, there 

is still the chance that interpretations of the questions by 

the respondent affected their responses. One problem that 

did arise was with questions 14 (school performance) and 15 

(development) (see Appendix A). Despite the instructions 

that question 14 applied if the child was in school and 15 

if the child was pre-school age, several people responded to 

both. When this happened, the author would simply determine 

which was appropriate according to the child's age and use 

that response. 

In a similar vein, the respondents may have introduced 

a bias of their own in their responses. For example, they 

may have believed their child to be hyperactive or have a 
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learning disorder (item 12, from Appendix A) without the 

child's ever having been diagnosed as such, and which 

resulted in their being excluded from the study. 

Response bias was also suspected in Analysis #8 where 

cognitive functioning was examined. This involved questions 

14 (school performance) and 15 (development). Whereas it 

was expected that the distribution of responses for both 

these questions would be approximately normal, the vast 

majority of respondents reported that their child was above 

average. This was true even for the NSFH control group. It 

was concluded that the lack of any statistical relationship 

between cognitive functioning and attending day care was due 

to this apparent bias in reporting, particularly in light of 

earlier research where such a relationship was clearly 

established. 

In addition to the limitations inherent to this 

particular type of study, indeed, to all social research, 

there were some that were unique to this particular study. 

More than one of the analyses suggested that church-

affiliated centers offered exceptionally high quality child 

care. Suggesting that all church based day care would be 

equally as high is premature. Only those centers associated 

with the Baptist Church were examined. This was done for 

two reasons: to avoid possible confounding effects from 

different religious orientations, and because these centers 

were in the clear majority. The insulating effects observed 
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may not be due to church affiliation in general, but, 

rather, to affiliation with the Baptist church specifically. 

Furthermore, the two churches from which data were gathered 

had well-organized and highly structured day care centers. 

Data obtained from smaller churches with less formal day 

care operations may not have produced the same results. 

Another problem arose in Analysis #6: defining socio-

economic class. At the surface, social class is 

conceptually simple: the ordering of groups of people into a 

hierarchy. Determining the attributes upon which this 

ordering is based, however, become exceedingly complicated, 

and does not enjoy a consensus among social scientists. 

Most would agree that it is multi-faceted and involves at 

least some combination of income, occupation, and education. 

The present study employed educational attainment as 

the sole measure of social class based on Kohn's (1977) 

work, primarily because the author believed Kohn's ideas to 

be valid, and because it was straightforward and readily 

quantifiable. Earlier it was suggested that the dividing 

line of 15 years of school between working and middle class 

might be inappropriate (the data restricted using 12 years 

as the cutoff point). It is more likely that the use of 

educational level was overly simplistic. In some social 

research, depending on the phenomena under study, 

educational level may be a satisfactory operationalization 
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of social class, but it probably was not in the present 

study. 

Finally, this study did not take into consideration 

certain individual characteristics of the children that may 

have affected their response to day care. There was an 

attempt to filter out those children predisposed to the 

behavioral problems associated with hyperactivity, attention 

deficit disorder (ADD), and/or learning disabilities, but 

this certainly did not cover all possibilities. For 

example, some of the children may have indeed fallen into 

this category but had not been so diagnosed, and the 

respondents, trying to be as accurate as possible, marked 

"NO" to question number 13 (see Appendix A). 

The presence of certain psychopathologies might have 

affected the findings. For instance, a child with conduct 

disorder [a preliminary diagnosis to Anti-Social Personality 

Disorder used when the individual is under age 18 and has 

not yet manifest a clear pattern of anti-social behavior 

(American Psychiatric Association, 1980)] might exhibit 

several of the behaviors used in the index for the dependent 

variable, PROBLEMS, that are totally unrelated to the day 

care experience. 

There is also the possibility that some children simply 

do not do well in foreign environments or around other 

children. Some children are comfortable around adult while 

others are intimidated by them. Isolating such 
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characteristics would have involved an in-depth examination 

of each child, and was far beyond the scope of this study. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

A number of implications for further research emerged 

from this study. In terms of a positive or negative impact 

on children's psychological well-being, the church and home 

based centers represented the two extremes, with the church 

centers reporting the least amount of emotional and 

behavioral problems among it attendants. Among the 

variables tested, the data suggested that these findings 

were due primarily to the disparate amounts of training the 

staff received. While those operating child day care out of 

their homes had received no formal training, the staff at 

the other three types had. 

Before concluding that quality of care is a sole 

function of the amount of training, further research should 

be undertaken to determine if other characteristics of that 

training are influential. For example, are the staff 

required to attend ongoing training, perhaps monthly or 

annually, or is it simply a one time requirement at the time 

of hire? Or, what is the method of training? It could 

involve watching video tapes, reading books or articles, or 

attending seminars on site or at one of the local junior 

colleges. Are the staff given any kind of test after the 

training sessions, i.e., is there any form of "quality 

control" of the staff? 
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Even though this study did not employ a representative 

sample of the general population for the research group, the 

strength of the relationship found between training and 

PROBLEMS, as well as its intuitive appeal could not be 

ignored and strongly suggest a need for further examination. 

The findings of such research could prove invaluable not 

only to existing day care organizations, but to state 

agencies charged with the licensing of home-based centers. 

There also needs to be a closer examination of church-

affiliated day care in general. Although they provided the 

greatest amount of staff training, there may be some other 

quality of these centers responsible for the findings 

obtained. For instance, the inverse relationship found 

between staff training and emotional and behavioral problems 

may be spurious, when, in fact, it is the religious 

component which is producing the relationship. If so, then 

there needs to be research conducted comparing the various 

religious denominations. 

In the early stages of this study, it was thought that 

quality of care might be affected by the motivations of 

those who seek employment at a day care center. Not only 

does the possibility of such a relationship have intuitive 

appeal, it also as theoretical support. Exchange Theory 

suggests that people become accustomed to rewards, and that 

the more of a particular reward we have (in this case, 

money), the less effect increasing amounts will have. If a 
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person works in day care solely for the money, they will 

eventually become satiated and the overall sense of 

satisfaction will go down. This might translate to a 

negative attitude toward work and a diminished quality of 

care. On the other hand, if a person's primary reward comes 

from working with and helping children - something that 

provides challenges and a sense of accomplishment - they are 

less likely to feel "burned out" and the quality of care 

will remain high. 

An exploration of this issue was abandoned for the 

present study because it would have involved a considerable 

expansion of the questionnaire, as well as time and expense. 

Staff members at each center would have had to be 

extensively interviewed, and the data would have had to 

allow a comparison of the children under the care of each 

respective member. The impact of worker motivations 

certainly needs further exploration. 

Related to this is the motivation or purpose for the 

establishment of the day care center itself. It was argued 

earlier that availability of resources would affect the 

quality of care. If a center is set up primarily to provide 

a profit for it founders, then there must be a compromise 

among those profits, operating costs, and needs of the 

children. On the other hand, if the center is non-profit 

oriented, more resources can be devoted to quality of care. 

If this did prove to be an important independent variable 
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affecting children's response to day care, it would probably 

have little effect on how day care centers operated; 

however, it would certainly be valuable information to 

parents seeking day care for their children. 

The findings from Analysis #7 suggest that a 

comparative study of each center's programs might be useful. 

Children like to play; if the center is going to include 

programs to teach the children such things as the alphabet, 

numbers, colors, etc., then such efforts must be "fun" for 

the children. If, on the other hand, learning is dry and 

boring, the children are probably going to respond 

negatively to the day care experience. Each center type 

should be examined to determine, first, if they incorporate 

learning as part of their program, and if so, what 

techniques they use and how much time per day they spend in 

these efforts. 

The effects of staff to child ratio also need to be 

further examined. No relationship was found between this 

and children's emotional and behavioral problems in the 

present study. However, as mentioned earlier., this was 

totally unexpected based on theory and prior research. 

There may be an interactive effect between ratio, staff 

motivations, and/or staff training. In any event, the 

importance of staff to child ratio needs to be resolved 

because of its potential implications for policy regarding 

licensing requirements for day care centers. 
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Lastly, a similar study, ideally longitudinal and 

incorporating some of the factors suggested in this section, 

needs to be undertaken using a larger and nationally 

representative sample. In an economic environment where 

households increasingly need two incomes to maintain their 

standard of living, the importance of high quality non-

parental care becomes ever more crucial. 
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Hello. My name is Dave Davis. I'm a graduate student at 
the University of North Texas conducting research into the 
different types of child care people use. Would you please 
take a few minutes to answer some questions about you, your 
child, and your household? All information gathered here 
will be totally confidential, and in no way will you or your 
family be identified. Thank you. 

First, let me get some general information about you and 
your child. 

1. How many children do you currently have attending day 
care? 

2. What are their ages? OLDEST: NEXT OLDEST: 
(IF YOU HAVE ONLY ONE CHILD IN DAY CARE, HARK YOUR 
ANSWERS IN THE "OLDEST" SPACE.) 

What is their sex? (Please circle) 
OLDEST: M F NEXT OLDEST: M F 

How many hours per day do your children spend in day 
care? 
OLDEST: hours NEXT OLDEST: hours 

How many days per week? 
OLDEST: days NEXT OLDEST: days 

How long have your children been attending this day 
care? 
OLDEST: days weeks months years (circle) 
NEXT OLDEST: days weeks months years 

Have they been in day care anywhere else? 
OLDEST: 1. YES 2. NO 
NEXT OLDEST: 1. YES 2. NO 

What is your present marital status? (Circle one) 
1. married living with spouse 
2. married but not living with spouse 
3. divorced living alone 
4. unmarried but living with someone 
5. single 
6. other (please explain) 
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What is your relationship to your children? (Please 
circle) 
OLDEST: NEXT OLDEST: 
1. natural born 1. natural born 
2. adopted 2. adopted 
3. step child 3. step child 
4. guardian 4. guardian 
5. other: 5. other: 

10. What is your sex? {Please circle) MALE FEMALE 

11. What is the total yearly income of your household? 
(circle one) 
1. $0 - $4999 5. $30,000 - $39,000 
2. $5000 - $9999 6. $40,000 - $49,000 
3. $10,000 - $19,999 7. $50,000 or more 
4. $20,000 - $29,999 

12. How many years of school have you completed? 
years 

(go on to next page -->) 
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Thank you. Now I would like to ask you some detailed 
questions about your child. Please be as accurate as 
possible. Remember, if you have only one child in day care, 
use the space marked "OLDEST". 

13. Have your children ever been diagnosed with any of the 
following? 

OLDEST: NEXT 
OLDEST: 

1. Hyperactivity Yes No Yes No 
2. Learning disability Yes No Yes No 
3. Attention Deficit Disorder Yes No Yes No 

14. If your child is in school, how well does he/she do? 
OLDEST NEXT OLDEST 

One of the best students in class? 5 5 
Above the middle? 4 4 
In the middle? 3 3 
Below the middle? 2 2 
Near the bottom of the class? 1 1 

15. If your child has not yet started school, do you feel 
that she/he is slow, fast, or about on time in 
development? 

OLDEST NEXT OLDEST 
Slow 1 1 
Fast 2 2 
About on time 3 3 

(go on to next page -->) 
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR THE DAY CARE CENTER 

1. How many children are currently attending this day care 
center? 

2. How many different families have children here? 

3. How many direct care staff members do you have? 
Part time Full time 

4. How many administrative staff members are there? 

5. What is the cost? 

6. What is the staff/child ratio? 
a. infants 
b. toddlers 
c. pre-schoolers 

7. What type of training, if any, is provided to the 
staff? 

8. How much training is provided? 
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