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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Day care

~enters

serve 640,000 children today, but the

estimated number of children who need day care ranges from
2 million to 4.5 million, depending on the age range under
consideration (Fein and Clark-Stuart, 1974).

With these

figures in mind and the fact that the number of working
mothers is increasing, it becomes apparent that we are on
the verge of a major expansion in child care facilities.
The quality of care offered by these facilities will be a
major factor in the development of a great number of this
nationJs young children.
The potential for day care centers to provide optimal
environments for the child's total development looms before
those in early childhood education and related disciplines
as an exciting challenge.

A frightening alternative is the

strong possibility that the majority of day care facilities
will fall short in providing ideal living and learning environments, meeting only the child's basic physical needs
through economical programs.

It is vitally important that

professionals, day care workers and day care consumers demand
IIsystematic monitor:j.ngl1 of day care programs to insure quality
experiences for young children (Caldwell, 1973).
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Quality experiences are described in textbooks, outlined
in state licensing codes, and practiced meticulously in
laboratory child development centers.

The degree to which

quality programs go beyond the threshold of theory and enter
the everyday lives of American children has not been ascertained •. It should be.

The major reason analyses of learning

environments in day care centers has not been conducted is
the lack of an appropriate evaluative tool.
The Virginia state Licensing Standards for child care
centers states in regard to program:
There should be, for each age group, activities
and equipment to meet their interests and to
challenge the capabilities of the group_ Emphasis
should be placed on creative experiences with
music, books, stories, art materials, blocks,
dramatic play and science. Necessary equipment
should be provided. There should also be equipment for developing large and small muscle control.
The existence of these standards is difficult to assess.
Numbers of teachers, square feet, and toilets per child
are easily counted.

However, the quality experiences that

provide children with the opportunity to expand their knowledge of themselves and their world and the stimulation so
vital in the years before school are not easily identified.
Frances Farmer, Virginia State Licensing Specialist in the
Roanoke Region, expresses concern that licensing agents do
not have an instrument to evaluate the program in the day
care centers under their jurisdiction (1974, personal communication)0

She would consider one helpful not only for

assessment, but also for use with directors to indicate
strengths and weaknesses in their schools.
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Neither do parents of pre-school age children have
an evaluative instrument available to them, yet "systematic
monitoring" of facilities by these day care consumers is
called for.

There is a gap between the cry to parents to

demand quality service and the means for them to identify it.
This research provides an instrument to evaluate the adequacy of learning environments that can be easily used by
laymen and professionals, hopefully bridging the gap for
parents, licensing agents and researchers.
Evaluation of the learning environment of a child care
center generally includes a variety of factors.

Needless to

say, the administration of the program, personnel, schedule,
physical facilities, food services, the philosophy of the
center, and so on are important factors in providing an
environment that will foster the growth and development of
,

children.

It is beyond the scope of this research to inves-

tigate the entire range of factors indicated here.

Rather,

the present study assumes that the methods of presenting
materials and special projects and the spontaneous interactions in the classroom are adequate indicators of the total
learning environment.

These variables can be observed,

recorded, and thus, be used to assess the adequacy of the
learning environment of a day care center.
Implications
The Learning Environment Checklist (LEe) is the product
of this study.

It can' be used for measuring the adequacy of

the teacher's presentation of materials and activities in a
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day care center.

The LEG is intended to be used by any

person, such as parents, teachers, licensing personnel, and
researchers,who wishes to assess the learning environment
of a day care center.

A parent can use this scale to evaluate

available day care facilities in choosing one that will best
meet his child's needs within the economic and convenience
needs of the parent.

Teachers can take a more objective look

at the learning environments they create in order to make
improvements where necessary.

Licensing personnel can make

a quick inventory of centers at which they hold ultimate
responsibility for the child's total welfare.

And lastly,

this instrument is available to researchers as a tool with
which to make comparative studies.
Purpose
The purpose of this study is to develop a valid and
reliable instrument for measuring day care staff's presentation of materials and activities to children.

The evaluative

instrument reflects the adequacy of th.e learning environment
of a day care center through direct observation by professionals and non-professionals alike.
Definitions
1)

Day care center--A facility for the care of children
in groups during part of the 24 hour day.

2)

Materials--All varieties of stimuli present which are
intended to enrich or expand a child's knowledge and/or
experience.

This includes pictures, bulletin boards,
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books, art supplies, table toys, costumes, housekeeping
equipment, etc.

3)

Special activities--Teacher initiated projects that are
not part of the every day curriculum, but which are
planned and presented at particular times.

4) Learning center--An area concentrating on one subject
or interest such as science, art, reading, housekeeping,
etc.

5)

Spontaneous interactions--Activities that are neither
planned nor specifically related to learning centers.
This would include teacher-child and child-child social
interactions that occur anywhere in the center and at
any time.

6)

Presentation--Methods in which materials and activities
are made available to children.

This includes the

teacher's words and actions as well as the placement
and appearance of'materials in the center.
Assumptions
1)

Methods of presenting materials and activities are an
accurate reflection of the learning environment.

2)

Day care centers, licensing agents, student and parent
observers used in this sample are representative of
any population of day care centers, licensing agents,
student and parent observers.

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The current avalanche of publications regarding day care
centers is mainly concerned \tith the guidelines for starting
and operating a day care facility.
methods is mostly neglected.

The need for evaluative

Among those authors who do

give voice to the need for evaluating learning environments
in day care centers, there emerges a common plea that improvements are needed in promoting children's interests and abilities (Harms, 1970; Lay and Dopyera, 1972; Caldwell, 1973;
Prescott, 1974).
The available methods and criteria for evaluating the
environment of children's centers are very similar.

Nethods

consist mainly of utilizing either general open-ended questions
(H~rms,

1970; Leeper

~ ~.

1974; Prescott, 1974; and Lay and

Dopyera, 1972), or detailed short answer questions (J:.1attick
and Perkins, 1972).

The criteria are comprehensive, revolving

around physical environment, interpersonal relationships,
mdterials for stimulation, materials for manipulation and
scheduling.

It is generally agreed that these categories

play an interrlated part in establishing the learning environment.
Thelma Harms (1970) sees the nursery school environment
as an interplay between materials, people and the time schedule.

By manipulating these elements in the best interest of
6
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the child, the teacher can create a more productive setting
for learning.

Harms suggested 40 open-ended questions designed

for staff evaluation and observation.

Her questions covered

the basic aspects of the physical environment, the interper-.
sonal environment, activities to stimulate development and
the schedule.

Leeper et al. (1974) suggested similar methods

and criteria of evaluation for both indoor and outdoor
activities.

Although helpful for professionals with a back-

ground in early childhood education and knowledge of curriculum and methods, this technique of using open-ended questions over estimates the abilities of parents or administrators who do not have adequate background in evaluation.

It

may leave them with a f1what now?" feeling after they have
answered the questions.
Prescott (1974) recognizes the need for analyzing the
learning environment of a day care program and suggests
looking at the format of activities, which will result in
0stablishing either an open or closed structure, at the
nature and variety of materials and equipment, which mayor
may not encourage sensory stimulation and exploration, at
the behavioral expectations a teacher holds for the children
the spatial arrangements, and the opportunities for development of perceptual and cognitive skills.

Prescott gave more

concrete examples than Harms (1970), but again she assumes
that the observer is experienced with day care center environments and can draw his own conclusionso
A fourth set of comparative criteria is offered by Lay
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and Dopyera (1972).

In an effort to identify content and/or

value free constructs, to be used in examining programs they
proposed the following criteria:

1) density, the total amount

of sensory stimulation encountered in a given time span; 2)
variety, the diversity of stimuli or situations; 3) complexity, the extent to which stilnulation is received in its natural
complex state rather than a teacher revised situation; 4)
regularity, the extent to which a pattern of encounters recurs
on a daily or weekly basis; 5) emergence, the introduction of
new materials or new expectations for the use of materials as
the program progresses; and finally, 6) uniformity, the extent
to which children vdthin a program have similar encounters.
Mattick and Perkins (1972) offer a complete guide for
evaluating the learning environment of a day care center.
Their categories of observation include 1) the physical setting:
use of space, materials, timing; 2) the interactional setting
teacher-child relationships, child-child relationships, staff
relationships and teacher-parent relationships; 3) the program:
curriculum content, teaching strategies, and socia-emotional
climate.

Specific questions are provided under each category,

the answers to which will serve as a general evaluation of the
learning environment.
are suggested.

A total of 251 short answer variables

The length of this observation guideline is

based on the belief that the total environment is a combination of the interrelated and interdependent categories listed
above.
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Two other scales are available for evaluating day care.
New York's Nanual iQr. Evaluating Day Care (Planning and Research
Associates, 1971) and Washington'-s Day Care Center Checklist
(King County 4-C, 1973).

These instruments combine observa-

tion and interview techniques to collect data on the administration, staff, facilities, curriculum, parent opinion, developmental record, health program, nutrition and social services.
These few scales that are currently available are limited.
The majority are appropriate for professionals and day care
workers, but are not easily employed by parents who may have
little knowledge of early childhood education.
the time element involved is prohibitive.

Secondly,

The technique of

using open-ended and short answer questions requires much
time first in writing out the answers, and then in assimilating and analyzing the information.

The amount of time spent

in a center observing the environment, interactions, and
routines is not actually specified by any of the scales
discussed.

Mattick and Perkins (1972) suggest that the "val-

ue for evaluation of one-shot visits are questionable".
Day

~

The

Center Checklist developed by the King County Child

Coordinating Committee (1973) states that "This checklist
should not be filled out at one visit. • .it will take some
time to do a complete observation.f1

The other scales appear

to need an observation period of one or two full sessions to
answer the questions.
The value of a comprehensive evaluation of children's
centers, no matter how time consuming, is not disputed here.
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There are times when only a comprehensive evaluation would
be appropriate.

Frequently, however, several centers need

to be evaluated at the same time, either by researchers,
parents or licensing agents.

At these times a concise scale

that is easily administered and scored would be desirable.

CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
Instrument
A preliminary checklist. or inventory of materials and
activities was developed through a review of available scales
and related literature and through observation in ten children's
centers.

It was submitted to parents, students, professionals,

and Virginia state licensing agents for content validity.
checklist was revised as needed based on the above

The

~esponses.

It was then pre-tested in five classrooms by three students
for a total of 15 administrations.

The purpose of this test

was to eliminate some of the rough spots and unforseen problems
so to reduce the error in the final sample.
The Learning Environment Checklist (LEe) that was
used in the observations can be found in Appendix A with the
desired responses checked.

The LEe includes brief directions

and a total of 59 statements which are checked "yes" if they
are observed or IIno" if they are not observed.

The directions

and statements were meticulously scrutinized for clarity and
ease of observation.

This is an important factor as the LEC

is intended for use by people who are unfamiliar with the
I

development of young children and the environment which enhances it.

The 59 statements are divided under five headings

which are intended to direct the observer to the individual
11
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aspects as having a combined impact on the learning environment.

The five divisions and the statements include1 in them

were selected from criteria suggested by other evaluative
instruments (Harms, 1970; Lay and Dopyera, 1972; Caldwell,

1973; Prescott, 1974 and Mattick and Perkins, 1972), and by
the philosophy and techniques suggested for traditional nursery schools (Leeper et

~,

1974; Read, 1971, Todd and Heffer-

nan, 1970; and Hildebrand, 1971).
The LEC was designed to be administered during the morning hours when the children are inside the center.

The

individual statements relate to items that should be available
to a group of four year old children.

Therefore, directions

were given for observations to be made before 11:00 a.m. in
the four-year-old class if the day care center had more than
one class.

A 30 minute period of observation was chosen

as this length of time is adequate to survey the environment
and the presentation of materials and activities, yet short
enough to be considered efficient for this research and for
future use of the LEC.
Centers Observed
The day care centers in this project were selected
according to their willingness to cooperate.

Thirty centers

in the counties of Roanoke, Floyd, Giles, Montgomery, Pulaski,
Franklin, and Henry participated. Personal visits were made
by the researcher accompanied by a state licensing specialist
to 22 centers at which time the procedures were explained and
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permission was given to observe.
by telephone.

Eight centers were contacted

Each director or head teacher received a follow-

up letter restating the outline of the study.

They were assured

of the confidentiality of the information collected in their
centers and were promised a summary of the findings.

Two

centers dropped out of the research when the observations began.
Observers
student and parent observers were contacted through the
help of the agents of the Virginia Cooperative Extension
Service in the counties in which the day care centers were
located o

Criteria for parent observers was that they have

one child seven years old or younger.

Criteria for student

observers was that they be at least 18 years of age and
currently enrolled in an educational institution above high
school level.
The three Virginia state licensing agents of the Roanoke
Regional Office of the State Department of Welfare also
served as observers.

They made approximately 30 visits each

to day c£re centers under their licensing jurisdiction and
to those centers not in their districts o
The observers were not trained beforehand in the use of
the LEC.

One desirable characteristic of the checklist that

required testing was whether or not inexperienced observers
could get a reliable picture of a day care center just by
following the directions and administering the checklist
without prior instruction.
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Procedures for Collecting

~

The LEC as it appears in Appendix A was administered in
28 day care centers by students, parents, state licensing
agents and day care personnel for a total of 182 observations
Two state licensing agents made simultaneous but independent
observations in each center twice.

Parent and student obser-

vers each made one observation per center.
were usually made on different days.
an observation of their own facility.

These observations

Center directors made
Observations were made

between 8:45 and 11:00 a.m. from September 11 through November

7, 1974.

The directors were notified upon arrival of the

observer but not prior to arrival unless otherwise requested
by a director.

The four-year-01d

childre~whethGr

in separated

or mixed groups, were observed for a thirty minute period during
which time the LEG was completed.
Scoring
The observation sheets were coded on scan sheets and
scored by the Test Scoring and Analysis Program at the
Learning Resources Center at VPI & SUe

Each observation

received a score of the number of correct responses.

The

individual scores for the total number of centers range from
12 to 51.

Appendix B displays the checklist items, the preferred
response, the number and proportion of responses and each
question's correlation with the total score.

Refer to the

figures in the last two columns for this discussion.

On
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the basis of this item analysis nine of the 59 statements
were deleted from the LEe for the following reasons:
Question number one is "Tables and chairs are child size".
Ninty-nine per cent of the observers chose the preferred
response 'which was "yes", showing that child size furniture
is available in most day care centers, so knowing this fact
does not help in c.hoosing a superior center.

Therefore item

one was deleted, as were items four, twenty-seven and thirtyfive for the same reasons.
Correct and incorrect responses to questions 43 and 54
were chosen equally as often among observations and did not
correlate with total scores.

It is interesting to note that

these two questions are "Children wait in line (i.e. to wash
hands, go outside, get a d.ri.'11\:, etc.) II and "Teachers make art
examples for children to follow".

The desirable answer to

each of these questions 'would be "no" thus allowing children
freedom from restraint and freedom of creative expression.
However, the results show that schools that answer "yes H are
not different from schools that receive "naif answers, waiting
in line being slightly more discriminating that making art
examples.

An explanation for this may be that "waiting in

line'was interpreted differently among observer groups.
Questions 47-49 were deleted from the LEG because of their
high numbers of ommissions.
Hethod of Data Analysis
The Kuder and Richardson (1937) estimate" of reliability
and analysis of variance were used to evaluate the results.

CHAPTER IV

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Table 1 displays the number of observations, mean
scores, and standard deviations of the scores by observer
categories.

A point of interest is the consistently lower

mean scores by the three licensing agents compared to the
mean scores given by the other observers.
Reliability
Reliability of the scores from the 182 administrations
of the Learning Environment Checklist (LEC) was estimated
by the method of Kuder and Richardson (KR-20) to be .82.
This estimate was judged to be exceptionally high for an
instrument in the early stages of development.
that repeated

ad~inistrations

It implies

of the LEC in a single day care

center should produce approximately similar scores.

The

standard error of measurement was computed as 3.05, which
suggests that approximately

68 per cent of scores on repeated

observations of a single center vdll fall within a range of

3.05 points on either side of the mean observation for that
center.

This range is relatively small, which further reflects

the degree of reliability.
Validity
The internal consistency aspect of the Kuder-Richardson

16
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reliabliity estimate also provides evidence of validity of the
scores from the LEG.

Since a KR-20 estimate of .82 indicates

a sUbstantial degree of internal consistency, all the items
tend to measure a single construct.

Therefore, in view of

question content and the fact that observers were literate and
cooperative, it is plausible to conclude that such a construct
is a reflection of the overall learning environment of day
care centers.
In order to investigate validity further a two-way
analysis of variance was performed.

One independent variable

vias the observer cateeory wi th tV/O levels:

licensing agents

and nonagents, which were composed of day care personnel,
students, and parents.

The other independent variable was the

day care centers with 26 levels.

Both variables were fixed

and with three observations per cell.
sults of this analysis.

Table 2 shows the re-

The high significance level (F=3.82,

E<.Ol) for the main effect of the day care centers suggests
that there are environmental differences between centers, thus,
giving further evidence of validity.
observer category (f=17.93,

E~.OI)

The main effect of the

is also significant.

It

suggests that there is a large variance between observer
categories.

As mentioned earlier, this difference appears to

be due to the fact that licensing agents tend to give lower
ratings than nonagents.

This tendency appears to be consistent

across centers observed, as the test for interaction between
centers and observer categories is not significant.
The suggestion that licensing agents may rate centers

TABLE 1
statistics by Observer Categories

Statistic

Day Care
Personnel

Students

Parents

--_._-

Licensin6
#1
#2
j

A~ents

#3

26

26

27

Nean Score

31.65

33.69

32.30

25.30 29.94 26.45

Standard Deviation

5.

7.487

7.044

7.135 6.360 5.902

Number of Observations

37

35

31
J:-I

ex>
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lower led to further analysis.

Two one-way analyses of

variance across day care centers were performed. one for
agents' .and the other for nonagents.

The results of the one-

way analysis of variance are shown in Tables 3 and 4, respectively.

A highly significant difference was found in the

scores of the agents (F=3.08,

~<.ou.

The F value for nonagents

corresponds to a probability level of .15.
An obvious question is:
observers exist?

VIhy does this difference between

Several factors must be considered.

First,

the licensing agents are more familiar with day care center
environments in general and with the centers used in this
study in particular because they visited them regularly.

This

familiarity would tend to increase their abilities to discriminate elements of a busy environment which may even appear
confusing to the less familir group.
Secondly, and along the same lines, each licensine agent
administered the LEG approximately 30 times, whereas, the
other group only one or two times each.

Such

fa~iliarity

with the scale itself could increase the 'probability that
the licensing agents would be alert for more items at one
time and thus be able to catch some differences that slip by
the less experienced observers.
A third consideration in discussing the difference among
the two groups of observers is that two licensing agents
observed each center at the same time.

Since they were

observing identical situations, their scores would tend to
vary less that that of observers from the other group who

20

TABLE 2
Two Way Analysis of Va.ria.nce

Source of Variation

Day Care Centers

Observer Categories
Center X Observer
Error
*l? (. 01

d. f.

NS

F

25

.133

3.820*

1

.628

17.930*

25

.457

1.306

104

.350
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TABLE 3
Analysis of Variance:

Source of Variation

Center Scores by Licensing Agents

d. f.

HS

F

3.081*

Between Day Care Centers

26

120.85

Error

75

39.22
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TABLE 4
Analysis of Variance:

Source of Variation

Center Scores by Nonagents

d. f.

NS

F

1.41*

Between Day Care Centers

26

85.57

Error

51

60.91

-

*p=.15
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visited on different days (assuming that there are daily fluctuations in any environment).

This characteristic would tend

to decrease the variance in the scores for each center while
increasing the variance for scores among centers.
Since all observers were instructed to record only what
they saw and heard on the particular day of their visit, it
is assumed that they did so.

Therefore, subjectivity on the

part of the licensing agents can not plausibly be included as
an influential factor here.
The three factors discussed above undoubtedly contribute
to the increased ability of the LEC to discriminate between
good and bad centers when used by a licensing agent as compared
to a director, student or parent.

The author believes that

these limitations in the design of the research do not detract
significantly from the high validity assigned to the scores
given by licensing agents.

This belief is based on the

stability of the data shown in the high reliability estimate
and in the consistency of statistics within each separate group_
Failure of the nonagents to distinguish differences that
the agents found may further be explained by their general
attitude toward the research.

The licensing agents requested

that a scale be developed so that they could use it in evaluating day care center programs.
in any way possible.

They volunteered to help

Therefore, their attitudes toward the

research, although not quantitatively measured, may have been
more favorable.

Thus, they may have been more conscientious

in performing the observations than the nonagents, who had
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no interest in validating the scale and who might have felt
more or less obligated to make the observations.

Furthermore,

the nonagents were not informed of the nature or importance
of the research and, therefore, may have been less conscientious in administering the LEC.

Evidence in support of this

belief is the higher mean number of omited items for the nonagent category (X=3.77) than for the agent category (X=2.22).
It is believed that if the nonagents were composed of parents
who were really in the process of choosing day care facilities
for their children, they would be more conscientious in
their observations.

Thus, they would

be observing the same

level of differences as the agents.
To investigate further the use of the LEC by the observer
categories, two item analyses were made on the observations
from each group_

Appendix B shows the questions, the pre-

ferred answer, the number and proportion of responses and
the correlation of total scores with each choice.

For this

discussion, questions with correlations of .37 or more were
selected as good discriminators.

These highly correlating

questions can be considered the best ones for discriminating
differences in good and poor centers and may be different for
different observer groups.

The importance in knowing which

questions these are lies in reorganizing the LEC for future
use as well as in projecting why the two observer categories
responded differently to the same environments.
Items 19-24 were apparently important to both observer
groups with correlation coefficients ranging from .40-.56
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for agents and from .38-.52 for nonagents.

These questions

relate to specific types of materials that are available to
the children, a practice which can be considered more or
less universally thought of as contributing to learning.
Questions pertaining to art activities were also highly
correlated with total scores for both groups.

These are

items 55, 56, 57, 58, and 59, with correlations ranging from
.27-.49 for agents and from .41-.62 for nonagents.

Art

activities and the availability of materials are items that
are easily observable in a day care center.

This ease of

observation may contribute to the relatively high correlations
of the total scores.
Four questions (32, 33, 35, and 45) that pertain specifically to how teachers interact with children were good
discriminators for the nonagents

(.41~rSA7).

and 33 were poor discriminators for agents

Questions 32

(.02~r~.15)

questions 35 and 45 had slightly higher correlations

... .35).

~

while

(.28~r

This could mean that nonagents valued these inter-

actions and had a greater tendency to look for and find them
while agents did not.

An alternative explanation could be

that these characteristics were present at the times when
nonagents were observing and not present at the times when
licensing agents observed.
Items 6, 8, 9, 12, and 13 were good discriminators for
agents

(.36~r~.53)

while the same items were not such good

discriminators for nonagents

(.15~r~.32).

These questions

pertain to parts of the learning environment that are more
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physical in nature.

It is plausible to suggest that licensing

agents may be more sensitive to these types of questions as
their job entails insuring that minimum standards--which are
largely physical in nature--are upheld.

CHAPTER
SU~~~RY,

V

CONCLUSIONS, AND RECCOMENDATIONS

Summary and Conclusions
The present study was undertaken to establish an instrument that could be used by professionals and nonprofessionals to assess the adequacy of learning environments in
day care centers.

A preliminary checklist was developed,

pretested and revised.

This resulted in the Learning Environ-

ment Checklist (LEG), with 59 Byes ll or Hnon items.

The LEG

was then administered in 28 day care centers by state licensing agents, parents, students and day care personnel, for
a total of 182 observations.

The observations received a

score of the number of questions answered correctly.

An

item analysis of the observations led to the deletion of nine
questions from the LEC.
The resulting KR-20 estimate of reliability was .82.
The standard error of measurement was 3.05.

The mean scores

by observer categories suggested that agents had a tendency
to rate centers lower than nonagents o

Analysis of variance

showed that an environmental difference exists among centers
and among observer categories.

Further analysis of variance

revealed that the difference in centers was established in
the scores of the licensing agents, but not to a SUbstantial
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degree in the scores given by the category termed nonagents
(this category combined the observations of day care personnel,
parents, and students).
The reasons for the difference in scores given by the two
observer categories appeared to be that licensing agents were
more faniliar with day care environments and had more experience in using the LEG than nonagents.

Also, the scores of

the licensing agents reflected the fact that their visits were
made at the same time.
Item analysis of the LEG by observer categories showed
that the questions that correlated highest with total scores
for groups pertained to the availability of reading, math,
science and manipulative materials to the children as well
as to the kinds of art activities that were provided.

In

addition, nonagents seemed to discriminate especially well
by teacher-child interaction questions.

Agents, on the other

hand, tended to discriminate by items based on the physical
environment.
Reccom:endations
The findings of the present study have indicated that a
checklist like the LEC could be used in evaluating learning
environments in day care centers.

Some reccomendations

will be made for improvement of the technique.
It is indicated that familiarity with the checklist
increases its ability to discriminate between good and poor
centers.

Therefore it is suggested that in future studies,

29
observers should be briefly oriented to day care center
environments and to the use of the evaluative instrument.
This may increase their ability to distinguish differences.
Future studies may also test to see if scores on the

LEe would achieve significant difference if a group of nonprofessional people observed the same center repeatedly and
together.
Investigation of additional question areas is reccomended,
as this study was limited to those concerning the presentation of materials and activities.

Other items could be

based on the time schedule and specific teacher behaviors.

REFENCES
Baumrind, D.
center?

\1ill a day care center be a child development
Young Children. 1973, 28(3); 154-169.

Caldwell, B. M. Can young children have a quality life in
day care? Young Children. 1973, 28(4), 197-208.
Fein, G., & Clark-Stuart, A. Day Care In Context.
John Wiley & Sons, 1973.
Harms, T. Evaluating settings for learning.
1970, 25(5), 304-308.

New York:

Young Children.

King County Child Care Coordinating Council. Day Care Checklist. Washington D. C: Day Care and Child Development
Council of America, 1973.
Kuder, G. G. & Richardson, M. R. The theory and estimation
of test reliability. Psychometrikn. 1937, ?:" 151-60.
Hildebrand, V.
New York:

Introduction to Earl~ Childhood Education.
1971.

Ivlacmillan,

Lay, }/i., & Dopyera, J. Analysis of early childhood programs:
A search for comparitive demensions. Eric Clearinghouse
on Early Childhood Education. Ed 051 877.
Leeper, S. H., Dales, J., Skipper, D. S., g~ Witherspoon, R. L.
Good Schools for Young Children (3rd ed.) New York:
Hacmillan, 1974.
Mattick, I., & Perkins, J. Guidelines for Observation and
Assessment: An Apnroach to Evaluatin~ The Learning
Environment of 1::. Day Care Center. \Vashington D. C.:
Day Care and Child Development Council of America, 1972.
Planning and Research Associates. Hanual for EvaluatinG Day
Care Centers. Syracuse: Central NeVI York Regional
Planning and Development Board, 1971.
Prescott, E. Approaches to quality in early childhood programs.
Childhood Education. 1974, 50(3), 125-131.
Read, K. The Nursery School--A Human Relations Laboratory.
(5th ed.) Philadelphia: W. B. Saunders, 1971.

30

31
Smith, N., & Giesy, R. A guide for collecting and organ~zJ.ng
information on early childhood programs. Young Children,

1972,

~(5),

264-271.

Todd, V. E., & Heffernan, H. The Years Before School-GUidin Preschool Children;- (2nd ed.) New York:
Macmil an, 1970.

f

APPENDIX A

32

33
LEARNING ENVIRONMENT CHECKLIST
Day Care Center

-------------------------------Date-------------

Name of Observer_______________________Time of visit_____ to____
Observer circle one:
licensing agent.
Number of children

day care personnel

student

parent

Age or ages of children observed___________
Number of teachers- - - -

Directions:
observational checklist should be filled out as you visit
a day care center serving four-year-old children in either
separated or mixed age groups. Plan to make your visit during
the morning hours before lunch and nap times and while the
children are inside the center. Spend 30 minutes observing.
Be unobtrusive. Sit quietly on the sidelines where you can
observe most of the activity. The teacher probably will not
mind if you move quietly to look at materials on the shelves.
~his

These questions refer to what you observe in this center on
this particular day. Information that you have observed before
should not be considered here.
Be familiar with what you are looking for before you enter the
classroom. Read the questions carefully.
If a single question asks you to observe more than one thing,
each part must be observed for the question to receive a lIyes"
answer. For example: Question ~~14 "Blocks are arranged
according to shape on a low shelf with floor space available
for building." In this example four things must be observed
before you can answer Byes":
1) There must be blocks available
2) They must be arranged by shape
3) On a low shelf
4) With floor space close by
If two or more variables are joined in the same question by
the word liar", only one part need be observed for the question
to be answered "yes".
Check "yes" or "no" for each of the following statements.
There are no alternativ.es. The statement is either observed
(yes) or not observed (no).
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a

~:.

"P

Lys~ca

G..Cl

1

~es

al· d 1 earnlng ?

y es

N0
~

7.

¥'
Charis and tables are child size.
../
There is a water fountain at child's level.
..;
There is a sink in the room.
../
Ventilation, heat and lighting are adequate.
There are two or more textures in wall surfaces. ./
Ther~ are two or more textures in table or
shelf surfaces.
./
There are two or more textures in floor surfaces, ./

HJ.ow

. 1 s presen t e d·ln th e c 1 assroom.
are rna t erla

8.

Host of the shelves are low and open to allow
children to help themselves.
Active and quiet areas are separated.
Toys or ·games are in good repair \vi th no
missing parts.
Materials are orderly on shelves.
Pictures of community helpers, farm animals,
machines, or birds, etc. are displayed.
Pictures are at child's eye level.
Some reference books are displayed about
a special subject or current interest (i.e.
fish, insects, post office, etc.)
Bulletin boards relate to children's lnterest
and activities.
There is a calander on the ·wall.

1.
2.

3.
4.
5.
6.

a

./

.

1 o.

1 1.
1 2.

1 3.
1 4.
1 5.

1 6.

. speCl. f"lC 1 earnlng cen t ers ?.
. 1 s arrange d. ln
Are rna t erla

17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

23.

24.
25.

26.

27.
28.

Art materials such as crayons, paper, scissors,
glue are stored together with work space close
by.
Books are available on open shelves in a
quiet corner.
Blocks are arran,ged accordlng to shape on a low
shelf.vdth floor space available for building.
Hanipulative toys and puzzles are available
on pen shelves with table space close by.
Husical instruments or a record are available
to children.
l'~ath games are grouped together on a shelf or
table (i.e. counting games, matching games,
fractions, etc.)
Language arts materials are grouped together
on a shelf or table.
Science materials are grouped together on a
shelf or table.
There are plants growing indoors.
There is a fish bowl or aquariumo
There is a small pet in a cage.
There is a housekeeping area.

y es

Na

../
./'

./
./

,/

I

../

../
J
I ../

I

Yes

vi·
v"

v

/

~

v

/

,/-

../

../

I vi
../

.;
./'

...;

Na
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What are the

29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.

37.

te~chers

doing?

Yes

Teachers approach children in a friendly
manner (i.e. smiling, unhurriedly, etc.
Teacher encourages a child to help himself
rather than doing something for him.
Teacher takes cues from the children in
suggesting activities.
Teachers read to children individually or
in small groups.
Teachers ask children questlons that make them
think about physical and/or social relationships.
Teachers encourage children with posltive
statements rather than discourage children
with negative statements.
Teachers encourage children to talk about
their experiences.
Transition from one activity to the nex
~ctivity is amooth.
Teachers are observed talking excessively
with each other about a subject other than
the children or their activities.

38.
39.

48.

Children are singing.
Children are observed counting by themselves or with an adult.
Children and/or teacher talk about colors.
Children cooperate with the teacher's
suggestions.
Children cannot complete or are frustrated
by a toy or game or project that is too
difficult for them.
Children wait in line (i.e. to wash hands,
go outside, or get a drink etc.)
Children sit at tables waiting for
teacher's instructions.
Children spontaneously relate stories or
experiences to the teacher.
Children are observed teasing or fightlng
excessively.
Children are observed wandering wlth nothlng
to do.
Children help clean up.

FREE

PLAY

49.

Children take toys from the shelves by
themselves.
Children halp themselves to crayon, paper,
or chalk.

40.
41.
42.
43.

44.
45.
46.
47.

50.

~

J
..;
,j

J
V
./

/
/
y es

'
?
'Th
IN a t are th e c hOld
1
ren dolng'.

-

No

1
N0

~

"

v

~

,/

./
V
\/'

-'

/'

/'
./

ACTIVITIES (Omit these items if you do
not observe a free play period.)

V'
/
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51.
52.

53.

Yes

No

Children help themselves
I
to paste or paints.
_v
Children use materi-a~1-s--w~~·~tT:h--a--m~1-n~1-m-u-m--------~-L--~----~
of adult assistance.
vi
A group of children ------~--~~----------~----~~----~
cooperate w:Lth
each other in any spontaneous activity
(i.e. housekeeping, blockbuilding etc_) ____-+__vt~~______1

ART ACTIVITIES

54.
55.

56.
57.
58.
59.

Teachers make art examples for children
to follow.
--~~------~~------~~---------+------~----~
Children are
finger painting or finger
painted pictures are displayed on the walls. -+--.;...--+----1
-I
Children are easel painting or easel
/
paints are set up_
v
Children are using--~------~~~~--------~------~-----l
clay or playdough or
clay or playdough products are observed
in the room.
~
----------~~~~--~--~--~~-+~~--~-----I
String, paper,
yarn, and d1fferent materials
for pasting are being used or are observed;
on finished products.
v
Finished art projects--~--~~~~~--------~----~------I
show indiv1dual
creativeness.
v'
--------------------------------~------------.
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Item Analysis by Observer Categories

Item

~icensing

Agents

Nonagents

Total Observations

1.

Chairs and tables are child
size.

81 ab
2
0.98 c 0.02
0.16 -0.16

79
1.00
0.00

2.

There is a water fountain
at a child's level.

32
0.39
0.03

49
0.59
-0.07

26
52
0.66 0.33
0.21 -0.25

92
0.51
0.22

87
0.48
-0.25

3.

There is a sink in the room.

36
0.43
0.17

46
0.55
-0.17

36
43
0.54 0.46
0.24 -0.24

86
0.47
0.27

95
0.52
-0.27

4.

Ventilation, heat and lishting are adequate.

4
74
0.89 0.05
0.14 -0.17

1
76
0.96 0.01
0.02 -0.08

8
167
0.92 0.04
0.17 -0.21

5.

There are two or more textures in wall surfaces.

63
0.76
0.16

19
0.23
-0.15

18
56
0.71 0.23
0.13 -0.15

128
48
0.70 0.26
0.18 -0.21

6.

There are two or more tex~
tures in table or shelf
surfaces.

52
0.63
0.43

31
0.37
-0.43

59
0.75
0.16

There are two or more textures in floor surfaces.

35
47
0.42 0.57
0.09 -0.13

7.

0
0.00
0.00

180
2
0.99 0.01
0.13 -0.13

16
0 20
-0.25

116
0.64
0.33

62
0.34
-0.38

40
37
0.51 0.47
0.18 -0.18

86
0.47
0.18

93
0.51
-0.20

0
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Item Analysis by Observer Categories

Item

8.

Most of the shelves
are low and open to
allow children to help
themselves.
9. Active and quiet areas
. are separated.

10.

Toys or games are in good
repair with no missing
parts.

11.

Materials are orderly
on shelves.

12.

Pictures of community
helpers, farm animals,
machines or birds etc.
are displayed.
Pictures are at children's
eye level.

13.
14.

Licensing Agents

Nonagents

Total Observations

72
0.87
0.47

11
0.13
-0.47

66
0.84
0.15

13
0.16
-0.15

28
154
0.85 0.15
0.31 -0.31

52
0.63
0.53

29
0.35
-0.53

25
53
0.67 0.32
0.32 -0.32

114
63
0.63 0.35
0.39 -0.38

69
0.83
0.19

10
0.12
-0.12

62
13
0.78 0.16
0.24 -0.05

27
147
0.81 0.15
0.20 -0.10

72
0.87
-0.01

8
0.10
-0.06

8
65
0.82 0.10
0.22 -0.13

150
23
0.82 0.13
0.12 -0.14

46
0.55
0.36

36
0.43
-0.34

58
17
0.73 0.22
0.21 -0.21

117
59
0.64 0.32
0.28 -0.29

30
53
0.64 0.26
0.47 -0.47

26
50
0.63 0.33
0.26 -0.20

114
65
0.63 0.36
0.33 -0.33

30
0.38
-0.12

123
57
0.31 0.68
0.29 -0.27

Some reference books are
6
displayed about a special
0.07
supject or current interest 0.16
(i.e. fish, insects, post
office, etc.).

77
0.93
-0.16

47
0.59
0.17

\..N
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Item Analysis by Observer Categories

Item

Licensing Agents

Nonagents

Total Observations

142
38
0.78 0.21
0.26 -0.28

•

Bull
boards relate
to children's interest
and activities.

57
0.69
0.25

25
0.30
-0.25

71
0.90
0.20

16.

There is a calander on
the wall.

46
0.55
0.13

36
0.43
-0.10

23
53
0.47 0.29
0.35 -0.28

17.

Art materials such as crayons, paper, scissors, glue,
are stored together with
workspace close by.
Books are available on open
shelves in a quiet corner.

72
9
0.87 0.11
0.22 -0.20
49
0.59
0.35

31
0.37
-0.35

65
14
0.82 0.18
0.34 -0.34

128
0.70
0.27

51
0.28
-0.37

Blocks are arranged according
to shape on a low shelf with
floor space available for
building.
Manipulative toys and puzzles
are available on open shelves
v!i th table space close by.

39
0.47
0.40

42
0.51
-0.40

53
0.67
0.26

24
0.30
-0.30

99
0.54

o.

79
0.43
-0.41

56
0.67
0.57

24
0.29
-0.57

67
0.85
0.46

11
0.14
-0.48

136
0.75
0.52

42
0.23
-0.53

Musical instruments or a
record are available to
children.

68
0.82
0.29

12
0.14
-0.30

18
57
0.72 0.34
0.38 -0.37

144
31
0.17
0.79
0.25 -0.25

20

61
0.73
-0.47

31
0.39

56
0.31
0.47

18.
19.
20.
21.

•

Math games are grouped together on a shelf or table.

o.
o.

68
0.86
0.27

o.

7
0.09
-0.24

10
0.13
-0.26

43
0.54
-0.37

111

o.
o.

67
0.37
-0.23

24
155
0.85 0.13
0.20 -0.l8

119
0.65
-0.44

+0

Item Analysis by Observer Categories

Item

23.
24.

Language arts materials
are grouped together on
a shelf or table.
Science materials are
grouped together on a
. shelf or table.

Licensing Agents

Nonagents

Total Observations

72
9
0.11 0.37
0.43 -0.42

38
35
0.44 0.48
0.42 -0.28

122
52
0.29 0.67
0.44 -0.39

19
63
0.23 0.76
0.56 -0.54

30
39
0.49 0.38
0.43 -0.34

107
64
0.35 0.59
0.51 -0.49

25.

There are plants growing
indoors.

42
0.51
0.52

40
0.48
-0.53

38
49
0.62 0.35
0.25 -0.27

105
74
0.58 0.41
0.39 -0.41

26.

There is a fish bowl or
aquarium.

32
51
0.39 0.41
0.29 -0.29

33
0.42 0.56
0.40 -0.41

108
72
0.40 0.59
0.28 -0.29

27.

There is a small pet in a
cage.

72
9
0.11 0.87
0.19 -0.18

16
60
0.20 0.76
0.09 -0.02

28
0.15
0.20

28.

There is a housekeeping
area.

12
70
0.84 0.14
0.36 -0.35

73
5
0.92 0.06
0.18 -0.20

21
159
0.87 0.12
0.28 -0.28

29.

Teachers approach children
in a friendly manner (i.e.
smiling, pleasant voice etc.)

6
77
0.93 0.07
0.38 -0.38

2
77
0.97 0.03
0.26 -0.26

10
172
0.95 0.05
0.35 -0.35

30.

Teacher encourages a child
to help himself rather than
doing sO!:'1ething
him.

70
0.84
0.33

2
75
0.95 0.03
0.14 -0.07

162
14
0.89 0.08
0.31 -0.28

9
0.11
-0.29

4LI-

149
0.82
-0.17
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Item Analysis by Observer Categories

Item

Licensing Agents

Nonagents

Total Observations

31.

Teacher takes cues from
the children in suggesting
activities.

41
0.49
0.53

39
0.47
-0.56

18
55
0.70 o.
0.38 -0.29

103
69
0.57 0.38
0.50 -0.48

32.

Teachers read to children
individually or in small
groups.

14
67
0.17 0.81
0.02 -0.07

52
19
0.66 0.24
0.41 -0.33

67
0.37
0.37

33.

Teachers ask children
questions that make them
think about physical and/
or social relationships.

39
0.47
0.15

40
0.48
-0.13

52
17
0.66 0.22
0.47 -0.39

71
96
0.53 0.39
0.34 -0.31

Teachers encourage children
with positive statements
rather than discourage
them with negative statem~s
Teachers encourage children to talk about their
experiences.

66
0.80
0.29

36.

Transition from one activity
to the next is smooth.

37.

Teachers are observed talking excessively with each
other about a subject other
than the children.

34.
35.

104
0.57
-0.35

..pI'\)

14
0.17
-0.34

73
3
0.92 0.04
0.34 -0.21

o.

41
39
0.47 0.49
0.29 -0.38

12
62
0.78 0.15
0.47 -0.37

0.61
0.43

49
0.59
0.31

0.31
-0.26

66
8
0.84 0.10
0.23 -0.15

123
42
0.68 0.23
0.35 -0.28

78

2

0.94
0.02
0.12 -0.16

65
0.82
0.09

10
0.13
0.08

157
0.86

19
0.10
-0.33

III

62
0.34
-0.38

163
0.90
0.01

12
0.07
0.08

Item Analysis by Observer Categories

Item

Licensing Agents

Nonagents

Total Observations

38.

Children are singing.

27
56
0.33 0.67
0.20 -0.20

30
42
0.38 0.53
0.41 -0.26

110
64
0.35 0.60
0.27 -0.24

39.

Children are observed
counting by themselves
or with an adult.

18
63
0.22 0.76
0.47 -0.42

20
49
0.25 0.62
0.38 -0.25

124
44
0.24 0.68
0.38 -0.34

40.

Children and/or teacher
talk about colors.

36
0.43
0.39

43
0.52
-0.40

27
44
0.56 0.34
0.35 -0.25

80
88
0.48 0.44
0.40 -0.39

41.

Children cooperate vdth
the teacher's suggestions

8
70
0.84 0.10
0.26 -0.27

1
72
0.91 0.01
0.23 -0.08

12
1159
0.87 0.07
0.28 -0.27

42.

Children cannot complete
or are frustrated by a
toy, garJe, or project that
is too difficult.

6
74
0.89 0.07
0.38 -0.29

62
0.78
0.19

10
0.13
0.01

16
156
0.86 0.09
0.17 -0.07

43.

Children wait in line (i.e.
to wash hands, go outside,
get a drink, etc.)

17
55
0.66 ' 0,'.20
0.36 -0.23

32
0.41
-0.17

42
0.53
0.31

105
0.58
-0.03

61
0.34
0.18

44.

Children sit at tables
waiting for teacher~s
instructions.

47
35
0.57 0.L~2
0.47 -0.lr5

25
0.32
-0.02

49
0.6?
0.08

84
0.46
0.17

0.51

Children spontaneously
relate stories or exneriences to the teacher.

39
0.47
0.35

45.

39
0.47
-0.35

5050
19
0.63 0.24
0.43 -0.35

92

-0.15

65
99
0.54 0.36
0.43 -0.41

-f:""
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Item Analysis by Observer Categories

Item

Licensing Agents

Nonagents

Total Observations

46.

Children are observed
teasing or fighting
excessively.

77
0.93
0.04

4
0.05
0.15

70· 7
0.89 0.09
0.34 -0.22

164
13
0.90 0.07
0.19 -0.06

47.

Children are observed
wandering with nothing to do.

67
0.81
0.32

13
0.16
-0.24

64
10
0.81 0.13
0.26 -0.08

149
24
0.82 0.13
0.26 -0.15

Children help clean up.

54
17
0.65 0.20
0.16 -0.09

57
15
0.72 0.19
0.38 -0.25

128
33
0.70 0.18
0.26 -0.14

.
48.
49.

Children take toys from
the shelves by themselves.

41. 5
0.49 0.06
0.42 -0.12

33
7
0.42 0.09
0.19 -0.10

85
0.47
0.27

13
0.07
-0.05

50.

Children help themselves
to crayon, paper, or chalk.

23
0.28
0.34

23
0.28
0.03

25
13
0.32 0.16
0.22 -0.17

51
0.28
0.30

45
0.25
-0.09

51.

Children help themselves
to paste or paints.

17
0.20
0.34

26
0.31
0.05

18
21
0.23 0.27
0.34 -0.19

36
0.20
0.31

58
0.32
-0.04

52.

Children use materials TIith
41
a minimum of adult assistance. 0.49

5

35
3
0.44 0.04
0.22 -0.23

83
0.46
0.28

13
0.07
-0.11

0.34

0.06
0.04

+-

~

Item Analysis by Observer Categories

Item

53.

54.

Licensing Agents

A group of children cooperate wtth each other in any
spontaneous activity (i.e
housekeeping, b1ockbuilding)
Teachers make art examples
for children to follow.

l:.2

6

0.51 0.07
0.34 -0.03
41
39
0.47 0.49
0.14 -0.13

Nonagents

38
0.48

5
0.06

0.26

-0.25

25

44
0.56

0.32
-0.15

0.20

Total Observations

88
15
0.48 0.08
0.30 -0.12
82
0.45
-0.07

87
0.48
0.06

Children are finger painting
or finger paints are displayed on the walls.

38
44
0.46 0.53
0.37 -0.39

36
35
0.46 0.44
0.62 -0.50

76
97
0.42 0.53
0.45 -0.44

56.

Children are easel painting
or easel paints are set up.

36
47
0.43 0.57
0.49 -0.49

38
33
0.42 0.48
0.48 -0.40

81
0.45
0.41

57.

Children are using clay or
p1aydough or clay or p1aydough products are observed.

47
34
0.41 0.57
0.17 -0.15

31
39
0.49 0.39
0.33 -0.23

78
93
0.43 0.51
0.38 -0.26

58.

String, paper, year, and
different materials for pasting are being used or are observed on finished products.
Finished art projects sho~
individual creativeness.

36
45
0.43 0.54
0.39 -0.37

26
43
0.54 0.33
0.50 -0.34

84
86
0.46 0.47
0.47 -0.43

47
0.57
0.47

57
0.72

119
0.65

55.

59.

32
0.39

-0 .l~LI-

0.1l-1

15

0.19
-0.33

0.4 LI-

93
0.51
0.42

52
0.29

-0.41

Note.--The preferred answer appears in the left column of each observer cateeory.

..r:\J1

anumber of responses
bproportion of- responses
ccorrelation of response with total score (point biserial)
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The Development of the Learning Environment
Checklist for Assessing the Adequacy of Learning
Environments in Day Care Centers
by
Nary Whaley
(Abstract)
The purpose of this study was to develop a valid and
reliable scale to evaluate the adequacy of learning environc.

ments in day care centers that would be easily administered
by professionals and nonprofessionals.

The Learning Environ·

ment Checklist (LEC) that was developed consists of fifty
yes-no questions that can be answered during a half hour
observation of a day care center.

The LEG was administered

182 times in 27 day care centers by day care personnel,
students, parents, and licensing agents.
of reliability was computed to be .82.
of measurement was 3.05.

The KR-20 estimate
The standard error

Construct validity was established

through the internal consistency aspect of the
through analyses of variance.

Ia~-20

and

Highly significant differences

among centers were established by licensing agent observers.
Less sUbstantial differences were found by nonagent observers.

