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ABSTRACT

Every day in the United States, millions of chéiddiving in high-poverty
neighborhoods are dropped off at a variety of echlidcare settings and arrangements.
When those settings are high quality, early chitgheducation can produce both short
and long term benefits for this population, inchglincreases in school achievement and
in literacy attainment and decreases in grade tieterthe likelihood of early dropout,
and behavioral issues (August & Hakuta, 1997; Bartt€95; Brooks-Gunn & Duncan,
1997; Entwisle & Alexander, 1993; Korenman, Mill&r Sjaastad, 1995; McLoyd, 1998;
Wertheimer & Croan, 2003; Zill, 1999). Early chitslitd education, however, is neither a
formalized nor mandatory educational level, whickeg parents significant latitude in
deciding when and where to enroll their childrenn€equently, it is important to better
understand the quality, availability, distributi@nd use of non-parental childcare across
different settings. A more nuanced perspectivdsis aecessary because there is great
variation in the types of and tendencies towarttichre enrollment along the lines of
socioeconomic status, race, and geographical totati

This research study presents the findings of &itgtiae, interview-based study
that explored what maternal primary caregivers wataenced by when they enrolled
children of color in high-poverty urban childcaenters. Building upon the current
literature, the study explores the ways structyratental, and child-level factors
intersected in the decision-making process and¢tmices continued to effect parents
after initial enrollment decisions had been madwas Btudy also addresses parental
satisfaction levels. Through a series of intervieasducted with the maternal primary

caregivers of children enrolled in one of thredyeahildhood centers in a single



metropolitan region, this study captures and dbssrchildcare enrollment as a complex
and nuanced process.

The findings of the study speak to the natureasigmating and managing
childcare decisions from the perspective of theptarSpecifically, the study found that
networks of trust, maternal instincts, and lesgeamed from past childcare experiences
influenced the choices of the maternal primary gaezs interviewed. Educational value
and children’s futures were also important, as Vegestics and cost. As the mothers in
the study made their choices, they also negotsstredtural, parental, and child factors.
The literature supports these factors as influepchoice, but they have largely been
examined in isolation. This study adds to the ditere by describing how levels of
factors intersected and overlapped with one anolere exploratory findings of the
study support that maternal primary caregiversinoet to manage their childcare
choices long after enrollment and that childcatestection is both subjective and
nuanced.

The experiences of the women who participatetlimgtudy shed light upon
directions for future research and areas of ne¢erms of resources, information, and
support. The mothers in this study made childchmeoes based on their realties, using
who or what they knew and how they felt. Furthiee, fbcal governance where this study
was conducted proved highly disjointed and paréintp showed little faith in the system.
The greatest area of need, which would stand tda beysefit all parents, is for

meaningful increases in support, resources, andstoi at the local level.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

As of 2011, 12.5 million children, or 61 perceftd children under the age of 5,
attended childcare settings on a regular basi©aedone-quarter of all preschool age
children were in organized facilities such as daga@nters (Laughlin, 2013). Despite
these large percentages, there continues to bedafoea more nuanced and realistic
understanding of how, why, and under what circuntsa parents select their childcare
arrangements, in what ways childcare becomes agearent concern after enrollment,
and to what degree parents feel satisfied withr tfeices. What has become
increasingly clear from previous research on thaeaioh of early childhood education
programs on student populations, however, is tir@pbpulations that benefit the most
from the ever increasing availability of early ciibod education include minority
children and children from low-income backgroundsijey, 2011).

In the first comprehensive multi-study review a&sseg the long-term effects of
early childcare programs, Barnett (1995) found thgh quality programs produce both
short and long terms benefits. Short-term bengfdkide gains in 1Q, while long-term
benefits range from increases in school achievemmahiease of social adjustment to
decreases in the likelihood of grade retention@adement in special education classes.
Crucial to Barnett’s findings, however, is that aditchildren attending early childcare
programs reap these benefits. In fact, the levbkeokfit correlates directly with the
guality of the childcare program, specifically highality programs that are well-funded
produce increases in benefits, while low qualityggams and programs that lack funding

do not (Barnett, 1995). In studies specific tophbeulation of study, findings have shown



that while all children are likely to benefit frommgh quality childcare programs, minority
children living in poverty are the most at risk.ig population directly benefits from high
guality care because heightened school readines=aises academic performance and
literacy attainment and decreases the likelihooelaoly dropout and behavioral issues
(August & Hakuta, 1997; Brooks-Gunn & Duncan, 198#itwisle & Alexander, 1993;
Korenman, Miller, & Sjaastad, 1995; McLoyd, 1998ektheimer & Croan, 2003; Zill,
1999). The findings of Winsler and colleagues alsggest that poor children attending
public pre-k programs where more funding, a bedtkrcated staff, and a systematically
implemented curricula are standard make greatetemi@ gains than children in center
care, further indicating that program quality doefact matter (Winsler et al., 2008).
Despite these highest of stakes for an at-riskuladion, there is a need to more
accurately understand the quality, availabilitgtdbution, and use of non-parental
childcare along the lines of race, socioecononatust and geographical location. In
terms of non-parental childcare arrangements, pareve a number of choices,
including center care, nonrelative care, and naatare. Further, studies by Queralt and
White (1998), Fuller and colleagues (2002), Ut1&l97) and Kim and Fram (2009), all
of which have been conducted around the availglmfichildcare arrangements and the
salience of particular factors for parents choosinpng childcare settings, have shown
that there are three simultaneous sets of fadtatarmpact parents’ enrollment practices:
structural characteristics and policy contextseptal characteristics and practices, and
finally, parental perceptions of child charactecst This body of research has further
demonstrated that these sets or levels of factersféen in competition, which creates a

complex system for parents to navigate. In ordengéaningfully add to the research, it



became necessary to examine parental enrollmectiqgas using in-depth interviews.
The purpose of this study became to gain insighbttime complexities of the choice
process based upon the experiences of parentseéhass

Statement of the Problem

Given that children attending childcare typicaliyge in age from 6 weeks to 5
years-old, parents or caregivers largely assumesonsibility for making early
educational choices. If high quality early childedias been found to increase academic
performance and literacy attainment and decreaskkiglihood of early dropout and
behavioral issues for at-risk populations, it @s@nable to suggest that understanding the
parental enrollment process for at-risk familiesngortant (August & Hakuta, 1997;
Brooks-Gunn & Duncan, 1997; Entwisle & Alexande®93; Korenman, Miller, &
Sjaastad, 1995; McLoyd, 1998; Wertheimer & Crod@Q32, Zill, 1999). However,
current research on the decision-making procesg#rants engage in when placing
children in non-parental childcare arrangementsioasilways been consistent in terms
of what prior research has measured, who has be&rded or excluded, and what
conclusions can subsequently be supported. Depgodithe data collection and
analysis techniques, the results of the studielyaedin the next chapter show variation
in findings and in some cases, findings are quotgradictory.

Further, the selection of non-parental childcae tiften been treated as a one-
time and static decision, despite the fact thahef60% of children in such arrangements
are actually in a combination of care, which suggparents are making more than one
choice (Mulligen et al., 2005). Additionally, berse early childcare is not a mandatory

education level in the United States, parents whkeaetthe decision to send their children



to a chosen setting do so on a daily basis, asdleyust as soon as make other
arrangements or remove their children from caréaouit notice, truancy, or penalty.
Therefore, it is more accurate to say that panmeot®nly choose an early childcare
setting, but they subsequently have to managedt@asion day-to-day as well.

Based on the body of work that has been done drparental choice, this study
focused on reexamining how parents made and substygmanaged childcare choices
using more in-depth measures. A crucial aim ofstluely was to build on the body of
research in a way that lent voice to the experienégarents actively engaged in and
managing the fractured world of early childcaree Tiost accurate and detailed way to
fully understand those processes was to examingrtidem using an in-depth
interview-based lens. In-depth interviews offereel $cope to paint realistic and nuanced
pictures of the decision-making and managementgsses so that our understanding of
the phenomena could continue to grow deeper. Maeeitcally, interviews allowed for
a more realistic understanding of the ways in wikieh structural, parental, and child
characteristics, which had been identified in amgh®rted by the literature, overlapped
and intersected.

The sparse in-depth interview-based work thatidess done was conducted
before Welfare Reform revamped the system dranigti@ad increased the funding and
subsidies for childcare in 1996. What Uttal’'s (1pBidepth interviews showed,
however, was that when low-income parents of cotathers in particular, were given
the space to talk about their experiences, thepnlgtreiterated the need to use multiple
sources of childcare, but they also expresseddltfi in locating childcare settings when

their preferences could not be met or access was blocked. (Uttal, 1997) Welfare



Reform increased the funding for welfare and wagkpoor households from 2.8 billion
in 1995 to 8.0 billion in 2000, yet less than artgeraof all eligible families use childcare
subsidies. To better understand the how and wieye tvas great need for another
qualitative exploration of the parental enrollmdatision-making process. (Fuller, et al.,
2002) This process is also influenced greatly dgmor constraints, including
socioeconomic limitations, minority-status, and g@phic location. Still, however, there
was not been a post-Welfare Reform, interview-basedy that had attempted to
understand the experiences of parents making dliffiout educationally significant
decisions for at-risk children.
Theoretical Frameworks

Much of the research that has been done on pahdale and early childcare
settings is informed by rational choice theoriagdgd by a positivist epistemology.
When parents make childcare choices accordingetauirent literature, parents may
weigh various elements of a childcare decisionreggaine another, then make a decision
(Blau, 1964 and Hofferth, et al., 1996). Becauseghiding theories assume that parents
make a trade-off like decision when placing childie childcare arrangements, the
methodology used to measure choice typically ineslan analysis of a large-scale data
set. Within methodological positivism, basing reasbaon reproducible, objective,
guantitative value neutral facts thus eliminatesién subjectivity, and the subjectivity of
the researcher specifically (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2D0ANd so, as rational calculators
faced with a one-time decision, parents can beeys@d/in order to come to a conclusion

about how and why they place their children inateire settings.



Micro-level theorists, phenomenologists in pattcuon the other hand, have
long argued that in order to truly know why paresgssocial actors make the choices
they do, researchers have to understand the si@albmenon based on the experienced
meanings of the parents themselves. In assumin@c¢hars perceive reality as it is,
phenomenology seeks to understand and descrilvedtihe as experienced by subjects
(Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009). The lifeworld conceptaarticularly relevant to
understanding how actors experience a phenomermanlif€world refers to the
intersubjective way each human personally expeegtite world (Appelrouth & Edle,
20009).

The current literature, however, has not explahesisocial phenomenon using
interview-based methodologies in quite some tinasdsl in a phenomenological
framework, the phenomenological or life world iview aims to describe rather than
explains. This semi-structured life world interviékewise seeks to better understand
themes within the lived everyday world from thegpactive of the subjects’ themselves.
And while empathetic, the phenomenological intamaeis also understood to recognize
an asymmetry of power between researcher and subjdgnamic that is crucially
important to acknowledge (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2008d so, for the purposes of
exploring and better understanding the processtlaéérnal caregivers were engaged in
when choosing an early childcare setting, thisysagbpted a qualitative interview
method based on the semi-structured lifeworld uisv.

A qualitative interview-based study methodolodicaboted in phenomenology
should also consider the circumstances and enveatsnn which parents are making

decisions. While parent experiences ground thidystilne decisions maternal primary



caregivers are making are not happening in a vacéunth so, to understand how
circumstances affect the childcare choices pareate and manage, this study draws on
bounded rationality and family capital literatutdiese frameworks afford an
examination of parents’ socio-historical realitieich offer realistic and contextualized
insight into the circumstances surrounding pre- ost-choice processes.

First posited by Herbert Simon, the concepts ainged rationality and
satisficing have been called upon to explain denishaking processes since the mid
twentieth century. An alternative to the rationabice theories used in economics at the
time, Simon posited that when individuals make sieass, it is not possible for them to
consider all options or prospects due to limitegrstive resources, limited information,
and time constraints. Therefore, human beings easald to have bounded rationality.
Without the time, resources, or abilities to alwayeke optimal decisions in a structured
environment, individuals satisfice (Simon, 1986)sé#tisficing, human beings are “using
experience to construct an expectation of how goediution we might reasonably
achieve and halting search as soon as a solutr@adhed that meets the expectation”
(Simon, 1990, 9). Satisficing then considers reabtm not optimal, choices.

The context within which parents construct chaets is constrained by the
resources, material and immaterial, parents bortge decision-making process. Bell
(2009), for example, reasoned, “Parents do not bgual access to transportation,
information, time for school visits, money for foit, or English language skills.
Resources, both material and immaterial, are rsdtiduted evenly among parents of
differing social class backgrounds” (Bell, 200931 %Cultural capital theory, first posited

by Bourdieu (1977), argues that the social andicallresources of society’s members



disproportionately influence the schooling expecesnof various populations. Further,
when considering educational inequalities, theaaeproduction concept explained
within the theory suggests that certain kinds @itz are valued differently in certain
fields. In the field of education, authors like eau and Horvat (1999) have argued that
middle class capital is more valued. Consequeatiydren from middle class families
with more valued social and cultural capital wiive more opportunity than their
counterparts from lower class families with leskigd social and cultural capital.
Because research has consistently shown that parediffering classes exhibit
differences in attitudes towards school and schgokultural capital theory served to
inform how race and social class influence the patechoice process.

Recently, the literature has expanded upon culotagital theory to incorporate
other sets of influences, including human capital aconomic capital in what Diamond
& Gomez (2004) refer to as family capital. A newaed not as widely used multi-
dimension model of capital, the family capital mosiegygests that a family’s capital
represents the culmination of human, economicascamnd cultural resources, all of
which are procured and accumulated by family mesbad are valued differently
depending upon interaction contexts (Diamond & Gonn2@04). Broader in context,
family capital does not assume a capital deficitoants for the intersection of different
kinds of resources, and has previously been appistudies of parents and school
choice. To support the perspectives of the matgrmalary caregivers in this study, a
family capital theoretical orientation was adoptiéds important to note, however, that
the inclusion of family capital was in no way intled as a condemnation of families’

parenting-practices. Rather, the goal was to dssn@ework that both allowed for an



exploration of the phenomenon and could inform miesponsive policy-making to meet
the needs of this population. If this process @mh lemanding and frustrating and is both
complex and ongoing, it could be beneficial for st who have young children to see
an increase in supports and resources.

Purpose and Rationale

While research on this topic has outlined whaeptr choose and why, there was
a need for a more nuanced understanding of thisgzthenon based in the experiences of
the population most actively engaged in the chproeess. An interview-based study
served to directly benefit the population undemexeation. Shedding light on the
experiences of parents who had made and are corgitumake high-stakes decisions
for the most at-risk population in the educatiaatem, the implications of this study
are significant. The results of this study servbetier inform policymakers, district
administrators, and academics on the state of ehiligcare and parental enrollment
practices for a vulnerable population in the medfid@n region.

The main purpose of this research was to morerataty understand how parents
chose to place their children in non-parental daté arrangements and to what extent, if
any, parents remained actively engaged in mandgeigchoices beyond enroliment.
Based on the body of research currently availdbis,study sought to move the
conversation from examining one-time choices tdaxpg an ongoing and active
process. Examining the process that ultimatelytdesl choice achieved the following: (1)
more accurately speaks to choice as an experieneghat once made, must be managed
on a daily basis; (2) more clearly describes thgsvgructural, parental, and child

characteristics intersect and overlap in the decisnaking process; (3) provides insight
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into the most influential factors parents considen any number of them are at play;
(4) gives insight into how the process leads taouies; (5) speaks to the ways bounded
rationality and family capital influence parentlbace practices for families in urban
high poverty neighborhoods; and (6) positions paesatisfaction within the greater
policy debate, revealing areas of need, suppodtcamparison to prior findings.
Significance of the Study

The current literature on the salient factorsueficing parental choice at the early
childhood educational level has been conductedariiynusing survey-based methods.
While such findings are crucial to the field, makiis type of choice involves an
overlay of factors that may differ for every famédnd may be highly nuanced. And so,
this study proposed to address a great and leg@imeed to better understand the choice
phenomenon based on the experiences of parensssilialy, therefore, filled in two
critical gaps in the current literature. First,dapturing the experiences of parents, the
study offers deeper insight into the combinatiohactors influencing the decision-
making process. And second, the study demonstifzésircumstances change often for
families with young children and choices changa asnsequence. Parents then continue
to manage their childcare choices long after ingraoliment decisions have been made.
Further, by focusing specifically on a minority pigtion attending high poverty centers,
the study draws attention to the roles that boumdednality and family capital play in
the decision-making process.

A second contribution of this study is derivednfrdrawing upon the language of
previous studies in the field. Prior research hamdated three sets of salient factors that

experts say parents are affected by or consid#rein decision-making process: (1)
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structural characteristics and policy contexts;p@ental characteristics and practices;
and (3) the least researched, parent perceptiartsld characteristics. By examining
these specific factors within the context of theich process and by focusing
specifically on one at-risk population, the findsngnd implications of this study serve to
better inform policy on the needs of high-risk faes. In maintaining the well-
established language of the literature, this sadhs a realistic understanding of the
important ways structural, parental, and child-ldaetors influence choice. The study
also pushes conversations around childcare seteatid choice a step farther by
exploring the management and satisfaction aspéctsildcare from the perspective of
the parent.
Research Questions

The study sought to better understand the prabasparents, maternal primary
caregivers specifically, embark upon when enroltimgjr children in non-parental,
center-based childcare arrangements. This interb@sed study aimed to add to the
current literature by capturing the phenomenon ftbenperspective of a population
making and managing difficult decisions for aniakpopulation. The study asked the
following research questions:

1. What factors influenced the choices of matepniahary caregivers who

enrolled children of color in one of three urbhigh-poverty childcare centers?

How did structural, parental, and child-level fastintersect in this

process?
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2. In what ways does the selection process aoatio affect parents once an

initial enroliment decision has been made? Hovwsladl are maternal primary

caregivers with their childcare arrangements?
In answering these research questions, the stiidgisigs shed light on the phenomenon
from the perspective of those who are living thecess. The study also yields insight
into the complex interplay of factors that paresdasidered when enrolling their children
in center-based arrangements and speaks to thebeapsled rationality and family
capital influenced the decision-making process.

Limitations

There were two limitations to this study that teegarcher carefully and
purposefully considered. The first limitation dealth the willingness of the study’s
participants to speak comfortably and freely tesearcher who would be considered a
cultural outsider. In order to purposefully plam fois limitation, the researcher invested
time in building a strong relationship with the tas that served the so as to build
rapport with participants in the study. A secomditation was that this study was being
conducted in one metropolitan region amongst dively specific population.
Consequently, it cannot be said that the expergeand feelings of the participants
involved in the study are reflective of all popudais who have engaged or are currently
engaged in the process of having a child attendadnie.

Definition of Terms

Childcare- The umbrella term that refers to any non-parecdad setting a child may
receive on a regular basis. Typically, childcar#isgs are categorized as center care,

nonrelative care, and relative care. Some stubmsever, further delineate relative care
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to distinguish the differences between father ezt care by other relatives (Huston, et
al., 2002).

Center CareTypically center care occurs in a non-home basedpysetting; serves
larger numbers of children using multiple caregsves designed for enrichment or early
education purposes; requires a program licensk stades; and is the most expensive
type of care, unless subsidized by public fundsarges of center programs include
Head Start, public or private preschools, pre-kigdgen, daycare centers, or after-
school programs (Huston, et al., 2002). Center<basegrams may take place in any
number of physical locations, including public grdvate schools, public buildings,
places of worship, and buildings designed spedifi¢ar childcare services (Swenson,
2008).

Nonrelative careOccurs in a caregiver’s home or the child’s horm@ften more

reasonable in cost; and may have a license, catidn, or registration, though many do
not. This type of care is sometimes referred ttaasly care (Huston et al., 2002).
Relative CareRefers to care provided by siblings, grandparemtsther relatives, if not
distinguished as father care; it is care that nayupin the child’s home or the
caregiver's home; and it is care that parents nmagyay not have to pay for, depending
upon the agreement between parent and caregivstdhiet al., 2002).

Informal childcare Typically refers to arrangements that may incladgvities,

babysitters, and nannies. Only rarely is this gyeament included as a type of early care

setting in research circles (Davis & Connelly, 2005
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Bounded RationalityRefers to the idea that in decision-making, itaos possible for

human beings to consider all options due to limdegdnitive resources, limited
information, and time constraints (Simon, 1986).

Satisficing-When human beings, who are lacking in resourcddiare, use experiences
to form an expectation of reasonably achievingtsfs&tory or good solution, though it
may not be their optimal choice (Simon, 1990).

Family Capital-A newer and not as widely used multi-dimension et@d capital; it

argues that a family’s capital represents the aqudtnon of human, economic, social, and
cultural resources, all of which are procured acclienulated by family members and are
valued differently depending upon interaction catg€Diamond & Gomez, 2004).
Summary

In the introduction portion of this dissertati@vidence was presented to support
the fact that the current research on the decisiaking process that parents engage in
when placing children in non-parental childcaraagements could be added to by
examining this phenomenon using a more in-depté. [€his study then refocused the
parent choice phenomenon as a process rather thrag@me choice. Capturing the
experience of the parent and more accurately tefgbow combinations of factors
influence parents enrolling their children in naargntal childcare arrangements provides
a more detailed and nuanced portrait of how pamaatee choices. Understanding the
process also captures the fact that circumstarftes change for young families and
childcare may change as a consequence.

The study’s research questions, limitations, leegns, and theoretical foundations

were subsequently outlined. With these consideratio mind, the following section
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continues the discussion by exploring the resetrabhas been done around five key
themes, each of which relate directly to the stsdgsearch problem, purpose and
rationale, and research questions. The five theniati include: (1) an introduction to
bounded rationality and family capital theorie9, 48 overview of the available childcare
arrangements and what parents are choosing acgdadthe current literature, (3) a
discussion of the salient factors influencing ptakchoice, (4) a breakdown of
structural, parent, and child characteristics atofa, and (5) a discussion of literature on

childcare management and satisfaction.
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CHAPTER 2
THEORETICAL LENSES AND REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

With over 60 percent of children under the agéw#f living in the United States
receiving some type of non-parental childcare &ednajority of that percentage
receiving some combination of childcare, typicalynixture of center, nonrelative,
and/or relative care, it is critical to more clgarhderstand how such arrangements are
decided upon (Laughlin, 2013; Mulligen et al., 20B8&rly & Burchinal, 2001). The
purpose of this literature review is to explore wva do know about how and why
parents choose early care settings using a fotrapatysis. The analysis begins by
arguing that bounded rationality and family cap#ed the most appropriate theoretical
lenses to frame studies on decision-making aneédhlg childcare choice process. A
discussion of the study’s theoretical frameworfolowed by an overview of what
childcare arrangements are available and a breakdbwhat arrangements parents
choose. That overview is then followed by an exgtion of factors that previous studies
have found to be salient for parents as they chaosmng childcare settings. The review
of the literature concludes by presenting the wibgt has been done around childcare
management and satisfaction, two effects of chikelchoice.

Literature Guiding Frameworks

The evidence suggesting how and why the parentkilofren of color living in
high-poverty, urban regions make early childcar@ads is unclear. It must be
considered, however, that this population operateer circumstances that not only
differentiate them from their counterparts fromesthacial and socioeconomic

backgrounds, but also raise the stakes for thdoireim. Consequently, a study that
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understands the lived experiences of parents n@awpand managing the world of early
childcare settings had to be framed in a way thaks to the complex, nuanced, and
multi-layered nature of this choice.

Theoretical Frameworks

Nearly all of the research that has been doneaoenpal choice and early
childcare settings is informed by rational choicedries, guided by a positivist
epistemology. When parents make childcare choicesrding to the current literature,
parents weigh various elements of a childcare aetegainst one another before making
a static, one-time decision (Blau, 1964 and Hdffegt al., 1996). Because the guiding
theories may assume that parents make a tradé®fdécision when placing children in
childcare arrangements, the methodology used tsuneahoice typically involves an
analysis of a large-scale data set. Within methmgloél positivism, basing research on
reproducible, objective, quantitative value neutaats thus eliminates human
subjectivity, and the subjectivity of the researcecifically (Kvale & Brinkmann,
2009). And so, as rational calculators faced witme-time decision, parents can be
surveyed in order to come to a conclusion about &wwevwhy they place their children in
childcare settings.

These theoretical frameworks, however, have thheetcomings that prevent this
phenomenon from being understood on the more ddtaiuanced level that it needs to
be. First, a rational choice lens is not able sgedake complex and intricate nature of the
lived experience. Early childcare enrollment isacgss, not a static one-time decision,
and once an enroliment choice has been made, tblsgsequently be managed as the

lives and circumstances of families, parents, dmidien change. Second, the rational
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choice theories don’'t necessarily account for thgsamultiple and often competing
factors overlap and intersect in the choice pradédsen survey questions set the
important factors a priori and then ask parenisegmh them against one another, parents
make a choice based on what is in front of themchvis not necessarily reflective of the
process they are engaged in. And finally, ratiamalice theories are not able to explore
how the position of mother figures who are racialonties living and working in high
poverty neighborhoods is unique in terms of poviercsures and access to resources.

Bounded rationality and satisficing.

In response to the rational choice theories donmgatonversations in the mid-
twentieth century, Herbert Simon developed an aédtieve theory to explain how human
beings make decisions. Presenting the conceptwiden rationality, and later
satisficing, Simon posited that when individualskendecisions, it not possible for them
to consider all options or prospects due to limitednitive resources, limited
information, and time constraints. Unable to ac¢danevery possibility in a choice
process, human beings can be said to have bouatiedality. Without the time,
resources, or abilities to always make optimal €leos in a structured environment,
individuals engage in satisficing behavior (SImd#86). In satisficing, human beings are
“using experience to construct an expectation @f good a solution we might
reasonably achieve and halting search as soos@st#on is reached that meets the
expectation” (Simon, 1990, 9). Satisficing thensiders reasonable, not optimal,
choices.

The concepts of bounded rationality and satisfi¢tiave been recently called

upon to frame discussions of parental childcarecgtscand school choice (Holloway &
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Fuller, 1992; Bell, 2009). Holloway and Fuller, vagowork reframed understandings of
parental childcare choices, argued that boundeéshedity was the most appropriate
framework for discussions of early childcare cheigkccording to the authors, databases
and studies operating within rational choice oivittal rationality frameworks “fail to
consider broader contextual factors that constreractions of parents within certain
ethnic communities or social classes” (Holloway @§llér, 1992, 15)Citing that while
literature that uses databases to draw conclusibost choice offer valuable insights, it
is important to understand that when data setsarstructed, families are assumed to
hold a series of preferences and resources andke an optimal decision. The authors
argue that in reality, however, information abdubice alternatives is less than perfect
and environmental constraints often lead to satrgfibehavior.

To explain how parents construct sets of schooicelso Bell (2009) explored the
relationship between choice sets, which are subgand parent-made, and bounded
rationality. Though her work is not specific to lgathildhood education, Bell argued that
in order to better and more fully understand paalectioice processes, researchers have
to account for the fact that parents make contdixethchoices and for some
populations, those choices happen within segregatddtratified contexts.
Understanding choice sets and how they are consttdimm the perspective of the
parent can illustrate how shortcuts are used tcendakisions and how satisficing factors
into the process. The construction of choice $i&show parents determine the size of
the set and the location, the esteem of schoalscast of choices, is a way to quantify

parents’ bounded rationality.
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Resources and the role of capital.

Unable to consider all possibilities when searchorghildcare due to bounded
rationality, parents engaged in the choice prodes& upon their resources, material and
immaterial, to guide this process. For some popnaf including maternal primary
caregivers who are racial minorities living and lmog in high-poverty neighborhoods,
the context within which childcare choices are maxe managed is constrained by a
lack of resources or capital. As Bell (2009) expdal, “Parents constructing their choice
sets... do so in a segregated, stratified socratkeet. Parents do not have equal access to
transportation, information, time for school vistsoney for tuition, or English language
skills. Resources, both material and immateria,raot distributed evenly among parents
of differing social class backgrounds” (Bell, 20093). The following discussion
considers the relationship between school chaieslure and theories of capital then
argues that Diamond and Gomez’s Family Capital Th€2004), though newer and not
as widely used, is the most appropriate way to ééms study.

School choice and theories of capital.

Literature on school choice is typically guideddne of two theoretical models,
either the rational choice model or cultural andialocapital models. And while the early
childcare enrollment process has yet to be incatpdror theorized as a choice,
ultimately it is one. Further, similar to acces®tber types and levels of education,
access to early childcare is not equal across aladsacial groups. Therefore, a more
appropriate and comprehensive lens through whicheto the early childcare enrollment
process is through theories of cultural and sar&altal first posited by Bourdieu and

then expanded upon by Coleman and others.
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A leading and widely cited theorist on capitalyedtion, and society, Bourdieu’s
conceptual framework is guided by a comprehenswveern for individuals’ lived
experiences and the ways in which class and rasedsocial positions get reproduced.
Bourdieu theorizes that education is a structuystesn of social positions ordered
through power relations, or a field. Individualsximaize their potential in a field, like
education, based on their habitus, or “systemsifrg, transposable dispositions” and
capital, a form of power in a field (Bourdieu, 19J.7Bourdieu specifically identifies
three types of capital: economic capital, moneyfarahcial resources, social capital,
social networks and connections of an individuaf] eultural capital, the status of an
individual reflecting cultural knowledge. Differekinds of capital, however, are valued
differently in certain fields. In the field of edatton, it has been argued that middle class
social and cultural capital is more valued and bee® particularly advantageous, which
in turn yields unequal distributions of power asrosce and class (Lareau & Horvat,
1999; Horvat, 2001). While these theoretical td@se largely been applied to school
choice at the elementary, middle, and high schealk, they can be extended to the
earliest level of educational choice, early childbh@ducation. Even at this early
educational level, families bring their economiggial, and cultural capital to the choice
process and theoretically, the mothers of minaritydren living in high-poverty
neighborhoods who participated in this study wdagdat a disadvantage.

Another way to theorize the interplay of capitducation, and society was
posited by Coleman who differs from Bourdieu oruanber of points. In “Social Capital
in the Creation of Human Capital,” Coleman (198&)dalened social capital as a

conceptual tool in the field of education. In thesv model, Coleman theorized that in
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addition to economic and social capital, individupbssess human capital, or intangible
skills and abilities that are passed from one garaT to the next based on a family’s
level of social capital. In education, human cdpganeasured by parents’ education
levels and “provides the potential for a cognitarerironment for the child that aids
learning” (S109). However, when parents have loxel of social capital or when
parents are not involved in their children’s lividge strong affect that human capital has
on children’s learning outcomes becomes irrelevdntman capital theory is relevant to
this study first because this is a study of motleeigaged in the process of choosing and
managing their young children’s educational outceed the transmission of human
capital will be evident. And second, parents witbrenhuman capital have been shown to
both be more actively involved in their childreegucation and demonstrate more
overall knowledge of and a greater ability to natgtheir children’s educational
situations (Useem, 1992).

The best fit: Family capital theory.

Recently other scholars like Diamond and Gome®420ave conceptualized the
role of capital in the field of education using faenily capital multi-dimensional model.
The family capital model is unique in that it aterincorporates aspects of human,
economic, social, and cultural capital to frame hpmpulations with varying levels of
capital think about school choice. Unlike most abor cultural capital theories, family
capital does not assume a deficit of resourceheRathe model argues that a family’s
capital represents the culmination of human, ecoaosocial, and cultural resources, all
of which are procured and accumulated by family iners and are valued differently

depending upon interaction contexts (Diamond & Gnn2€04).
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For example, the family capital model can accdanthe fact that parents with
higher human capital have been shown to interveore meadily in their children’s
education and demonstrate more knowledge of thdoiren’s educational circumstances
(Useem, 1992). The model can also explain why logaime and working-class parents
possess less economic capital than middle and gy families, which limits their
access to choice that are not seen as financiaflgiple (Diamond & Gomez, 2004).
Family capital likewise has the latitude to recagnihat social capital’s interactions and
norm of trust impact information parents collecbabschools, trust levels in
neighborhoods, the willingness of parents to eraloldren in neighborhood schools, and
the support systems among adults within communieslerson, 1990; Hofferth,
Boisjoly, & Duncan, 1998; Wilson, 1987, 1996). Aikally by encompassing cultural
capital, the family capital model can account fae fact that social class impedes access
to high-culture habitus, which is problematic bessmaaducational institutions are
reflections of middle and upper class high-cultuabitus. The habitus of families from
lower social classes has proven disadvantageoulessi@alued within educational
institutions (Bourdieu, 1977; Bourdieu & Passert®90).

While the family capital conceptualization is neéwaed not as widely used, it has
been applied to the literature on both school ahwiithin low-income, minority families
as well as parent-school involvement. Diamond anth€ (2004) found that working
class African-American parents, the populatiomntéiiest for this study, are faced with
“more challenging educational contexts (i.e., logeality schools that parents perceive
as less responsive to their involvement) and entagge educational contexts with fewer

valued resources than their middle-class Africarefican counterparts” (385). Having
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fewer valued resources, these parents have edoagbtinentations that have already
influenced their perceptions not only of school#, &lso of school choice and later
parental participation. As parents embark on chrpschools for their children, the
family capital of working class African Americanrpats, which is a reflection of prior
social-class and race, family resources, and theatnal environments available,
proves particularly salient in defining their edticaal orientation and thus their
perceptions of choice (Diamond & Gomez, 2004).

The family capital multi-dimensional model was thesst way to frame this study
because it provided a lens to examine all aspéadamily life without focusing
specifically on resource deficits. It had the ladi¢ to look at once at race and class, social
position, power dynamics, values, the interseatibcompeting factors, and all of the
nuances and intricacies that make navigating anthgiag this choice the complex
process that it is. While parents placing childrerarly childcare settings faced a
distinct set of circumstances, which were diffefeoin when they placed their children
in formalized schooling or became involved in sdhparents still brought their
individual level of family capital to this decisianaking process. The interplay of family
capital, which uniquely encompasses human, econ@woaial, and cultural capital, was
still relevant in informing parental perceptionsamid orientations toward childcare
settings. Further, because of the complex, incterdisin flux nature of early childcare,
the family capital model proved to be the besbéitause it allowed for the most accurate

and all encompassing picture of parents’ lived eepees.
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Informing Phenomenological Methods

While the methods chapter speaks more about thefyshenomenological
interviews as this study’s primary methodologysiimportant to connect the theoretical
framework of the study to its the methodologicahfiework. As has been argued,
navigating and managing the world of early chilécara complex process, not a static
choice. In the last section, it was argued thag¢piarhave bounded rationality and are
subject to limitations in resources, or family ¢apiin decision-making processes. These
frameworks require a methodological lens likewiapable of examining all of the
nuances and intricacies parents experience whemgakd managing childcare
decisions. Like the bounded rationality and fansdyital models, phenomenology is also
interested in and capable of capturing the livegeeiences of individuals. By likewise
seeking to paint an all-encompassing picture oividdals’ experiences, the
phenomenological framework too focuses on undedstgrthe human experience as a
social one, whereby linking the individual and ta#lective, the human actor and the
social scene, the private and intersubjective,thadatural and the cultural, though this
framework does so through language and sharegietere schemes (Appelrouth &
Edle, 2008).

Review of the Literature

Childcare Arrangements and Availability

The availability of childcare arrangements igoftnfluenced by supply, and
childcare availability varies greatly across thesictry. Swenson (2008) found that rural
children, birth to five, are just as likely as unbzhildren to receive non-parental

childcare, but they are more likely to receive tigeacare and less likely to be in center
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programs because center programs are not readillable. Davis and Connelly’s (2005)
study of the influence of local price and availapibn parents’ choice was conducted
across local childcare markets within the stat®lminesota. Though the authors readily
admit that markets vary greatly state-to-statey thelated county-level data in
Minnesota to uncover patterns of childcare usadm;iwalso varied greatly. And more
nuanced still, other researchers, like Queralt\&ifite (1998), however, have argued that
the availability of childcare varies greatly everite neighborhood level. Small-area
analyses, which are now possible due to GIS systarathe most accurate to assess
actual supply because even within an urban countypocode, the supply of childcare is
likely to be limited by unaccounted for factors¢lsas zoning codes.

Thus, parents may have many choices. The sttltaéslescribe this phenomenon
vary in the population surveyed, in the independet dependent variables selected, and
in units of analysis isolated. These studies ahdthér studies related to early childcare
settings, however, have to be categorized as pieasi- welfare reform. The reform,
which took place in 1996, revamped the system dtiaally and increased the funding
and subsidies for childcare greatly. The fundingvwelfare and working poor households
increased from 2.8 billion in 1995 to 8.0 billiam2000. Despite these large increases,
however, less than a quarter of all eligible faesiluse childcare subsidies, and usage
varies greatly across states and local areas (Fatlal., 2002).

Parental choice patterns.

When Mulligan et al. (2005) analyzed National Belniold Education Survey data
from 2001, the authors found that childcare arramg@s vary according to (1) poverty

level, (2) geographic region, and (3) age groupESHiata can be analyzed on two
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levels, by comparing children who receive non-ptaietare to children who do not
receive any outside care at all and by comparindreim in centers, nonrelative care, and
relative care. Within the first level of comparis@rwas found that children’s
participation in non-parental care increases witthla child’s age and a mother’'s
education level. Furthermore, children living inuseholds with incomes over $50,000
are more likely to receive non-parental care thalden in homes with incomes lower
than this level. However, children in householdthwvain income of above $75,000 are the
most likely to receive non-parental care. Subsetiyerhildren living below the poverty
threshold and in the West are least likely to reddor by a non-parent on a weekly
basis. Children whose mothers work outside the heitiger part or full time, are more
likely than children whose mothers are not in i@k force to receive non-parental care.
And finally, racial and ethnic differences showttB&ack children are the most likely to
be cared for by a non -parent on a daily basislenthispanic children are least likely.

Variation within arrangements.

Within non-parental care arrangements, a secarlddoNHES data showed a
larger percentage of children overall receive nareptal care in centers than from
relative or nonrelatives. Age groups, however, shwavked differences as older children
were more likely than younger children to be inteesy Racial and ethnic differences are
such that Black children are more likely to beetative care or in centers than White or
Hispanic children. Analysis along the poverty Ist@ws that children living at or above
the line are more likely than those living belowatreceive nonrelative care or center-
based care, but are less likely to receive relatare. Geographic region also matters

because while preschoolers are more likely to veceenter care over either nonrelative
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or relative, preschoolers living in the West asslékely than preschoolers in any other
area of the country to receive center-based care.

In terms of the location of early care settingsldren cared for in centers are
most likely to be in a center with its own buildjr@pmpared to other locations like in a
school, community center, or library. Also amongdren in centers, care provided in
public or private schools is more common when chitldccome from homes with lower
incomes, when they are poor, when they belongr&zial or ethnic minority group, and
when their mothers have lower levels of educat@mldren in home-based settings are
more likely to be cared for in someone else’s htima@ in their own, regardless of if the
care is by a nonrelative or relative. (Mulligenakt 2005)

The number of hours spent in care is another@rddference within non-
parental care arrangements. While children on @eespend 31 hours in non-parental
care arrangements, children in nonrelative caradgp&ore time there than they do in
centers. However, the population of children whergpthe most time in non-parental
care tend to be Black, come from families with lolWweusehold incomes, have mothers
with lower levels of education or who work, andelim the South (Mulligen, et al.,
2005). Swenson’s (2008) findings on hours specane prove to be slightly different.
That study reports that nationally, the averagelemof hours a child typically spends in
childcare is about 29 hours for all children. Swemniowever, further distinguishes that
the number is likely to rise to 32 hours for chddmwith employed mothers, and to 38
hours for children with employed single mothers é8aon, 2008).

Finally, it has been shown that the cost of noreptal childcare differs across

populations and settings, which impacts parentaiceh(Mulligan, et al., 2005; Swenson,
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2008). It is important to note, however, that olupacket costs may vary in part due to
parental self-reporting and according to child, ifgnrand community characteristics. On
average, families spend $69 a week, approximatrshour, for childcare.
Statistically, relative care proves the least gostlthe three forms of non-parental
childcare. Families with younger children are fouagbay more on a weekly basis than
those with older children. Further, families witltora highly educated mothers and/or
mothers who work full time pay more, as do familiesgg in the Northeast and West
when compare to those living in the Midwest andtBoRace and ethnicity-based cost
differences show that Black families pay the |dastenter-based care, compared to
White and Hispanic families; Black families also/pass per hour for care overall than
the families of White children (Mulligen et al., @). Additionally, when urban and rural
children are compared, urban families are mordylitean rural ones to make out “of”
pocket contributions toward the cost of their g@wenson, 2008).

This examination of childcare arrangements andawity supports this study
on minority families who have chosen high-povernter-based care settings in a
number of ways. First, while there are any numlb@hddcare arrangements for parents
to choose from, NHES data shows that children winosthers work outside the home,
either part or full time, were more likely than lchen whose mothers are not in the labor
force to receive non-parental care. Therefore, srsthre an important, relevant
population whose bearing on the findings of thelgts well established. Second, since
Mulligen and colleagues (2005) showed that the fatjaun of children who spend the
most time in non-parental care tend to be Blackyefrom families with lower

household incomes, and have mothers with loweldenxfeeducation or who work, there
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was a research-supported need to understand theediaxperiences of low-income
minority families specifically. And third, becausenority children are the population
most likely to be enrolled in center care specifcdhere was also a need to examine
how and why low-income minority mothers were chagghis particular type of care.
(Mulligen, et al., 2005)

Salient Factors Influencing Parental Choice

Identifying and measuring the salient factorsangmtal choice patterns is a
complex and nuanced process. The majority of teeareh conducted on this
phenomenon uses a rational choice theoretical Vemsh while applicable, only captures
pieces of what is actually happening. The followsagtion will serve to detail three tiers
of salient factors, namely structural, parentatl parceptions of child-centered factors,
that prior literature has already identified asuahcing choice before arguing that these
tiers needed to be expanded upon using a widetthamnsrational choice theory allows
for.

Again, the current literature on the salient fegio parental choice for early care
settings has been conducted primarily using subased methods, which can and should
be built upon. Where the current literature hastmescessful is in identifying and
describing three sets of salient factors that gareevitably consider when deciding on a
childcare arrangement: (1) structural charactegsand policy contexts; (2) parental
characteristics and practices; and the least relse@r3) perceptions of child
characteristics. The drawback of having such ragnd stringent groups of factors is that
these levels of factors need to be understoodmor@ nuanced, fluid, and realistic way.

The best way then to build upon prior research@m these three sets of factors intersect
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then was to give parents the space to explain thanifestation in the choice process.
Therefore, an interview-based study that adoptedathguage and findings of prior
research, yet asked parents to describe theisgtBon is a realistic and nuanced way
was needed.

Structural characteristics and policy contexts.

Structural characteristics and policy contextsdérglictate the availability,
perceived or otherwise, of childcare because otldep-seated relationship between the
welfare system and the early childcare system.r@sipusly discussed, the availability
of childcare is often cited in terms of pre- andtpd&Velfare Reform. Prior to the 1996
major reform, the federal childcare (FCC) tax credis paramount to choice of care.
Johnson and colleagues (1996) found that the grieeotential for an FCC tax credit,
the more likely mothers were to choose that typeapé. A significant limitation at the
time, however, was that data could not measuravhgability of childcare in local areas
or the effect of cost in any direct way. And saaidability was often “crudely” measured.
Despite such limitations, some researchers usedgsdike rural areas, large cities,
smaller cities, and regions of the country forrastion purposes. The belief at that time
was that the entire range of childcare settingeweailable to those families living in
large cities so long as they were willing to traaet/or pay for it. The same could not
have been said about populations in smaller ctnekrural areas. (Johansen, et al.,1996)

Post-Welfare Reform, the “there is a range of labdity” sentiment has changed
due in large part to a spike in literature on gfhenomenon. Queralt and White (1998)
researched the relationship between availabilitgpy/, and demand, which the authors

argue is a little understood and under researcheelch of parental choice patterns. Citing
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prior research, which indicated an uneven suppbhdticare based upon socio-economic
status, race, ethnicity, parental education, sipgtenthood, and child’s age, the authors
found variation of supply across geographic araad,even within neighborhoods.
Queralt and White suggest that “latent” demand pkayole in the context of availability,
but it's a role that few seem to understand. Citmgwork of Kisker and colleagues
(1989), the authors note that in one survey, 46guerof all nonworking mothers and 57
percent of the nonworking, low-income mothers goestd said they would seek
employment or job training if they could find anffioad childcare services.

Consequently, because of structural forces, likera, state, local, even neighborhood
economies, the welfare system, and the relatiortsétyween supply, demand, and
availability, there is a population who does natrently use early childhood education
programs or child-care services, but might if tiare available or perceived as available
to them. (Queralt & White, 1998)

Though the welfare system received an overhali®86, it is still being reported
that less than a quarter of all eligible families® whildcare subsidies; and usage will vary
significantly across states and local geograplreasrTherefore, in order for welfare to
achieve it's ultimate goal of disrupting the cyelimature of intergenerational poverty
and dependence on government benefits, there shewddocus on promoting learning
and development among children in welfare and pawking families by increasing
access to high quality child care in low-incomeghéorhoods. Though it has been long
proven that children from low-income families bahefost from high quality childcare,
they still constitute the population least liketylde enrolled in such programs when

compared to their counterparts from more affluantifies. Again, however, structural
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factors related to issues of access and lack adrmptvithin given neighborhoods
presents a barrier, essentially keeping the cyctadgt and depriving parents of true
choice. (Fuller, et al., 2002)

The subsidies provided by the government have Hesigned to facilitate
parents’ employment by reducing the cost of childcidlowever, conversations about
subsidies among researchers show considerableeigsagnt about their effectiveness
for low-income families (Fuller, et al., 2002). Euermore, this disagreement stems from
a dual issue. First, research has shown that steesserving only small portions, as low
as 17 percent even, of all federally-eligible creldas of 2000 (Collins, Layzer, &
Kreader, 2000). And second, research has also sti@tifamilies who are eligible for
subsidies are not using them. However, when sutesidtare is available and parents are
aware of such availability, low-income parents @age their use of center care (Fuller, et
al., 2002). Some experts say these contradictienduse to the fact that current subsidy
policies are not fulfilling the needs and/or vale¢snany families. And even though
states are supposed to give parents leaving wefarerity for subsidies, it is possible
that subsidies in reality are just being used tluce childcare costs for already employed
parents (Huston, et al., 2002).

The recent recession, in the late 2000s, is ansthectural characteristic that has
impacted parental choice. This recession has dreafigtaffected the amount of funding
allotted for state-funded Pre-K programs due togetiduts. As a result, fluctuations in
Pre-K funds have affected both the quality and upfpchildcare, which in turn limits
parents’ ability to choose this type of early cee#ting. There has also been a double

decrease in subsidy funding for early childcanet fibecause the recession has reduced
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the number of state childcare subsidies and sedmuduse state childcare subsidy
reimbursements have also declined. As a resulerf@arents are able to enroll their
children in state-funded Pre-K programs acrossthmtry (Schilder, et al., 2011).

Variability in policy and legislative contextsyst another structural
characteristic, one that also dictates how muclicehmarents actually have. Even at the
district and county levels, great variation in gardre policies has been shown to exist. In
the state of New York, for example, the state grére-K funds to districts, who in turn
contract childcare providers or community-basedbizations for care. Factors like the
timing of funds, classroom availability, relatioish between program directors, and
enrollment fluctuations subsequently then impaetrtmber of slots open to children.
Within community-based programs, substantial vemmin Pre-K services over time and
within counties has been found because of theserfadn Ohio, on the other hand, pre-
K funding is awarded through a competitive gramicess, resulting in the Early Learning
Initiative being the largest Pre-K program in tketes, followed by school-based Pre-K
programs. Because the competitive grant processresca high level of organizational
agency, the factors affecting New York’s Pre-K slate not impacting Ohio’s slot. As
this example shows, the interpretation of statesland regulations amounts to huge
variety in Pre-K services not only between stdbes also across counties and within
districts, depending upon how a given state awfnading. (Schilder, et al., 2011)

The structural characteristics outlined above, Winclude subsidy use and
Welfare Reform, the recent recession, and vartghilipolicy and legislation across
local, state, and federal entities, have imponeairing on the context of this study’s

findings. As this discussion demonstrated, eadh@se structural characteristics played
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distinct and important roles that could perceivaidye impacted how families choose
childcare settings. However, this discussion alsw®d that these characteristics had
been examined largely in isolation as there wasumoulative study that at once
considers the overlap of subsidies, recessionpanckive availability based on one
metropolitan region’s policy context. Additionallyyese structural characteristics had
also not been considered along with parental ancep&ons of child characteristics,
which are outlined in the following two section$efefore, the completed study was a
necessary one as it allowed for the latitude toenfiolty understand the intersection of
structural characteristics in and of themselvea@lwith parental and child
characteristics.

Parental characteristics and practices.

Before engaging in a discussion of parental charatics and practices, it is
important to note that just who constitutes a “p#rbas not been entirely consistent in
the previous literature. In fact, great variatioises in terms of the populations of parents
surveyed to answer questions regarding early dm&lchoice. Few studies have
surveyed the same population in terms of “paremhith could be a mother, father, a
stepparent, a grandparent, an adoptive parensterfparent, a caregiver, and so on.
Further compounding the “who constitutes a parprblem is the fact that most studies
also vary their subjects based on socioeconomigssteace, ethnicity, geographic region,
education level, gender, and/or use of the weBgstem. The consequence of such
variation has, not surprisingly, resulted in coesable variation in findings and a

fractured picture of how parents locate and selat arrangements.
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The current literature on parental characterigtipgcally explores one or more of
four categories that impact the choice of childsating: parent or family values,
parents’ positionality in society, parental agerany] family structure. Values generally
account for center quality, general perceptions,iportance of education/educational
value, class sizes and ratios, proximity, price/@ndost, parenting practices, reliability,
location, whether or not sick kids will be takerhether or not after hours care and/or
weekend care is an option, and family values. ssdi@ositionality in society are
typically related to aspects of culture, race amahieity, including preference for
religious teachings and preferred language. Indeshparental agency, parents make
choices based on their employment or occupatiamn;agbn level, socioeconomic status,
the perceived availability of subsidies, their \wed-to-work participation or status, and
their knowledge of the market. And finally, famayructure is likely to depend on the
availability of relatives, having a one or two paraousehold, whether a child has
siblings and if so, how many, and also who makestlucation-related decisions in the
family.

Few studies actually explore all four of theseegaties of parental
characteristics. Using data from the National Hbos® Education Survey of Early
Childhood Program Participation in 2005 and sewelicators of child care priorities,
specifically location, cost, reliability, learniragtivities, spending time with other
children, operation hours, and number of otherdeclil, Kim and Fram (2009) reported
finding 4 classes or categories of parents. Itlsartant to note too that the parents in this
study are defined as a child’s mother, father,=egnt, adoptive parent, foster parents,

grandparent, other relative, or even a non-rela@@lass 1 parents, 35 percent, rank all
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seven indicators as very important, while Classai2zpts, 18 percent, prioritize
practicality factors, Class 3 parents, 9 percemtat rank any indicators as highly
important, and Class 4 parents, 37 percent, enganhése importance of learning and
guality-related factors. The Class a parent falls is largely related to the child’s age
and race/ethnicity and the parent’s gender, agplament status, and socio-economic
status. When demographics are controlled for, heweke learning-focused Class tends
to choose center programs while the practicaligs€Ilchooses home-based non-relative
or relative care arrangements.

More specifically, the parents of Class 1, whostder everything to be
important, are usually the most socio-economiadibadvantaged and are more likely to
be ethnic minorities, less educated, on welfard,sangle parents. Parents in Class 4, the
learning-focused group, typically have older cteladrhigher incomes, higher levels of
maternal education, and a two-parent householdh®nther hand, parents from Class 2,
the practicality-focus group, are most likely warsimothers with younger children.
According to the authors, Class 3 differs but resioading to any clear-cut patterns.
Women, however, are more likely than men to belas€1.

Further, child’s age is an important factor beegoarents with older children are
more likely to be in the learning and quality-foed<Class. Race and ethnicity likewise
matter in that White parents are less likely tarbthe “everything-important” Class
when compared to Black and Hispanic parents. M&legtucation, work status, and
household income, all variables related to famagiseconomic status, also appear to
matter. As mother education level increases, par@mt more likely to base choice on

practicality or learning and quality. Working motb@re more likely to prioritize
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practicality-focused or everything important cha@icAnd finally, higher income is also
an indicator of a parent being in learning and igpébcused Class. Worth noting also is
that no significant links between parental choiadgyns and child’s gender, parent age,
an Asian/Pacific Islander ethnicity, the numbepafents in the household, and previous
or current subsidy use was found. (Kim & Fram, 2009

Looking at all four sets of parental characterstn a markedly different way,
Buriel and Hurtado-Ortiz (2000) focused on thedtalre preferences of native born
versus foreign-born Latina mothers and Euro-Ameritethers in Southern California.
In this localized, ethnicity specific study, it wisind that a spouse/partner or relative
constitutes the most common childcare arrangenezass all mothers. Foreign-born
Latina mothers tend to rely on their spouse foecahile native-born Latina mothers
rely more on relatives. More foreign-born Latinatheys use neighbors, while Euro-
American mothers use licensed childcare settinggggaier rates than both Latina groups.
In terms of the availability of relatives, nativerh Latina mothers have significantly
more relatives available to provide care, whileefgn-born Latina mothers prove to be
the least satisfied with their current care cooditi

If these groups of mothers were able to choose ithesl care arrangement, Euro-
American mothers report they would increase rekamt their spouses or partners.
Foreign-born and Euro-American mothers both say #euld increase their use of
relative care, although foreign-born Latinas wodly less on neighbors and would
increase their use of licensed care arrangemeini@l\g only in native-born Latina
mothers do the authors find contentment with tbefrent childcare arrangement. (Buriel

& Hurtado-Ortiz, 2000)



39

With no other literature examining all four chasacstics of parent characteristics
simultaneously, there are pockets of researchighkftte combinations of such
characteristics. Parental values, social posiaon, parental agency, three of the four
identified sets of characteristics affecting paaéohoices, constitutes the most looked at
pocket. Addressing patterns of racial and ethrffedince specific to welfare leavers’
childcare preferences, Shlay and colleagues (2064 a unique vignette data collection
method to capture the interaction of parental \@lsecial address, and parental agency.
When vignettes, spanning 17 White, 28 Hispanic,4hdfrican American parents, were
used both similarities and differences were founexist in welfare leavers’ choices. In
terms of similarities, all groups of parents vadadety, suggesting that no parent would
knowingly or willingly put their child in an unsageetting. Other convergent values
across all groups include the warmth and actiorie@fprovider, the regulation of child-
staff ratios, use of planned of activities, andRemnsylvania childcare rating system of
the Keystone Stars. Preference for higher Keys8iaes ratings is interesting, if not
problematic finding, because no correlation hasdgein found to exist between the
number of stars a setting receives and that s&tqglity. Also seemingly problematic
is the convergent finding that parents are indéiféito whether or not childcare settings
have been accredited.

In terms of differences, it was determined théitree care is worth less than
neighbor care for African American families. Africdmerican and Hispanic parents are
also more similar in their preference structuresaoh other than to White parents. Both
African American and Hispanic parents report theyld pay more for licensed care,

higher Star ratings, and the availability of congaf while White parents show
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indifference to all of these values. White parertsunique in that they place value on
having known a provider for a length of time, chéld learning letters and numbers, and
exposure to the holidays of other cultures andggoWhite and Hispanic parents
overlap in their valuing of finding care close tonk and of providers accepting subsidies
for their children, while White and African Amerit@arents value their children being
spoken to in English, not Spanish. African Ameriganents are further unique in the
value they place on the incorporation of religitesching into care. And finally, the
authors make the argument that African Americankisganic parents appear to “be
more tuned into” childcare as a government regdlaystem, while White parents do not
seem to give it similar attention. (Shlay, et 2007)

When values, social position, and parental agererg looked at qualitatively in
research on racial, ethnic, and class-based prefesen employed mothers’ childcare
choices, it was found that twenty-three of thetyhparents interviewed were using
multiple sources of childcare and that class ahdietbased cultural practices and beliefs
were centrally valued. Notably, the mothers hidhilegl the difficulties they found in
locating their preferred childcare settings whegirtpreferences were not met or access
to care was blocked. (Uttal, 1997)

More specifically, some mothers viewed their otk provider as substitutes for
them in their absences, and in a related mannegralenothers cited finding out whether
a potential care provider would support her chidglireg practices as the first step in the
search for care. For Black and Latino mothersucaltsimilarity as a shared value
proved particularly salient. Latino mothers tentieduggest they wanted their child

exposed to the same food, language, and peoplis Bfaick mothers stressed the
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importance of their children having racially similmmages around them, though they had
much more difficulty in finding providers of thersa race. (Uttal, 1997)

When values were not shared with providers, mestiv@uld reject the possibility
of that provider. In doing so, mothers often inqdidirectly about providers’
childrearing practices or relied upon popular rapiahs to determine if values were in
fact shared. Mothers often made value assessmasgsl lon their own socioeconomic
status and upbringing, referencing providers asngd¥ow class” values if the provider
spoke too loudly or shouted or low class discipjnactices if the provider slapped
children or took toys away without explanation. Kexts of color also proved to have a
heightened awareness of the racial compositiomatute of in-setting interactions, often
showing great concern over the possibility for tinéair treatment of their children.
Consequently, it was found that race is a highlggsavalue for mothers of color in
choosing childcare settings. (Uttal, 1997)

Finally, while mothers searched for a fit betwsbared values and preferences,
often their search was shaped by the larger soorgkext. Time, economic resources, the
structure of the childcare market by race and ettyniand class conflicts in childrearing
philosophies and practices often forced parentsargituation of negotiating and
prioritizing differences. Noteworthy, however, &t research found the “ideal setting”
for these mothers, had it been availableuld have been a racially and ethnically diverse
care setting with middle-class values on educatiomatent, child-adult interactions,
nutrition, and discipline styles. Culturally knowlgeable, competent childcare providers
would staff this ideal setting. Based on thesemjeet findings, Uttal found that viewing

childcare arrangements as a highly individualishioice by policymakers has to be
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reconsidered given the salience of the race arss slgstems in the United States. (Uttal,
1997)

Still looking at this combination of parental cheteristics, but focusing
specifically on the associations between familydes; quality, and satisfaction in
choosing childcare, other research has found #raodraphic and family process factors
have the most substantial impact on the type aatitywf care children receive. It has to
be noted, however, that the population surveyedlargely white. When the mothers of
3-year olds, 78.7 percent white, 10.3 percent Bl&ck percent Hispanic, and 4.5 percent
other, were surveyed it was found that 84.5 perivesd in two-parent households and
only about a quarter could be classified as lowine. In terms of maternal education,
5.8 percent had less than a high school educdtiid,percent had a GED or high school
degree, 33 percent attended some college, angé&:Bnt had a college degree. About
86 percent of the mothers surveyed were employ@8, fiercent worked full-time and
25.4 percent worked part-time, and 14 percent didvork at all. (Peyton, et al., 2001)

Within this specific population, 55.9 percent aonathan half of the mothers
stated quality of care was the most important fachpacting their selection, with a
breakdown of 275 mothers reporting quality of qai@viders most important, 23
reporting quality of the environment most importantd 56 reporting quality of the
program most important. Of all the mothers surveydd7 percent considered practical
factors most important with a breakdown of 40 gtaost, 21 citing hours, 64 citing
location, and 12 citing availability. And finall@22.4 percent of mothers reported a
preference for a type of care as dictating chaigth 19 preferring centers, 42 preferring

home or family care, and 81 preferring relativeecayariables including family



43

variables, income-to-needs, hours mother worksharaensitivity, and parenting stress
were all including assessed via multi-nominal lagisegressions, which uniquely
accounted for the inclusion of maternal sensitiaityl parenting stress. The results
indicate that mothers whose family incomes weresloand who worked more hours
reported practicality to be more important thanliggian choosing a child care
arrangement. Further, mothers influenced by higésstlevels were also influenced more
by practicality. On the other hand, mothers froghhncome families and those who
worked fewer hours were more likely to select dd:bare arrangement based on quality
than on practical concerns such as cost, hourpertion, or location. (Peyton, et al.,
2001)

Based on these findings, Kontos and colleagueds)1&ncluded that mothers’
primary reasons for choosing care, as they therasebkported, were directly related to
the type of care they selected. For example, mgtiveo ranked quality most important,
did not choose relative care, which has been puosiyaeported to be of lower quality
than the other types. Mothers who reported quabtyhe most important factor in
choosing care selected high quality arrangemeriisdeng the authors argue has serious
implications for those mothers constrained by inepmork hours, or family situations.
Mothers with lower incomes or who worked more hauese found to have curtailed
choice of care and a greater likelihood of caradpeif low quality. (Peyton, et al., 2001)

Finally, still examining parent values, social pios, and parental agency as
parental characteristics, Early and Burchinal (3GQEcifically studied the relationship
between family characteristics and preferred chegacteristics. They found that

ethnicity, not poverty, is related to parents clwgselative-care. When care
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characteristics were examined, few income, ethnioit age differences were in fact
reported. In addition, choice in care was direpthated to whether a family values a
setting that will care for sick children or haviagrovider with training. Using data from
the 1995 National Household Education Survey, a dat that sampled mostly White
parents, 4,604 out of 7,133 total, and considevargables including primary care
arrangement, infants/toddlers versus preschoalbiisl's ethnicity, family’s poverty
status, hours of care per week, number of caregeraents, and preferences for care, it
was found that preschoolers are less likely todredfor by their parents and are more
likely to be in center-based care when comparedfémts and toddlers. Further, the not-
poor children are the least likely to be caredoiptheir parents and to be in center-based
care.

More specifically, Black preschoolers are 40 peterore likely to be cared for
exclusively by their parents, however, when clasdificcording to poverty status, 60.7
percent of not-poor Black children are in centesdahcare, which is 25 percent higher
than the figures for poor, 46 percent, and nearspba8 percent, Black preschoolers. For
both Hispanic and White parents, the not-poor garare more likely to use family care
than the near-poor or poor, while among Black partre near-poor were most likely to
use family care. Of all ethnicities, Black childrare more likely to be in non-parental
care than other ethnic groups and are also madyltk be in centers. In terms of hours
spent in care, not-poor children spend more tina@ tiear-poor children who spend more
time in care than poor children. Overall, Blackldten spend the most hours in care,
several subgroups of which spend over 40 hourar@ pger week. Furthermore, children

in relative-care spend more hours, 38.7 on avethga,those in family care, who
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average 35.6, and those in center-based care, venaged 30.6 hours. Poor preschoolers
also spend about 10 more hours in care weekleif t#re with relatives and not centers.

On average, children were in at least two simelbais care settings with
preschool age children averaging even more caasggements. When parents were
surveyed about their preferences for care chaiatitst, the most important
characteristics were a caregiver who spoke Endimlowed by a caregiver who had
special training in childcare. Poor parents werstbto value caregivers willing to
accept sick children more than not-poor parentsedms of family income, which was
linked to cost, parents with higher incomes valteasonable cost less than all other
families. In terms of predicting care for prescholildren, no ethnic or poverty group
differences were found to predict the likelihoodusfng center care. The less valued
sick-care and the more valued specialized traimiag, the greater the likelihood of
choosing a center-based care arrangement. Whiehmelers were more likely to be in
family care than Black or Hispanic preschoolersutfh poverty-level was not found to
be a specific predictor. Family care was also chegeen sick-care was valued and
having a teacher with specialized training was With regard to relative care, neither
ethnicity nor poverty level was significant, thoudpe more highly valued sick-care is
and the less valued specialized-training is theenlikely a child is to be in relative care.
(Early & Burchinal, 2001)

Only one line of research, which was conducted Ytelfare Reform on choice
characteristics and parents’ childcare decisiossgssed values alone. In estimating
models of choice based on measures of price, guafid availability, the research added

to the literature of the time by taking not onlgimdual characteristics, but also
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characteristics of the alternatives not used taawg the precision of estimates on the
association between price and choice. To deterthmeuality of a childcare
arrangement, analysis was conducted based on ildestdif ratio, a determination that
has since been questioned. This line of researaidfthat based on rational choice
models, it remained unclear whether parents’ childchoices were simply reflections of
the trade-off between quality and cost. (Hoffeehal., 1996)

As many studies have since indicated, howevergllo&e is more complex than
a simple trade-offBeyond the structural characteristics that haveaaly been explored,
this discussion has demonstrated that parentahcteaistics are likewise a complex and
intricate balance, one that is severely fractuneihe literature. There are no two studies
discussed above that measure the four sets oftphotyaracteristics, namely values,
social position, parental agency, and family stitestin the same way. These studies also
do not always account for the structural charasties that were just shown to be highly
relevant to parental choice enrollment practicégeréfore, the literature supported a
continued need for a study to more deeply and futigerstand how complicated the
overlap was between and among not only parentahctaistics, but also structural and
child-based factors as well.

Perceptions of child characteristics.

With the vast majority of the literature focusedpmarent or family-centered
characteristics, child-centered characteristicsclwvimay include a child’s gender,
race/ethnicity, spoken language, disability, patgnbehaviors, needs or ultimate
educational goals, have been a lesser explorecbéstady. The purpose of the

following discussion is to examine the currentritere with regard to how these child-
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centered characteristics, as perceived by panewtg factor into the childcare choices
parents make.

Of all the available literature, there are onlptstudies, Kim and Fram (2009)
and Uttal (1997), which identify children’s gendex a factor in childcare choice. Kim
and Fram (2009) did not find a significant linkWwetn child’s gender and whether
parents fit into a specific Class for selectingdtare arrangements. A by-line in Uttal’s
study, on the other hand, notes that one AfricareAcan employed mother mentioned
she was considering putting her child, a boy, ia specific family care setting.
According to this mother, Peter Rabbit's Gardenswlze place of choice for boys in this
neighborhood.” While Uttal tied this mother’s statnt to mothers’ relying on a care
arrangement’s reputation, it could also speak edritersection of gender and race, a
largely unexplored factor of parental choice (Uti#97).

Race and ethnicity are a more commonly consideinéd-based factor, usually
because parents and children share this chardicteidswever, the vast majority of the
literature on parental choice holds children’s rand ethnicity as a single, constant
descriptive variable. There is little, if any, dission of children from multi-racial and
ethnic backgrounds or how the intersection of @ ethnic background and the value
placed on culture or multi-culturalism affects p#e choice. The best study for insight
into how racial or ethnic background translates parental choice for childcare
arrangements again comes from qualitative resebithl. (1997) found that mothers of
color were vocal in their desire to find a childeg@rovider who could provide children
with an extension of their cultural heritage andgbices. For Mexican American

mothers, language, food, discipline, and treatroéttieir children were particularly
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salient. All mothers of color expressed a desirdtieir children to be “racially safe,”
meaning that their children were not being trealiéerently or maltreated because of
their race or ethnicity. When dealing with predoatety White childcare providers and
settings, mothers of color suggested they had\aate cross-racial interactions, making
sure settings were not overtly hostile, their aleifdwere not racial mascots, and that their
children were emotionally and physically safe (Uti®97).

Also adding to discussion of a child’s race anethnicity, Buriel and Hurtado-
Ortiz (2000) explored the relationship between ihynand acculturation. However, the
mothers acculturation level, not the child’s, waarained. Nonetheless, it's important to
note that acculturation was assessed using a qoeatre that measured (1) ethnicity of
mothers’ friends, (2) the language spoken in thedyq3) language spoken with friends,
(4) language of preferred radio stations, andgbyjliage of preferred television stations.
An examination of acculturation found that nativa+bLatina mothers are more
acculturated than foreign-born Latina mothers. Haaveacculturation was not shown to
be significant with regard to mothers’ perceivedcass of childcare arrangements. When
acculturation was included in the model, only numiddechildren and successful
childcare arrangement showed a statistical sigamfte level for foreign-born Latina
mothers. (Buriel & Hurtado-Ortiz, 2000)

Closely related to children’s race and ethniatyi/dren’s language has only
sporadically been examined as a factor of parehiaice. Uttal (1997) found that
Mexican American mothers engaged in a purposehdass to find childcare
arrangements in which the caregiver spoke Spawisich the mothers tied to their

cultural preferences for care. In terms of avaligbior Mexican American mothers,
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however, the daycare centers which did offer caltoontinuity and bilingual services
tended to serve low-income children, have highgosaand have teachers receiving on-
the job training, which were not desirable to thetimers. As one mother attested, she was
forced to choose between class-based opportunitg@ltural and language continuity.

In the end, she chose quality of care over etheitdge (Uttal, 1997). And second, as
discussed above, Buriel and Hurtado-Ortiz (200@duUanguage to define four out of

five measures for their acculturation variable. lsgaowever, this measure was a parent-
centered characteristic, not a child-centered Noaetheless, acculturation could be seen
an important child characteristic in future resbgiBuriel & Hurtado-Ortiz, 2000).

A fourth child-centered characteristic that pasarge to choose childcare settings
relates to disability, more specifically consideratas to whether a child has special
needs and/or challenging behaviors, or not. Ongn@&{Applegate and colleagues (2010)
have thus far distinguished parental choice foldcn with disabilities, breaking down
this population’s preferences for structural, pescend familial quality factors. Their
research found that many parents choosing presgnogtams for their children with
disabilities felt that their current preschool wvasir only option. Data shows that parents
harbor concerns that preschools will either tuentraway due to disability or that their
children’s needs will not be met. These parentsicilmned multiple and heterogeneous,
often highly personal preschool selection factbut,were not found to demonstrate a
clear preference for structural, process, or fahdlements of quality. (Glenn-Applegate,
et al., 2010)

The last and the least researched child-centdradcteristic is one that has not

been named officially in the literature. For thegmses of discussing it here, it will be
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referred to as “potential.” Potential refers speaify to how parents view the purpose of
putting their child in childcare and what theiradlend goal or outcome is. For example,
is childcare viewed as babysitting? Daycare? Arcational jumpstart? A means-to-an-
end for work? And so on. The closest that the gatehoice literature comes to
addressing the potential factor lies in the valwwhguality. Some studies include the
importance of having learning activities and gqyaldcused factors in their analysis, but
the variable is not specific to how parents viewittichild’'s academic, behavioral, etc.
potential nor their goals for their child’s futuiieim & Fram, 2009). Others include
measures for quality, including quality of the pder, quality of the
environment/equipment, and quality of the progrhuat,discuss neither parental end
goals nor child potential specifically (Peytonaét 2001). Consequently, the realm of
child characteristics remains the most underdeeslaghen considering the salient
factors affecting parental childcare choices.

As this exploration has demonstrated, perceptidehitd-centered characteristics
have consistently been the least researched $a&ttofs that parents inevitably weighed
when considering where to enroll their childrenefighhas been little, if any,
understanding of how and in what ways parents densd the gender, race, language,
disability, potential, behaviors, needs, and edanat goals of their children as they were
engaged in the process of choosing and managitdrahe arrangements. This study
then became a necessary one because again itehiaditilde to more fully and deeply
understand the role that child characteristicsqaay the choice process. The study also
allowed for an exploration of how and in what wapdd characteristics intersected with

the equally important structural and parental cttaréstic factors.
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Post-Enrollment Effects of Childcare: Literature on Management and Satisfaction

A second and more exploratory aim of this intemleased qualitative study was
to examine the effects of childcare choices afteokément decisions had been made.
More specifically, the study’s second research tipiesvas interested in more fully
understanding the ways maternal primary caregifeensd themselves managing their
childcare decisions and to what degree, if anyherstwere satisfied with their current
childcare arrangements. Literature examining theagament and satisfaction sides of
the choice process is somewhat sparse. Furthergeslearch that has been done on
management is largely situated in psychology dis@p and literature has not yet
simultaneously examined the choice process anthstiag effects of enrollment for one
set of participants.

Childcare management.

Research on maternal primary caregivers conduetether fields, psychology in
particular, overlaps in some ways with managemspeets of childcare. Authors
including Romich (2007), Kimmel and Connelly (200&)d Grant-Vallone and Ensher
(2011) have all examined how mothers balance theadds of work and family life and
how mothers manage the demands of their housel®tasich (2007), for example,
found that low-income, employed single mothersrofedy on their older children, when
available, to provide childcare for their younghildren outside of formal childcare
settings so as to ease the stress of meeting #us o young children and working. In
addition, Romich found that relationships betweaegilrars and their children are
paramount in managing households. Specificallyh lojgality mother-child relationships

moderate the negative impacts of maternal employfoethe family. Kimmel and
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Connelly (2007), on the other hand, focused theirkvon the relationships between
mothers’ time choices and socioeconomic factorg. dithors found that mothers’
caregiving time increases with the price of chilécand the number of children, but
decreases with the age of the child.

Another line of research, which has previouslyrbéscussed, examines parents
used of multiple childcare arrangements. The usaudfiple childcare arrangements
speaks to the nature of childcare management éotairc extent. This line of research
supports that parents manage combinations of batéacks the depth to more fully
understand the reasoning behind why and how cormbinsaare decided upon and
subsequently managed. Morrissey’s (2008) reseastekplored characteristics of
mothers who have chosen various combinations ef ®ettings and offers insight into
trends for center-based care families. Morrisseméothat mothers who have chosen
center-based programs are less likely to supplecastbecause centers are typically
full-time care arrangements and offer some educaligalue. In addition, the more hours
mothers worked, the less likely they were to h&edhildren in multiple care
arrangements, which suggests that these womerbl@éoasecure single arrangements
like centers to meet all their needs. While thasdifigs are significant in terms of
choice, they still don’t explain how mothers arenmaring and managing the centers
they have chosen for their children.

Methodologically, this study aligns closest to Wherk of Grant-Vallone and
Enscher (2011). In their qualitative study on hawf@ssional mothers make decisions
about balancing work and family, the authors usedepth interview-based methods to

explore the balances between decision-making pseseand household management.
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Though the authors focused on professional woreaf whom had college degrees, the
findings of the study speak to the significantgigs that qualitative methods can offer.
Specifically, the findings of the study were thaithrers’ decisions about how to balance
and manage their work and family were highly peasam nature. Further, mothers
reported doing whatever they felt to be necessasmn if it was unconventional, to make
the balances work for their families.

Childcare satisfaction.

Unlike childcare management, literature on chitdcgatisfaction has been
conducted within the field of education. A numbéstudies have drawn a similar
conclusion, namely that parents are generallyfgadisvith their childcare settings.
Holloway and Fuller (1992) examined literature ba telationship between satisfaction
levels and parent demographics and found that [saeea not only satisfied with their
arrangements, but there are not significant diffees in satisfaction levels along
demographic lines. More recently, Knoche and cglles (2006) have argued that there
are few current studies focused on parental satisfa One plausible explanation for
why so little research has been done recentlyaisabross time and surveys, parents
consistently have reported feeling generally Satilsivith their childcare arrangements
(Cryer, Tietze, & Wessels, 2002; King, Teleki, &&uGomez, 2002; McWilliam et al.,
1995). Knoche and colleagues, however, point taradictory research that has found
that low-income parents and parents who have @rldrth disabilities are less satisfied
with their childcare due to heightened concernsiibbildren’s development and safety

(Wall, Kisker, Peterson, Carta, & Jeon, 2006).
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In their own research, Knoche and colleagues (R08€d survey-based methods
to explore childcare satisfaction among parentshdfiren with disabilities and found
that differences in ratings between parents otichil with and without disabilities were
not statistically significant. Their findings alsapported that parents of children with
disabilities felt more satisfied with the qualitiytbeir center-based care arrangements
when compared to parents who had chosen familyaraa@gements. An interesting
interaction that the authors unexpectedly found thasparents who were reliant on
subsidies and had children with disabilities exgrazed higher stress levels related to
their childcare services and working conditionsoblme and colleagues called for more
research to explore this finding, which supportsrieed to examine and better
understand the post-enroliment effects of childcare

Additional studies that shed light upon the nuarafgsarental satisfaction with
childcare come from the work of Morrissey (2008) &rugli and Undheim (2012).
Morrissey (2008) examined the use of multiple, eorent childcare settings among
employed mothers. The results of this study inéi¢hat when mothers were dissatisfied
with their primary childcare arrangements, theyamee more likely to supplement that
care with multiple arrangements. The same studyfalsnd that mothers who had
chosen center-based care settings were least tixélgive their children enrolled in
multiple arrangements. What correlation, if angrénwas between choosing center-
based care and having higher satisfaction levetswithin the bounds of the study. The
international work of Drugli and Undheim (2012)&f insight into how parents gauge
and measure their personal satisfaction levelsiegurg parents in Norway, the authors

found that the relationships between parents areoeers are crucial to daycare
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satisfaction levels. More specifically, daily commnzation among parents and childcare
providers proved key to determining satisfactiorels.
Summary

In this review of the literature, five themes tethto the study’s theoretical
orientation, purpose, research problem, and reseprestions were explored. The
purpose of this literature review was to exploretb known about how and why
parents choose early care settings. The analygandey framing the study within
bounded rationality and family capital theoreticahtexts. This analysis was followed by
an overview of what childcare arrangements ardatai a breakdown of what
arrangements parents are choosing, and an explo@tiactors that previous studies
have found to be salient for parents as they chaosmg childcare settings. Specific
consideration was given to structural charactesstind policy contexts, parental
characteristics and practices, and the least redse@realm of parents’ perceptions of
child characteristics. The chapter concluded byrenieg the limited research that has
been done around the management of childcare charat parental satisfaction levels,
two post-enroliment effects of the decision-makpmgcess.

In the following chapter, which has been inforntgdboth the introduction and
literature review sections, the methodology ofghely is outlined. Key components of
this portion of the research proposal include @&mduction to the shifting theoretical and
methodological constructs, a discussion of theyssudesign and participants, an
overview of the data collection and analysis preessconsideration of the role of the

researcher and the study’s generalizability, rdltgband validity. The chapter
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concludes with a discussion of the ethical consitiens that were taken into account

during the data collection and analysis processes.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Introduction

The purpose of this qualitative interview-basedlgtwas to more fully
understand the process of choosing early childeargrams from the perspective of
maternal primary caregivers. The study’s intent teaadd to the literature by exploring
the decision-making experiences of caregivers wirolked children of color in high-
poverty, urban centers. Understanding their expedg sheds light on the process itself,
the intersection of underlying factors, the rolébaunded rationality and family capital,
and the post-enroliment effects of the decisionimgkrocess. While research on this
topic has provided a crucial foundation, this stidntified a legitimate need to explore
and better understand this phenomenon on a deegenare nuanced level. A
gualitative, interview-based study was proposeshid light on the experiences of a
group of parents making high-stakes decisions farlaerable population. The results of
this study serve to better inform policymakerstrdisadministrators, and academics on
the state of early childcare and parental enroltrpeasctices.

This study was necessary for a number of reasmsis;the phenomenon had not
been explored using in-depth interviews in sometisecond, more women have entered
the workforce; third, welfare reform has expandecksas to childcare for some, while
limiting it for others; and fourth, federal andtst@olicies are increasingly recognizing
and funding formalized childcare as an importaep sh the educational ladder. The
results of previous research also indicated a fmeal more detailed and realistic

understanding of the parental decision-making mec8pecifically, it was necessary to
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consider the following: (1) over 60% of parentscel@heir children in non-parental
childcare arrangements with one-quarter of thaufadjon in organized facilities like
daycare centers (Laughlin, 2013; Early & Burchi8l01); (2) placing children in an
early childcare setting is a process that is omgaind involves the intersection of
various structural, parental, and child factor$;f&nilies from varying social classes and
racial backgrounds have bounded rationality anagodifferent sets of resources, or
family capital, to the process; (4) The circumstmnimfluencing choice criteria change
and parents are not always satisfied with theiiaghand may change settings.

Based on gaps in the literature and with the tides of fulfilling its original
purposes, this study asked the following reseavdstipns:

1. What factors influenced the choices of matepniahary caregivers who

enrolled children of color in one of three urbhigh-poverty childcare centers?

How did structural, parental, and child-level tastintersect in this process?

2. In what ways does the selection process aoatio affect parents once an

initial enroliment decision has been made? Hovwsladl are maternal primary

caregivers with their childcare arrangements?
Guided by these research questions, this studyaipbeénomenological interview-based
design in order to better understand the expergeatd0 maternal primary caregivers
who had enrolled their minority children in onetlofee high poverty centers.

Shifting Theoretical and Methodological Constructs

The literature on how and why parents choose eay settings has built the

foundation for this study. However, the two greatgeas of need have been for more

interview-based work and for more research thatoegp the childcare choice process
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and its post-enrollment effects from the perspeati/the parent. Interview-based studies
remain scarce in the work that has been conducteohd the phenomenon; this type of
work has not been used to add a depth of understaimdsome time. Consequently, this
study identified the need to understand parentréxpees in a realistic and nuanced way
and to examine choice as a multi-dimensional, cemplocess, without determining
which variables might be important to measure arpri

A second area of need was for more research onttérsection of the structural,
parental, and child-level factors, which previoterature has been shown to influence
parental choices, and on the lasting effects ofifmsion-making process. In terms of
child-level factors, the intersection of child-cergd characteristics around gender,
race/ethnicity, language, disability, and potentiate largely unexplored and warranted
further exploration. Likewise warranting furtherpdoration were considerations of the
ways that parents monitored and managed theircdrdsettings after enrollment and
how satisfied parents felt with their choices. Haelition of this interview-based study to
the existing literature addressed both areas af.nE®e purpose of the following
discussion is to analyze how current theoreticaktwicts inform the methodological
practices in the current literature, and then psepan alternative theoretical lens that
could both inform and improve upon the methodoltmygnore accurately capture the
phenomenon.

Much of the research that has been done on paddige and early childcare
settings has been informed by rational choice the@nd are guided by positivist or
neopositivist epistemologies. Rational choice tleoassume that (1) the basis of society

is an individual's need for fulfillment; (2) the tume of a person is at once self-interested,
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rational, and calculating as individuals seek taimize costs and maximize emotional or
practice rewards; and (3) the nature of individumékes macro, meso, and micro-level
analysis possible. (Keith, 2011) When parents ntéillecare choices according to the
current literature, which has been informed by theoretical lens, parents weigh various
elements of a childcare decision against one anotthe literature therefore assumes that
parents weigh elements of quality, proximity, affalility, agreement with parenting
practices, beliefs, child needs, child limitatioasd personal and family values, against
one another and then prioritize them before makistatic decision on where to place
their child. (Blau, 1964; Hofferth, et al., 1996)

This theoretical lens in turn validates the metilodical practices used to
conduct the vast majority of the quantitative reske@onducted around this phenomenon.
Because the guiding theories assume that paremis a@ade-off like decision when
placing children in childcare arrangements, theho@dlogy used to measure choice
typically involves an analysis of a large-scaleads#t which has surveyed parents or
asked them to rank childcare considerations. Ittrhesinderstood, however, that such
large-scale data sets are the product of formabgechtitative research, which itself is
the product of the evidence-based practice moveriéitiiin methodological positivism,
basing research on reproducible, objective, quatntd value neutral facts can eliminate
human subjectivity, and the subjectivity of thee@sher specifically. (Kvale &
Brinkmann, 2009) While quantitative analysis has¢hpacity to examine how and in
what ways factors intersect, these types of anallyage not yet been done around

choice.
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When considering parents as rational calculatred with a one-time decision,
researchers are then able to rely on positivistitstical tests, which vary in
sophistication, to come to a conclusion about hod/\ahy parents place children in
childcare settings. These methodological practaés;h reflect both epistemology and
theory, consequently assume that (1) scientificwogt produce facts; (2) as rational
choosers, the decisions parents made or will makefact reflected their survey answers
and/or preference rankings and visa versa; (3)esuguestions or preference rankings are
posed in such a way as to elicit one, consisteiaiese from parents as variation
according to questioning method will not occur; &hpthe parental state of choosing and
therefore the decision that is made is static amdbe treated as such because
circumstances are not subject to change. It cardieed, however, that these
assumptions result in missing a part of the pictlirerefore, the following discussion
will explore how a different set of theoretical stnucts can better inform methodological
constructs to more accurately capture the scopeatnue of the phenomenon.

Micro-level theorists, phenomenologists in pattacuhave long argued that in
order to truly know why social actors, parentshiis tase, make the choices they do,
researchers have to understand this social pheronteEsed on the experienced
meanings of the parents themselves. In assumin@d¢hars perceive reality as it is,
phenomenology seeks to understand and descrilvecitheé as experienced by subjects
(Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009). The lifeworld conceptparticularly relevant to
understanding how actors experience a phenomermanlif€world refers to the
intersubjective way each human personally expeegtite world, while bracketing

refers to the system used to make sense of tivediifd. Since humans experience a
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world made of meaningful objects and relations,ansthnding reality then requires
focusing on meaning structures as they relatedwitiual perception. At the same time,
however, the human actor is assumed to be a saathember of society. As such, the
lifeworld in some ways comes already organizedrasdlts in an unquestioning, natural
attitude. Therefore, phenomenologists argue thaerfozus ought to be on
understanding the human experience as a socialndmeby linking the individual and
the collective, the human actor and the socialescére private and intersubjective, and
the natural and the cultural through language &iadesl interpretive schemes
(Appelrouth & Edle, 2008).

Largely absent from the current literature on Husial phenomenon, however,
are interview-based methodologies founded on tem@menological perspective.
According to Kvale and Brinkmann (2009), the phepapiogical interview describes
rather than explains so as to arrive at an invattig of essences. A semi-structured life
world interview, in particular, aims to better riealthemes within the lived everyday
world from the perspective of the subjects’ themsel Aspects of the semi-strucutre
lifework interview, as outlined by Kvale and Brinkanm (2009), at once explore
gualitative meaning in the lifeworld through a dgstive, specific, deliberately naive,
focused, ambiguous, changing, sensitive, interpaispositive experience for the
subject. (See Appendix 1 for definitions) And whelepathetic, the phenomenological
interviewer is also understood to recognize an asgtry of power between researcher
and subject. While there is no clear or easy swiuid resolving the asymmetry of power
dynamic since the interviewer is conducting a msi@nal interview, phenomenologists

agree that the dynamic is important to acknowlg#g@le & Brinkmann, 2009). And so,
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for the purposes of exploring and better understanithe process that maternal
caregivers are engaged in when choosing an eatticare setting, this study will adopt
a qualitative interview method based on the semietired lifeworld interview.
Phenomenological Interview Study

A multi-site interview-based study allowed thee@sher to capture the
phenomenon as experienced by the study’s partitsparpopulation of women raising
children of color in urban, high poverty neighbools. Interviewing the maternal
primary caregivers of children currently enrolledsiarly childhood centers allowed the
researcher to more comprehensively explore andrstaotel the phenomenon from the
perspective of participants with overlapping ciraiamces. The phenomenological
interview itself was conducted as a semi-structupeofessional research interview
which sought to “understand themes of the livedglay world from the subjects’ own
perspectives. This kind of interview seeks to obtiscriptions of the interviewees’
lived world with respect to interpretation of theaming of the described phenomena”
(Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009, 27). The interviews contid for this study were guided by
a protocol that reflected the identified themeshef participants’ everyday worlds.

The interview protocol and methodology were alsmegd by Kvale &
Brinkmann’s (2009) seven research stages, begimithgthe thematizing stage. The
thematizing stage considered the cost/benefit fatiparticipants involved. The benefits
of the study included giving parents a platforntai in realistic ways about their
experiences with finding and managing childcarérsgst and using those experiences to
better inform the policies and practices that auifyeguide this field. As a low risk study,

it was not anticipated that the interview processid be unnecessarily or excessively
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taxing for participants. Further, the projecteddféa of the study were to better inform
policymakers, district administrators, and academit the state of early childcare and
parental enrollment practices for a vulnerable paimn in the metropolitan region.

Stage two of the study’s design considered bahittiierview knowledge reflects
an intertwining “produced, relational, conversasibrrontextual, linguistic, narrative, and
pragmatic” knowledge and that there are ethicalrandal implications for this study
(53). Consideration of the remaining stages of Kxald Brinkmann’s seven research
stages, including interviewing, transcribing, aaatg, verifying, and reporting, are
outlined in further detail in the following sect®of the chapter. Briefly, however, in
accordance with the authors’ guidelines, intervievese conducted using an interview
guide and were acknowledged to be a reflectiomoidtedge in an interpersonal
situation; the transcribing stage acknowledgedititatviews were audio recorded and
that audio recordings are subject to some levaltefpretation by the transcriber;
analysis was conducted by meaning coding, a pragkgh recognizes that multiple
meaning interpretations are often an issue; théyusy stage acknowledged that checks
of generalizability, validity, and reliability fdindings needed to be conducted; and
finally, the study’s findings have been rendered neport that takes both research
criteria and ethical considerations into accoufvale & Brinkmann, 2009)

In order to produce the most authentic study fdesssparticipants’ confidentially
was protected according to the ethical guidelifab@field, which will be outlined in
the final section of this chapter. The researcikemlise acknowledged the rights of those
individuals who voluntarily participated in the dfuand obtained informed consent prior

to beginning interviews. Because qualitative redeans cannot separate personal views
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from interpretation, the researcher remained erdjagpersonal reflection as part of the
research study. The purpose of this reflection iwamaintain an awareness of personal
biases and the product of such reflection was niot@dseries of conceptual memos that
were written in accordance with this process. (@sds 2008)

Overview of Data Collection

Data collection took place across multiple phagiéls each phase ranging in
length from approximately three weeks to three riartime. The data collection process
was laid out so that the researcher would be abteltect data from multiple sources,
later enabling her to validate the study’s finduig triangulation. Phase | of data
collection consisted of recruitment and rapportding, an integral part of establishing
strong relationships with the centers and the ssudlgrticipants. At the onset, this study
aimed to recruit 3 to 4 centers of varying quadisymeasured by the state’s rating system
where parent recruitment would take place. Ultinyatiaree centers with varying STAR
guality ratings, a one STAR center, a two STAR eerdnd a three STAR center, joined
the study. Indications of quality were based onkbhgstone Stars rating system and will
be explained in further detail below. Once conteat been established with centers and
after participants had been invited to join thedgfuadditional participants were recruited
via purposeful snowball sampling.

The researcher sought permission from two cemtectdrs and one school
principal prior to collecting observational andeintiew-based data. As Phase | of data
collection continued, the researcher remained cdtachio spending time weekly at each
center getting to know the community, the centeniagstration, the staff, and the

parents, when accessible. Having had experienaa aarly childhood teacher in an
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urban center, the researcher sought to balancerdyaywon prior knowledge of this
educational community with remaining open to th&uaness each center displayed.

The start of Phase Il of data collection coincigeth the later stages of Phase I,
though Phase | took significantly longer than apéited and pushed the timeline of the
study back by two months. Due to unanticipateduietient difficulties, Phases I- IV of
the study were completed in succession at one rcpnte to starting the process over at
the next. After successfully completing Phasesdugh IV at the first recruited center,
The Christian School, the researcher then retutm&hase | and recruited the second
center, Celebrate Kids Academy. After Phases luijindV were completed at Celebrate
Kids Academy, the researcher again returned taiteoent efforts and completed Phase
| through IV at the final center, Children’s Town.

Phase Il of this study consisted of site obseowsti which were detailed in a
series of field notes and were structured usingleservational protocol that the
researcher developed. Based on the ECERS and Ausdity assessment rating tools,
which are standard in the field of early childh@smter assessment, the researcher
created an observational protocol that would bétted itself to the nature of qualitative
field notes. During Phase Il of data collectiore tesearcher observed at each of the 3
sites over 5 visits. Site observations lasted betw2and 3 hours per visit. Field notes
with thick, rich descriptions of each center wesedito capture and provide background
information, as well as insight into the centes,dbmmunity, and its quality. Initial
guality assessments were retrieved from the KegsRiars rating system as well as
accreditation information from the city and thetstahere centers were located. The

observational protocol was adopted from the qualssessment ratings of the ECERS
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and Arnett quality rating scales, but is the reslears own. Observations did not include
any children, rather the researcher focused orugagtdescriptions of the following: (1)
the educational resources available in classroomhitdren, (2) time spent on teaching
and instruction, and (3) the relationships betwtberadministration, staff, and parents.
(See Table 3.1) Itis important to reiterate, hesvethat observations at no time focused
on children, who are considered a vulnerable pdjpumiaccording to Creswell (2008).

Phase Il of the data collection process consistetD in-depth, semi-structured
interviews with the maternal primary caregiversbildren enrolled in each of the three
centers. This phase was anticipated to last appeadely three months time, however,
more time had to be allotted due unanticipatedursoent issues. From each of the 3
centers that participated in the study, the rebeasraimed to interview approximately 10-
15 maternal, primary caregivers. Ultimately 9 ma&tprimary caregivers were
interviewed from The Christian School, while 15 ddmothers were interviewed from
Celebrate Kids Academy and Children’s Town respebti

An equal distribution of caregivers with male dacdhale children was recruited
and the racial distribution of participants refltthe centers racial and ethnic
composition. All three centers served between @180 percent Black families and
were located in neighborhoods occupied primarilyAlrycan-American families. Thirty-
nine of the study’s 40 participants were Black ahdlO participants had either Black or
bi-racial children. Parents were offered a smaléemtive to participate and were asked to

sign a consent form prior to the start of the miwing process. (See Appendix V)
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Indicators of Quality: Adapted for Qualitative Olpgation from the ECERS and Arnett

Rating Scales

Level Indicator Evidence
Center Atmosphere Neighborhood description, physical
description, reception/security,
hallway displays, personnel/staff
interactions
Classroom
Ratios Ratio of staff to students

Space and Furnishing

Personal Care

Classroom Resources

Teaching and Learning

Interactions

Parent Involvement

Indoor space: furnittgem
arrangement, privacy, children’s
displays
Outdoor space: gross motor
equipment

Greeting/departing, meals/snack
nap/rest, bathrooms, health and
safety

Fine motor, art, musicémeant,
blocks, sand/water, dramatic play,
nature/science, math/numbers,
technology

How are students spertitime
(class schedule), group
learning/individual learning/free
play, language/communication,
literacy/books, math,
accommodations for students with
disabilities

Learning interactions, staffldhi

interactions, supervision, discipline

Evidence of parental ineahent,
provisions for parents, parent/staff
interactions

The majority of interviews took place on-site wgdgarticipants requested that

the interview take place at an off-site location.accordance with the formatting of

semi-structured phenomenological interviews, ineaweg lasted approximately 1 hour

and were guided by an interview protocol with ralevthemes. (See Appendix 1V)
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Interviews were audio recorded and parents weredagkconsent to this audio
recording. (See Appendix VI) Interview recordingsre/then sent to an accredited and
recommended source for transcription services.rébearcher can ensure that during the
transcription phase, participant confidentialitysyaotected at all times by using only
participant initials. All data was housed in a passl locked computer and the computer
and audio recording device were locked in a satberresearcher’s office. (See Table
3.2)

The final phase of data collection consisted 86%o-up interviews and
observations when they were deemed necessaryitiateathe study’s initial findings.
Because the researcher could not anticipate wieatyj issues would arise at the study’s
onset, an additional two weeks of data collectioretwas set aside to conduct follow-up
interviews. Ultimately, follow-up time was usedrivisit center sites for additional
interviews with administrators and staff. The perdjes of owners, directors, teachers,
and staff offered additional insight into and pexspres on each of the centers. (See

Expected and Actual Timelines)

Table 3.2

Data Sources

Site The Christian School Celebrate Kids AcademkildZen’s Town Total
Interviews

Parents 9 15 16 40
Administrators 2 2 3 7
Observations

Number 5 4 5 14
Hours 16 16 18 50

During each phase of data collection, evaluatadrthe data were conducted in a

series of reflective memos. The purpose of writitngmos was twofold: first, memos
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presented the opportunity to work out methodoldgioacerns with particular attention
being paid to the quality of the interview protgcahd second, memos were used to
highlight and explore emerging themes, which werteignined based upon reviews of
field notes and transcriptions. Data collection wdgisted when it was deemed
necessary to address methodology concerns. Forptaafter the observation periods, a
small set of additional interview questions waseatlth address the unique qualities of
each center. Memos also served to search foradgree that would prove
contradictory to emergent themes. And finally, @eging with the nature of qualitative
work, data collection was also adjusted to morly fekplore emerging themes not
accounted for at the onset of the study.
Participants

Participants for the study were recruited fromhBdcare centers across the
metropolitan region and maternal primary caregivegse invited to participate based
upon fit with the study’s design. African-Americtamilies primarily occupied the three
neighborhoods where centers were located and titerséracial composition reflected
neighborhood demographics. More specifically, witaw participants were identified as
eligible for the study when the following critemgere met: (1) There was a child in the
household of between the ages of 3 and 5; (2) Tndil was either African-American or
bi-racial; and (3) Their child attended a centea imigh poverty neighborhood within the
metropolitan region. In total, the researcher wwed the maternal primary caregivers
in 40 households, including 9 from The Christiam@&ad, 15 from Celebrate Kids
Academy, and 16 from Children’s Town. The studyuged an even distribution of

mothers and a grandmother who had boys and motterdad girls. The racial
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distribution of the study’s participants directbflected the racial distribution of each
center. (See Table 3.3)

In order to fully answer the study’s research tjoas, it was necessary to recruit
parents from multiple center sites that variedualdy ratings according to the state. The
guality of each center, which was assessed attidg’s onset using the Keystone Stars
rating system, was further assessed using therobse&s observational protocol and field
notes. The nature of each center’s quality wasdorehtal in speaking to what parents
were looking for in centers and what aspects ofiguaere important to them during
their search processes. Including centers thag@ani quality also shed light on whether
or not parents were influenced by quality ratingsm the decision-making process and
offered a basis to differentiate between each ettnters.

Table 3.3
Demographic information for all participants

# Participants # Participants # Participants

Race
Black 39 - -
White 1 - -
Childcare Payment Method
Subsidy/Financial Aide* - 31 -
Private or Full Pay - 9 -
Occupational Status
Full-time Employed - - 26
Part-time or In School - - 8
Not Working - - 6

Total Participants 40 40 40

*The Christian School did not accept subsidies,dwdtoffer scholarships, tuition
remission, and fundraising opportunities as finahaides.

Participants were recruited from 3 centers, thee 8hAR Christian School, the

two STAR Celebrate Kids Academy, and the three STAidren’s Town. In the
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metropolitan region where the study takes plads,rtting system is used to gauge the
guality of childcare arrangements. Each lettehefstars specifically stands for a
benchmark of quality: Standards, Training and msifenal development, Assistance,
Resources, and Support (STARS). Based in reseabdsteractices, this rating system
is linked to a set of performance standards (SeeeAgix I). According to the
Pennsylvania Early Learning Keys to Quality (20&@nters that earn 4 stars are
considered to be of highest quality, while centket earn 3, 2, or 1 STARS have
demonstrated lower levels of quality and are indn@femprovement. Each level is
structured to build on the previous level for tmerpotion of quality early learning
environment and positive outcomes. The STARS raysem is co-managed by the
Office of Child Development and Early Learning dhd state and regional STAR
Offices.

Each of the participating centers were indeperngent childcare facilities,
meaning that they were not part of a larger chareaters and the owners/directors of
each had sole charge of each site. Celebrate Kedgdemy and Children’s Town were
daycare centers. Each was privately owned as adasventure and was open between 6
or 6:30 AM and 6 or 6:30 PM, all year round. Pasemére able to enroll their children at
any point during the year, including during the souen. Each center accepted infants,
toddlers, and pre-k age children and both alsoigealvafter-school care for school age
children. Celebrate Kids Academy was housed imeBbnt in a high poverty
neighborhood north east of the city center whilddZen’s Town operated from a row

home on the impoverished west-side of the city.
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The Christian School was different in that it vmad a daycare center. Though it
was classified by the state as a one STAR cemtagctuality, the program operated as a
Pre-k. Housed in a K-8 school on the north sid@hefcity, the program was technically
overseen by the school’s principal. In practiceyéeer, two lead teachers assumed the
majority of this grade level’'s administrative dstielifferentiating it from the rest of the
school. The center was open from September thrdugh, coinciding with the
traditional school year, and the program’s dailyestule corresponded with the school’s
K-8 schedule. Doors to the program opened at 7¥>Ad closed at 3:10 PM. For
parents who needed extra care hours, an on-sitmeuprogram was available at a cost.
Before and after school childcare was also provmegite, extending the schedule for
childcare from 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM. Parents hadgplg and enroll children the spring
prior to the school’s fall start date and the pamgronly accepted children who were four
year olds. Almost all children who attended thegpam transitioned into the school’s
kindergarten the following year; many children stéyhrough the eighth grade.

Upon invitation to join the study, parents wergecgd a small incentive in
exchange for their time. Recognizing the delicate that offering incentives to
participants creates, a line which if crossed wdaaidt the study and its findings, ten-
dollar gift certificates to a coffee house chairrevgiven to participants in exchange for
an hour of their time. Upon agreeing to particigatéhe study, maternal primary
caregivers were asked to formally consent by fillout an informed consent form. (See
Appendix) This form detailed the purpose and tleuiees of the study’s design; potential
risks and benefits were also outlined. Parents agreed to participate did so voluntary

and the consent form let them know that they weze fo withdraw from the study at any
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time. When consent forms were signed, the reseavehbally briefed all participants
about the form and its significance. (Kvale & Bnn&nn, 2009)
The Role of the Researcher

During the data collection process, the reseaixih@le was primarily limited to
that of non-participant observer and interviewdrage 1l of the study’s design called for
observational assessments of center quality. Duhiisgime, the researcher conducted
observations at each site, recording rich, thicdcdptions and withholding preemptive
judgment in a series of field notes. In Phasefithe study, phenomenological interviews
were conducted with those parents who agreed tipate and who gave their
informed consent. The researcher acknowledgedhbantegrity, both of the researcher
and that of the study, was paramount. Accordinguale & Brinkmann (2009), the
researcher had to exhibit moral responsibilityrides to conduct morally responsible
research. Such responsibility includes a cognizahtealue issues, ethnical guidelines,
and ethical theories” that must guide the reseaittimeugh the navigation of ethical
choices that may develop during the study (74)tHeur it was the onus of the researcher
to ensure all findings were accurate and repreteatdecause qualitative research is
interactive, transparency is crucial. Throughoetstudy, the researcher remained
committed to transparency, which was accomplisheslgh reflection and reflective
memos, and remained independent as a researcsapwing the co-opting of findings

by any party. (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009)

In the name of transparency, the researcher saledes that she is a white, upper-

middle class female from the suburbs of the metitgroregion where the study was
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conducted. Currently, the researcher is a full-tdoetoral student at a local, public
university where she teaches a class on the histquyblic education in the United
States. Previously, the researcher was a Headt&asatter at a publicly funded, bilingual
early childhood education program in a Mid-westgty. The researcher also more
recently taught kindergarten at a charter schotilivthe public school district where the
study was conducted.

Being white and upper-middle class, the researablenowledges both the
delicacies and the challenges of conducting inéevgiacross cultures, an issue that had
to be considered for this study because particgpamete African-American. Kvale and
Brinkmann (2009) recommend that when interviewialgjscts across cultures, time
should be taken to establish and build familiawtth both the culture and the study’s
participants. The researcher remained aware thifictdties in recognizing disparities in
language use, gestures, and cultural norms mayaaks®within a researcher’s own
culture when interviewing across gender and geloerabr social class and religion”
(145). To aide in accounting for any cross-cultaifferences, the researcher spent, on
average, three to four weeks building rapport wehter staff and parents prior to
recruitment and interviews. Having prior experieaoe up-to-date early childhood
certifications and background checks, the reseasgent time weekly during the first
weeks familiarizing herself with the each commuraibd culture.

Data Analysis
Data analysis took place during all four phasethefdata collection process.
During Phase I, the researcher worked closely wetiiter directors and staff to analyze

enrollment data provided by the center in ordedémtify eligible participants.
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Participants needed to have a child in the houslebidbetween the ages of 3 and 5
enrolled in the center, be of African-American aspanic decent, and finally, live in the
metropolitan region. An equal distribution of basd girls was recruited and the racial
composition of the study reflected the compositbbeach center. Additionally, the data
available on the quality of each center gatheremhfthe Keystone Stars accrediting
system was collected and analyzed during initialysis. Additional paperwork that was
collected included each center’s enroliment or i@ppbn packet and information on the
distribution of subsidies or financial aide acreBgible families.

During Phase Il of data collection, field noteg@vanalyzed on a bi-weekly basis
and analysis was provided in a series of correspgrmnceptual memos. Site and
classroom observations were conducted using amaigmal protocol that the
researcher developed using well-researched railg standard in the field.
Adjustments to field note and observation colletticere made based on these memos.
Again, the aim of the observations captured infigsld notes was to provide thick, rich
description of the educational resources availabtbused in classrooms, the time spent
on teaching and instruction, and the relationshgtsveen the administration, staff, and
parents. During data analysis, these field notes wsed to supplement data to describe
the varying levels of quality displayed by eachteen

Following Phases Ill and IV of data analysis, imiews were transcribed,
analyzed, and coded according to theme by the nassra Observational field notes
taken during Phase Il of data collection were alsalyzed and coded according to
theme. In accordance with ethical guidelines infiblel, participant confidentiality was

protected and all data was housed in a passwokédomomputer and the computer
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locked safe in the researcher’s office. Duringdhalysis process, the researcher
remained committed to writing conceptual memos) &dsbe analyzed, on multiple
occasions during the coding process. A formalizeting scheme was produced based
upon emergent themes, both anticipated and unpatéd. The protocol for the semi-
structured phenomenological interview has beemuded as an appendix to the formal
research study.
Generalizability, Reliability, and Validity

The researcher recognizes the limitations of cotidg one small multi-site study
and linking the study’s findings to a statisticadlypported phenomenon. However,
because the research study’s ultimate goal hastbdarmanize a research problem and
to more accurately understand a process uniquspedcfic, a small sample size was
essential. Therefore, while the study’s findings @ot universally generalizable,
according to Creswell (2008), the findings bothmanp and contradict aspects of
previous research on the topic while providing aerin-depth perspective of the
phenomenon. Consequently, despite the limited sobgiee study, the study’s findings
still have great implications for the field. Fugththe researcher has designed the study
in such as way as to capture high-quality desanptivhich can most definitely yield
high levels of analytic generalization accordindi@ale and Brinkmann (2009). The
authors argue, “analytical generalization may leewvirfrom an interview investigation
regardless of sampling and mode of analysis. Aralygeneralization rests upon rich
contextual descriptions and includes the reseaschsgumentation for the transferability
of the interview findings...” (265). And so, the knleadge produced in this specific

interview study can be transferable to other sinsltuations.



78

Maintaining the reliability and validity of theusty was purposeful throughout the
data collection and analysis processes. Stepsstorethat the appropriate measures were
taken include using document analysis, observa#ind,interviews with parents, owners,
directors, and staff as part of the triangulatiomcpss; using audio recording during all
one-on-one and follow-up interviews; and using olsttonal and interview protocols to
maintain consistency. Furthermore, at all pointdandata collection and analysis
processes, the researcher engaged in reflecticégado maintain an awareness of
subjectivity and potential biases.

Kvale and Brinkmann (2009) suggest that in quiaha interview studies validity
becomes a “quality of craftsmanship” and direc#facts the level of craftsmanship and
credibility of the researcher. And so, in addittorthe aforementioned steps that were
taken to ensure high levels of reliability and dii, the researcher also purposefully
followed Kvale and Brinkmann’s steps for “validatiat seven stages.” At the
thematizing stage, theory and logic were useddaterand support the study’s research
guestion, while at the designing stage, the benefithe study were weighed and the
study’s methods were purposefully crafted to adesfyaupport the validation of
knowledge. Such validation was also purposefulfnpkd for in the remaining stages,
including conducting high quality interviews at tinéerviewing stage, considering
linguistic style in the transcribing stage, remagncognizant of interpretation and bias at
the analyzing stage, using reflective judgmentrduthe validation stage, and finally,
ensuring that the final report accurately and fpansntly reflects the findings of the

study. (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009)
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Ethical Considerations

According to Creswell (2008), practicing ethicsiltonducting a research study
is a complex issue and researchers must tailocatbonsiderations to individual
projects. For this particular study, the researtifael to first and foremost respect the
rights, perspectives, and cultural diversity of stiedy’s participants. In addition, because
data collection took place in early childhood cesitéhe educational houses of a
vulnerable population, the researcher needed toritbe administrators, staff, parents,
and children involved with the center. The researciiewed herself as a guest in this
educational setting. And finally, while it was paraunt for the researcher to build
rapport with the study’s participants, the researetias also charged with protecting the
study and its findings from avoidable biases. Ttvescientious effort as outlined was
made and therefore, the researcher believes h&vdadfin a position to report the study’s
findings fully and honestly.

As this was a qualitative, interview-based stwatiditional consideration was given
to protecting the study’s site locations and paréints. In order to do so, the researcher
submitted the study to the Institutional Review Bbaf the research university for
review. All recommendations from the review boamrevapplied and adhered to. As has
been mentioned, the study did not proceed withmeitbnsent of each center’s director
or principal, as well as the informed consent bpatticipants involved. Participants
were verbally briefed on the consent form and is weade known that they were free to
exit or discontinue the study at any time.

The confidentiality of the site locations andgrticipants has also been protected

consistently throughout the study. The names otémters and participants were
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documented only on consent forms. In all otherrezfees to sites and maternal primary
caregivers, pseudonyms have been used. Accordikgaie and Brinkmann (2009),
confidentiality in qualitative studies is more cdmpthan in survey research where
anonymity is guaranteed with computed averagessé€mrently, the researcher has
remained aware of and navigated to the best ohlbigty the “intrinsic conflict between
the ethical demand for confidentiality and the basinciples of scientific research” (72).
Finally, the consequences of this study were wergtarefully on multiple
occasions throughout the study’s duration; theyssugurposeful design reflects this
consideration. The researcher assumed the resgiimsibconsidering all possible
harms as well as anticipating potential ethicatdgaessions. Ethical transgressions did
not occur, however, if and when they had occurtteel yesearcher would have suspended
the study and appealed to the advice of her comenittembers before continuing on.
Summary
This chapter outlined the study’ methodologicadige based upon evidence
introduced in both the introduction and literattegeiew sections. Consideration was
given to the study’s general design as a qual#ativerview-based study and to the
study’s theoretical orientation. Consideration \&k® given to the study’s participants
and the role of the researcher. The data colleetimhdata analysis processes were
subsequently outlined, followed by an overviewld study’s generalizability,
reliability, and validity. The chapter then conahadwith an outline of the ethical
considerations essential to maintaining the rdligbvalidity, and overall authenticity of

the study.
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Based upon the methods outlined in this chagterfdllowing chapter will
provide background for the study’s sites and pigdiats; a context for each of the
study’s three center locations will also be preseénThe purpose of this chapter is to
outline the researcher’s recruitment efforts, pdewyeneral background and histories for
each site, and describe aspects of quality that wieserved using the researcher’s
observational protocol, which was developed angsatbusing the ECERS and Arnett
rating tools. Per the adopted observational prot@ttention will be paid to each site’s
resources, teaching and learning environment, rdassinteractions, and evidence of
parental involvement. The chapter concludes wiphesentation of profiles for the

maternal primary caregivers from each center.
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CHAPTER 4

THE CONTEXT OF THREE HIGH-POVERTY URBAN CENTER-BASE
CHILDCARE PROGRAMS

Overview

The populations that benefit the most from the @vareasing availability of early
childhood education include minority children arldren from low-income
backgrounds (Dhuey, 2011). The parents, and oiftes rtnothers, of these populations
are often solely charged with and responsible faking the choice to place children in
early childcare setting. Yet, the world of childedras been shown to be highly fractured
and exceedingly complex. How then are mothersmaishildren in high-poverty urban
neighborhoods navigating a world and a processhtiso many layers? Do they have
guidance? Is their idea of quality aligned to thiaexperts in the field? These are just
some of the questions | thought about when desigthiis study.

Quality and perceptions of quality were integm@ahsiderations driving the study’s
design. Observation and an observational protoeoéwcluded so that | would be able
to describe what life inside these three centerslika day-to-day. What did the children
do all day? What was the staff like? What curricutxe used? How were parents
interacted with? These were some, but not allhefmhany questions that | became
interested in, in part based on my own experiemae&ing in a childcare center and in
part based on the literature in the field. | aksio that | could not begin to understand how
mothers came to decide on these centers if | myggifiot experience what it was like to
interact with the staff, children, and parents apend time there on a daily basis.

| conducted a series of observations at eacheottifee centers prior to

interviewing any of the maternal primary caregivieosn the sites. The purposes of my
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observations were twofold. On the one hand, | wa®us as to the daily activities and
happenings at these places and wanted to captpretofe of what went on over time.
On the other hand, | was equally curious aboutityuahd perceptions of quality. These
centers were determined by experts from the stat@ve earned different quality ratings
and | wanted to know, very simply, what that look&d in practice. Based on the
theoretical frameworks guiding the study, | wa®asrious to see if quality might have a
dichotomous nature. Specifically, when experts ftbmstate and parents living in high-
poverty urban neighborhoods assessed the same,aidtsee the same things? To probe
this question, | borrowed research tools standatte field, the ECERS and Arnett
quality rating scales specifically, and createdbservational protocol that would lend
itself to capturing detailed descriptions of whaality from the perspective of the
experts would look for. Descriptions of those aspet quality are included in this
chapter. Chapter 5, the next chapter, further spmkhe aspects of quality that mothers
felt were important in their evaluations of centers

Before delving into site-by-site descriptions agtjty, | begin the chapter by
outlining my own recruitment efforts, a task whptoved more difficult than anticipated
at the study’s onset. Quite naively, | believed tha sheer number of childcare centers
participating in the STARS program would afford ageess to the three or four centers
needed to fit the study’s design. | offer insigintgn my own process negotiating access
to centers, which | believe speaks in significaays/to the nature of the early childhood
education world. Site-by-site descriptions are themvided based on my time observing
at each center. A general background and hist@pfered, as are descriptions of site

and classroom resources, specifically the indodrandoor space available, attention to
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children’s personal care, classroom resourceshé&sdiackground and education, and
unique attributes of the program. Descriptions &sos on the teaching and learning
environments, observed interactions between giafents, and children, and evidence of
parental involvement. The chapter closes by prafieach of the maternal primary
caregivers who were interviewed for the study.
Recruitment Efforts

When I initially designed this study, | did nott yeve specific sites from which
to recruit parents. Somewhat naively, | believeat the sheer number of childcare
centers in the city, 322 in total, would make aso®sgthree to four centers highly
feasible. My search for sites, however, proved labi@nsive and far more difficult than
| anticipated. The purpose of this discussion isr&h briefly describe my efforts to find
and secure access to centers, and second examahemnytown difficulties might suggest
about the nature of center-based care in the nitap region where the study was
conducted. These aspects of the study are impdddmghlight because they speak to
the fractured nature of this system and to the tddkgh quality care available to
families living and working in high poverty neighiheods.
Timeline

| first began my search for sites using the STARSBsite because having a star
rating was a first pre-requisite for participatiarthis study. From a lengthy list of 683
centers, | started conducting basic searches daicalhé centers. My intent was to
determine the accessibility of centers and wheth@ot sites would fit with the study’s
design. Relatively quickly, | determined that mimstr STAR centers and approximately

one-third of the remaining one through three STA&Rters did not fit the study’s design
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because they were either not located in high pgwvestghborhoods or did not serve
primarily minority populations.

As | searched, | simultaneously set up meetindgls @ontacts in my field,
specifically individuals who would have relationgsiwith local centers. It took about
two months of reaching out to contacts, first pssfenal and then personal, while
continuing my daily searches for information aboenters of all STARS before |
secured my first center. | gained access to Thestdm School, a one STAR center,
through a university colleague who oversaw a fdbefanded outreach program in local
early childhood settings. Per the principal’s terhwvever, | was granted access to only
one of the school’s two early childhood classroomgas able to complete Phases |
through 1V of the study at this site in the Sprof2013.

In need of at least two more centers, | returoethy recruitment efforts. Though
contacts in my professional and personal networkewnitially helpful in referring me
to other centers, | found that most often thoseersrdid not enroll the population | was
interested in. When they did enroll the study’sydapon, | found it difficult to establish
contact with someone inside the centers. In maltipstances, when | called the office
and asked to speak to director, | was usually askézhve a message because he or she
was unavailable. In other cases, | was told emailld/be the best way to get in touch
with a contact. Most often, however, | did not gegponses.

With my contacts all but exhausted, | changedamyroach and reached out to
three institutions involved in the early childhoeducation system: Child Care
Information Services (CCIS), the STARS, and thg'€ischool district, which has an

early childhood office and runs a number of paghgr programs with local centers. In
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my efforts to contact the appropriate people vianghand email, | was only successful in
meeting with one CCIS office, the county-by-couagency within the state’s
Department of Public Welfare that manages federdlstate funds for subsidized
childcare (Department of Public Welfare, 2013).dswnterested in meeting with this
agency because they solely fund low-income famiii@sg in high poverty
neighborhoods that are accessing childcare.

On the day scheduled for the meeting in May, harelwwas told at the office
that the woman | was scheduled to meet with had tzeé off the week prior. Feeling
out of options again, | changed my approach onceeraod began contacting two and
three STAR centers directly. My list of potentiahters had dwindled greatly because |
had already completed the study at a one STAR cantkone STAR centers constituted
about half of the 683 rated childcare centers éendity. Additionally, | had all but ruled
out the possibility of recruiting a four STAR cenbecause there were only 62 total and
the majority were not in high poverty neighborhosdsving primarily minority families.
Consequently, I narrowed my search down to higreggweighborhoods in the city and
used working phone numbers and email addresses, auadlable, to contact directors. It
took a month of approaching centers, approximditgen, and requesting meetings
before Mr. Marshall from Celebrate Kid's Academyesy to participate.

As spring became summer, data collection fromammetwo STAR centers was
complete. No data was collected over summer dgernters’ tendencies to have
fluctuations in population/attendance and to chahgedaily schedule and curriculum, all
of which would affect the study’s findings. In Julyreached out directly to five more

center directors in anticipation of starting thedst up again in the fall. A director from a
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three STAR center granted my request for a meetimbsigned the consent forms on the
spot. Despite my attempts to stay in contact vianghand email with the center, which
was open 24 hours, the director and assistanttdirstopped responding to
communication in mid-August. Back at the drawingueh) | contacted an additional three
centers in early September. A day before | wasosey a door-to-door approach, the
owner and director of a different three STAR cenmmepted my request for a meeting. |
met with her two assistant directors twice befoneat able to secure access and complete
data collection for the study.
Unlocking access to urban center-based care

In negotiating access to centers of varying qué#hat serve minority children in
high poverty neighborhoods, | encountered a nurabananticipated difficulties that
speak to the nature of urban center-based careoamthck of high quality options for
families. One of the first lessons | learned alzhildcare in the city is that it is entirely
privatized, excluding Head Start programs and dtatded pre-k programs. All of the
centers | approached were run or managed privhtelgdividuals or groups of
individuals. The Christian School was a non-prbétaded by a religious entity’s Board
of Trustees with a President/CEO and principal ckged to serving a high need, at-risk
population, while Celebrate Kids Academy and Cleitds Town were both for-profit
businesses owned and operated by entrepreneuwnghtlitey also served a high need, at-
risk population.

In researching the agencies involved in funding magulating center-based care,
specifically CCIS, the STARS program, and the sthgirict, | also learned that this

system is absent any true, formal governing bodhikd school districts, which unify
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and oversee the formalized K-12 school system gedade under superintendents, the
early childhood education system is run by a varéindividuals, groups,
organizations, and entities for a variety of pugsodn addition, unlike K-12 schooling,
families are responsible for incurring the costloidcare. In this study, only The
Christian School did not accept welfare or CClSsadibs. Rather, families from this site
were charged a small fee for attendance, whichooagparable to a subsidy. Parents
could also negotiate for scholarship slots, fursirdor financial aide and tuition
remission, and families received discounts forisgd. Celebrate Kids Academy and
Children’s Town were both 80% subsidized. Childsehibwn was also part of a school
district partnership program called Pre-K Countd seteived additional funding,
allowing two unemployed mothers to enroll theirldren at no cost.

Another lesson that | learned was that from a remi\perspective, there are great
differences in the distributions of STAR rated egst Specifically, | became concerned
with the disparity between the number of 1 anddwe 3 and 4 STAR centers.
According to the Keystone STARS, there were 688/ t8TAR rated centers in the city
when the study began. Of those, 540 had one o6MARS, while only 143 had three or
four, a difference of 397 centers. The most notabtetage was of four STAR centers;
there were 62 total. When | potential four STARsjtonly 41 of the 62 accepted CCIS
subsidies and most had lengthy waiting lists foaken numbers of subsidized slots.
(Keystone Stars, 2013) The distribution of STARNgd speaks to a systematic lack of
access to “high quality” urban center-based caréaimilies with limited funding or

those who are dependent on subsidized childcare.
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From a researcher’s perspective, the childcaresys the city where this study
was conducted appears highly fractured and entitetgntralized, making it both
difficult to access and complicated to study. Fertlthis study only included three STAR
rated centers and yet, the purpose, managemedinfustreams, and cost of each site
were as different as the number of STARS they laadesl. To further highlight the
nuances of this complex system, this discussioh aescribes each of the centers
individually, focusing on physical descriptionsckground and history, site and
classroom resources, atmosphere and environmehthamacteristics of the maternal
primary caregivers who participated in the study.

The Christian School

| first approached The Christian School to pgpate in this study through a
colleague who at the time ran a reading outreasfrpm that worked in local early
childhood programs. She contacted the school'cyah on my behalf and after
receiving the principal’s permission | accompameylcontact to meet the teacher |
would coordinate with. Per the principal’s requé$bcused my observation and parent
recruitment efforts in one of their two four-yedd alassrooms, which gave me access to
18 families. Over the course of 5 different dayd ahvarious times of the day, | spent a
little over 15 hours observing in Mrs. Wild’'s classm. To give context to The Christian
School, | describe its background and give a limigtiory. Then, | describe aspects of
quality I captured using my adopted version of H@ERS and Arnett quality rating
tools, which focuses generally on site and clasaroesources, the classroom
environment, interactions, and parental involvemealso include profiles of the

maternal primary caregivers | interviewed at Thei§lian School.
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Background and History

The Christian School is a one STAR learning cehtersed in a K-8 school.
Located north of the city’s center, the school diad) is located in a high poverty
neighborhood. The school is run by a religioushtiated non-profit whose primary
objective is to serve the needs of low-income fagilThe school itself has been
operational for the last twenty years. Howevenits early childhood classrooms were
added only recently. Situated on a quiet, shadildireet, The Christian School is
tucked behind an expansive private all-male Clanskiigh school with which it is not
directly affiliated. Its building is easily accesta by turning off of a busy city road lined
with cars, trolleys, storefronts, and a hospitéle Bchool building itself faces away from
the noise and towards a long, city block of thremysbrick row homes. Approaching the
main entrance, cars and SUVs of all makes, modgats colors line both sides of these
streets, as do a series of “School Zone” signs.bthiding is tall, five stories high, but
thin. All of the windows in the building have irdrars on them. In the middle of the
block, a small, navy blue sign with the school’'soéam hangs outward over the
building’s main entrance.

Though labeled an early childhood learning ceatef listed under the STARS as
center-based care, my observations indicate tiegbrtbgram operates like a Pre-K
program and has no intention of climbing the STA&Rler. The program is open only
to children who have turned four years old befeept8mber £! unlike daycare centers
that typically accept infants and toddlers. In &éiddi though there are large signs that
read “Early Learning Center” over the doors of bitdhearly childhood classrooms, |

noted that administrators, teachers, parents, taisiests collectively refer to the program
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as “Pre-K.” Like the rest of the school, the eatiyidhood classrooms follow a
traditional ten- month academic school year, thaighschool offers a summer camp
option. The school day for all ages lasts from A5 until 3:10 PM, but parents can
also utilize the before and after care optionserding the day from 7:00 AM until 6:00
PM. Children are also required to wear a versiothefschool’s uniform, specifically
black shoes and a navy blue sweat-suit.

Between its two early childhood classrooms, Thagsiian School accepts 36
children total each academic school year with liRldn assigned to each classroom.
Classrooms have one lead teacher as well as ateadseacher. | only had access to one
of the two early childhood classrooms, Mrs. Wildlassroom, per the principal’s terms.
In terms of demographics, | observed the earlydtioibd program’s total population to
be 98% African American, though the school listst@tal population at 100% African
American. Mrs. Wild’s classroom was 100% African émean. Of the room’s 18
children, 11 were boys and 7 were girls. Because#ly childhood program does not
accept childcare subsidies, socioeconomic statgstvifecult to estimate. However,
according to the school’s self-reported demograptiermation, which is publicly
available on the school website, over seventy permkits children qualify for free or
reduced lunch. In terms of cost, the school’s welmso conveys that in accordance with
its non-profit mission, families are never turnedy for lack of financial resources. In
conversations with the principal and Mrs. Wildwas reiterated that all families were
eligible for financial aid in the forms of donatmrscholarships, and fundraising for
tuition remission to incur tuition cost. Discouat® also available for families with

multiple children. Though the early childhood pragrdid not accept CCIS or welfare
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subsidies, the price breakdown per week for thigam at the time of study was
approximately 50 dollars, which is comparable ©GIS co-pay. Finally, as a religiously
affiliated school, | observed religious practices|uding morning prayer and prayer
before meals, on multiple occasions. Per the stha@bsite, however, only 8% of its
students practice the religion.

Site and Classroom Resources

Due to its affiliation with a K-8 school, the eadhildhood program at The
Christian School has access to a number of sitefgpeesources. The first significant
resource is space, both indoor and outdoor. Wit stories, at least 15 feet high
ceilings, 15 feet wide corridors, an elevator, armgoftop play area the size of a football
field, this site is not lacking in space. In myldi@otes, | noted Mrs. Wild’s class taking
full advantage of the building’s vast space, froding the elevator as a class to Mr.
Rock’s music room on the fourth floor to spendimgadternoon outside alternating
between running laps around the roof's turf fietdl @rawling over the massive jungle
gym in its corner. In my observations, the jungyengand track were the only gross
motor equipment available. | did not observe the afsbikes, balls, or other equipment
on the roof.

Mrs. Wild’s classroom itself is relatively spacguhough it's somewhat
awkward in shape and has a set up more typicat efementary school classroom than
an early childhood classroom. The main area ofdben is carpeted, a pattern of gray
and blue checkers. The walls are painted a palewslith baby blue trim, which is an
extension from the hallway. On the walls to thé ¢éfthe entrance there is a bulletin

board covered in baby blue butcher paper with @has lights as well as a caterpillar
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display of Eric Carle books displaying childrenisnsork and dictation. Under the
bulletin board to the left, children’s cubbies litee wall. Above the board are a series of
birthday posters, listed by month.

An oddly placed mini wall to the right has childie artwork with dictation
covering it, labeled as an Eric Carle caterpillapthy. This odd right side wall stops
after about 12 feet and opens up to the main pantecclassroom; it also has two small
windows through which you can see into almost agidine corner into the children’s
table space. On multiple occasions, Mrs. Wild caimd it is difficult to see what
children by the entrance are doing when she is igrat the tables. A low beam and a
lower ceiling separate the main part of the clamsrérom a smaller, tiled table section of
the room. This area has 3 sets of long child-siabtés with 4 to 5 multi colored chairs
parked around them. The low ceilings have expasgdisl and pipes, but continue in the
pale yellow paint color.

With the two main areas of the classroom eithemtpopen carpet space or
children’s sized tables and chairs, it seems ewety of the walls are lined with the
remaining furniture, including art drying racks agasels, cubbies, both teachers desks
and shelves upon shelves of either books or siugpphemy field notes, | note that most
shelves house an abundance of supplies rangingdfnasrof string, pencil sharpeners,
and art supplies like magic markers, bins of craysuissors, and glue, to bins of butcher
paper construction paper, lined strips of papdettpaper rolls and two bins with
miscellaneous items. Next to one bookshelf aream@ent looking computers. Next to
the computers is a small shelf of books with culltion boxes; the one at the top appears

to be a kindergarten reading box.
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During my observations, | withessed four instaninaeshich children chose
centers for free play. | noted children having asd® fine motor/writing, art, dramatic
play/housekeeping, blocks, and books/literacy-baseders. | did not observe a
sand/water table or a nature/science center, ththegh was a magnet center. In terms of
music and technology, the class attended both namsicomputer class weekly and
listened to music over the classroom’s SmartBdada not observe children using the
classroom computers at any time. | also did noenlesthe class engaging in math
activities or see children choosing a math cemiv@ygh a counting chart up to 100 and a
calendar were displayed.

In terms of personal care, all children arrived departed within minutes of each
other. All students, Pre-K-8, arrive through theea’s main entrance, though the Pre-K
and K classrooms dismiss through a back entraratdgds to a side street. The class is
led to their pick-up location by a teacher; childweho take vans to afterschool care,
participate in the after school program, or havad®ey Group on Tuesdays and
Thursdays have different dismissal procedures.stheol is secure in that it is
accessible only by being buzzed into the main effidowever, the fact that the facility is
so large and four year olds are in close proximitdents in middle school could be
viewed as a safety concern.

The school day officially begins with morning amneements, a prayer, and a
school cheer. The school participates in a foodfanm and children indicate at arrival if
they are participating that day. Cold breakfasteisrzed around 9:00 AM, and | observe
children eating cereal with juice and milk. Childr@so have a hot lunch, like pizza with

chocolate milk, around 12:00 PM, and a snack aidg: All meals are delivered to and
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eaten in the classroom. The whole school partiegat a healthy food program, aimed at
exposing kids to new fruits and vegetables threedia week. In a field note, | observed
Mrs. Wild introducing raw asparagus during breakfaaying “Remember what we heard
on announcements, the healthy snack today is agmaralet’s be good to our bodies
and give the asparagus a try.”

The classroom itself is equipped with two priviadghrooms with child-size
toilets. A sink with a small step stool sits ouesaf the bathrooms. Mrs. Wild or Mrs.
Wagner typical trade off on bathroom duty, unldes/tare alone in the room. Children
are sent to use the bathroom and wash hands lefakfast, before leaving the
classroom for specials or the roof, prior to eatintgch, and between nap and snack.
Children are also permitted to raise their handkraquest to use the bathroom at any
time during the day. Nap lasts from 12:30 to 2:00 Bbout an hour and a half, though in
my field notes | note Mrs. Wild saying, “Sometimgs more if necessary...especially
the first day back from vacation.” Children sleap“oappers” rather then beds. Nappers
look like child-sized sleeping bags and every chiég their own stored in their cubby.
Most children sleep in rows on the carpet, thouplaradful sleep away from the class on
either the tile floor or by the room’s entrance.

With regard to teacher background and educatias, Wild led the classroom |
observed in and her assistant was Mrs. Wagner.\Mild.is a white woman in her
thirties. She has a daughter the same age asithenss and refers to her so often the
class knows her by name. Her assistant, Mrs. Wagnan older Black woman possibly
in her mid fifties. In the second classroom, theeree was true as the lead teacher is

white woman in her fifties with an assistant in tierties who is Black. Both of the lead
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teachers earned master’s degrees while teachimggtineither is state certified in early
childhood education. In a field note taken duringo@servation, | noted Mrs. Wild

saying, “I did my master’s with her. It's awesorm@ge Christian School sends teachers to
get Master’s for free...and | did it.” When | askeddVWild what the education level of
both assistants might be, she responded she was thedimpression that both had high
school diplomas and gained most of their experiéraseng worked at the school for
decades. Mrs. Wild had been teaching for thirtemary. She began as a kindergarten
teacher in a different school, before teaching ségyade for a year and Pre-K for six
years at The Christian School. Mrs. Wagner had beesssistant at the school since it
opened.

The Christian School’s early childhood programnggue in a number of ways,
the most obvious being that it is provides a religirbased education. Specifically,
children pray and regularly attend church servi€efiool personnel, including the
principal, are religious persons, while crossesstatlies of religious figures can be
found throughout the building. Unlike most centevhjch operate under directors or
boards of directors, this site is unique in that$bhool’'s principal is immediately in
charge of the early childhood program. She, howesesms to have a hands-off
approach and the Pre-K teachers have significatuda in their planning and
orchestration of daily activities. Just like the &grades, the Pre-K classrooms get to
attend daily “special” classes, including art, neugiym, or computers, led by a different
teacher specialist. In my observations, | attertdedmusic classes and an art class on

the building’s fifth floor.
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The school is also unique in that it offers ore-sipecial needs and behavior
counseling services. The following is an excerpirfra field note taken when a child
with an IEP was taken out of classroom:

A middle age, smartly dressed white woman namedBrien comes to collect

a child who has academic and behavioral issuesvaods in the referral

process... After a half hour, Mrs. O’Brien returnghathe boy she took and he

shows Mrs. Wild his picture. Mrs. Wild says, “Ishe a fabulous artist?” Mrs.

O’Brien says, “He sure is, we had a great timankhyou!”
| further observed that there is also a dean fgrsamdent experiencing discipline
problems, including those in Pre-K. Another unigesources for children at The
Christian School is the opportunity to participetédmeriCorp’s Jumpstart Program, an
after school reading initiative that brings highigined local college students into centers
two days a week. | observed up to six voluntearsrg the class as early as 12:00 PM to
assist with lunch, nap, snack, and afternoon aes/before leading the reading program
after school hours. Jumpstart, however, was nat ¢épall students, only the “middle of
the road readers, neither highest or lowest” acogreh Mrs. Wild.

Finally, in terms of financial resources, The Ghan School appears to have
many donors. | observed that the walls of the lngjdtself are lined with plaques
bearing the names of funders and donors. Overdbesaf the early childhood
classrooms, signs indicate persons whom the classtave been named for. Both early
childhood classrooms also have SmartBoards that d@mated and also bear plaques.
During observations, | heard the phrase, “We hasiovs in the building” quite often as
well. According to Mrs. Wild, “visitors” was the wad the school used to indicate that

donors were visiting. | noted during four of mydivisits that Mrs. Wild was alerted via

a phone call to “visitors” walking around the schoo
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Classroom Environment

My observations of the classroom environment fedusn two specific environs:
the teaching and learning environment and intavastiln terms of the teaching and
learning environment, | was specifically interesitetiow children spent their time, the
attention that was given individually to langualigeracy and books, and math, and how
students with disabilities were accommodated. Quepahe schedule for the early

childhood program looked something like the follogi

7:45 AM Arrival

7:45 AM- 8:15 AM Individual desk work

8:15 AM- 9:00 AM Morning Meeting

9:00 AM- 9:30 AM Breakfast

9:30 AM- 10:00 AM Story/Activity

10:00 AM- 11:00 AM Small group work/Centers
11:00 AM- 11:45 AM Roof (Outdoor time, weatherméting)
12:00 PM- 12:30 PM Lunch

12:30 PM- 2:00 PM Nap

2:00 PM- 2:15 PM Snack

2:15 PM- 3:05 PM Review/Centers

3:10 PM Dismissal

| observed, however, that the schedule seemedatogehdaily to account for the class’s
specials, which ranged from art at 8:15 in the nmgymo music class that took the 11:00
AM roof-time spot. As an observer, | found it diffilt to get a grasp on the daily
schedule because it not only changed daily, but Miikl seemed to have great latitude
in determining the day’s activities and schedutw. €&xample, on the day | accompanied
the class to art first thing in the morning, moghimeeting was pushed back until after
breakfast and it was combined with a brief storfpteekids dispersed into their centers.
On another day when the children were given amebet@ naptime, the class had snack

then went home and afternoon centers were skiplpagksher.
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In my observations, children seemed to spend ataltibf their learning time
participating in whole group instruction, joining activities like morning meeting, story
time, and music class, while they seemed to spgemdther half in centers. Whole group
instruction was always led by an enthusiastic Mv8d and appeared highly interactive
and fun. | noted, however, that the flow of instroic was often interrupted due to
disruption or redirection. | believe this splittime and the need to constantly redirect
during whole group instruction reflects the factthnlike most centers that abide to a
strict 1-10 teacher-child ratio for four year oldse Christian School’s program did not.
For some portion of every observation, one of daehers was alone. In multiple
instances Mrs. Wagner was pulled from the classrwooover or sub in another room.
Consequently, during whole group instruction Mrsld/gat in her maroon chair while
the kids sat in a circle on the rug by themseliresay field notes, | captured the
following example of disruption during story time:

| notice that about 5 kids have lost interestim $tory, some are making faces,

one has his face buried in the carpet. When the phanges through, they seem

to reengage, the one with his face in the cafpadts his hands up. Mrs. Wild
stops the story because a child keeps shoutingbetsays, “I'm so happy your
excited and you have a lot to say, but you'rermiging so please have a seat.”

He sits down and watches, after a few momentsises his hand. On the last

page, where together they read “Spring is hehe’kids begin to clap. The same

child shouts out again saying “My dad makes mdl sperything!” Meanwhile
the kids are starting to get restless and playidbsays, “Ok take 5. Lets put on
our thinking caps and review the rules of Pre-Kla Christian School.”
Even when Mrs. Wagner was present, she often seratesk. | observed her playing
games on her phone on multiple occasions she sataehildren in the time-out chair.

Her duties seemed to focus on the logistics, ldaf the bathroom, and taking the class

to their specials and roof time. Mrs. Wild’'s dutaggpeared to focus on instruction.
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In terms of specific instruction, Mrs. Wild infoed me that she used the
Archdiocesan curriculum as her teaching guidedi difficulty, however, deciphering
what, if any, theme the class was learning abotihguny observation period. It
appeared they were learning a combination of SminyEaster themes, but | didn’t see
formal lesson plans and lesson planning was neeationed. It seemed as though Mrs.
Wild had significant latitude in deciding day-toydahat stories would be read and what
activities would be done. She also decided whictiezs would be open, though children
were able to choose where they would play.

Language and communication in Mrs. Wild’s roomuiled a mixed approach of
fun and formality. Mrs. Wild often used catchy s&gs or rhymes like “peanut butter,
jelly everybody stand up and spread out” or “regpgghetti” during transitions, which
the children seemed to respond well to. She alskesfp and exposed the class to mature
language and concepts. In a field note captureti@sead he Country Bunngloud, |
noted:

Mrs. Wild stops the story and asks for a predicabthe part of the story where

the bunnies all run away from their mother. SHes ase student what his mom

would do if he ran away and he laughs. When arathild says the mother

“teached them” in response to the question “Howlidhe mother be able to

leave the kids,” Mrs. Wild nods then restatesginks statement except using

“taught” instead. Mrs. Wild continues reading befpausing again a few

moments later to ask the class what “merry” means.

Mrs. Wagner’s approach to communicating with tresslwas more informal and
discipline-focused, though it is important to padot that she most often led or directed
the class in logistical, rather than learning-basedities.

Though math was incorporated into the classroaoutih counting, there was a

very clear emphasis in this classroom on literawy laooks. Evidence of exposure to
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math included the calendar hanging on the wallyralvers chart, and occasional prompts
like “How many years does it take an apple tregrtov apples?” or “There are 21
bunnies in the story, let’'s count to 21 using aumbers chart.” The exposure to literacy,
on the other hand, was overwhelming. In my obsemaf | noted Mrs. Wild prompting
students on parts of a book, including the spieading left to right, and periods ending
sentences. | also observed literacy-based lessotiwe difference between facts and
opinions, fiction and non-fiction, making predici®g identification of authors,
illustrators, and main characters, as well asdpeatification of sequence, plot, characters
and setting. In one field note, | observed Mrsldvprompting children during a
transition:
Mrs. Wild says, “I'll tell them the password, odt$ see...whose ready? So far
we’ve had the passwords, “setting” and “charattargd now we are going to
have “sequence.” Its not the shiny stuff on monsrsgveater, it's the order. If |
make a sandwich, there is a sequence...” Mrs. Walksvthrough the steps of
making a sandwich from pulling out the bread tonggit. She points to the very
hungry caterpillar display and says, “Lets rementbe sequence together.” She
simultaneously writes the words sequence on apbstthe door, with plot
character and setting.
In addition to exposure, the class did both whotaug and individual center-based
literacy and writing activities. In my observatiohsoted Mrs. Wild using the
SmartBoard to prompt the class to identify uppet lamver case letters, “Reading the
room with word wands” was also offered as a centaliso noted that children had
journals stored in the classroom and access tbadimls and pencils in a writing-based
center.
During my observation period and in conversatiatinwWirs. Wild, | noted two

students in the class had IEP-designated spea@dknéhe first had a diagnosis of

cognitive delays and behavioral challenges. Thisl@nd his family were in the re-
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referral process to update the child’s IEP fromgmisr childcare setting. Despite the
site’s special needs and behavioral counselingeyvl did not observe
accommodations or differentiation practices inc¢lessroom. | did observe the child
being taken from the classroom for one-on-one tintle Mrs. O’Brien. One other
student had a speech-related IEP. | did not obseryenstances in which this child
received differentiated instruction or was takemfrthe classroom.
Interactions

Learning interactions in Mrs. Wild’s class occurfeshjuently, at times as part of
instruction and at other times through teachablenerds. During whole group
instruction, Mrs. Wild seemed to balance teachdramld-centered approaches to
learning. She posed questions constantly and eagedtrthe children to ask relevant
guestions. When children answered correctly, renegathsomething she had taught, or
posed a particularly thoughtful question, she ysaike by saying, “Kiss your brain” or
“You get a cheer.” In individual, center-based, anthll group settings, Mrs. Wild often
bounced around, especially when she was alonetigtkblass. Though | observed her
continuing to prompt children, she assumed moie management role during these
times. When Mrs. Wagner and the Jumpstart volusteere in the classroom during
these types of instruction periods, | observed ey often were the ones sitting with the
children. Because the time-out chair was next te.Magner’s desk, if there was a child
in time-out, she frequently worked with him or logra mini-project.

In more informal learning settings, like the hally Mrs. Wild often took
advantage of teachable moments. In my field notested, “In the hallway after leaving

music, Mrs. Wild stops the class outside of theosth art room. | hear her talk about the
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Picasso pictures hung up on display. She asksakidst types of art and techniques.”
She also encouraged children to share with the dlagond the morning meeting or story
times. For example, | observed her stopping thesallaring transition periods so
children could share their work or so the clasdatiiear comments.” When she called
for certain centers to clean up, she occasionpiylesd out the name of the center,
saying, “If your necklace says b-I-o0-c-k-s, blogkai need to clean up.” | did not observe
instances in which Mrs. Wagner engaged in thesestgp interactions. In leading the
class through the hallways, she focused on getieglass where they needed to be as
quickly as possible and with minimal behavioraliss.

In my observations, both Mrs. Wild and Mrs. Wagappeared to be well liked
by the class, frequently receiving gestures likgshand pictures that they could take
home. The ways in which they interacted with claidwere quite different though. Mrs.
Wild was direct, but also silly and fun. She ofteamt down to address children on their
level and | did not observe her raising her voiceva@ a conversational tone, even when
she appeared visibly frustrated. She often letlolii problem-solve on their own or by
talking to their peers. On the other hand, Mrs. Weaidhad a more hands-on, tough-love
approach. When there was an issue between studiénsts\wagner got to the bottom of
it; if there was an untied shoelace or a cerealtbakneeded opening, Mrs. Wagner took
care of it. Though I did not observe her teachihgrg time, she often led or directed the
class in the more logistical activities. Alone, sipeke directly and loudly, yelling and
raising her voice often to get the class’s attentinside the classroom, she was loud, but

also showed affection when giving individual chddrone-on-one attention.
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Though their approaches to interactions were wdiffe the working relationship
between Mrs. Wild and Mrs. Wagner appeared sditak evident they had worked
together in years past and that they cared foraowéher on a personal level. For
example, in one observation Mrs. Wagner was vesgugbout a personal issue. Mrs.
Wild comforted her saying, “It will work out.” Inrainstance when Mrs. Wild stubbed
her toe and was in visible pain, Mrs. Wagner exggdsier concern making sure she was
fine. On occasion, however, the difference betwbenr hands-off and hands-on
approaches created tension. In a field note, Irvbse

The class marches to meet Mrs. Wagner in the hgll8he will lead them up to

music. There is a large pack of visitors, maylpe8ple, in the hallway with the

principal. Passing the visitors, all the kids wemshake hands, Mrs. Wagner
leads the line and Mrs. Wild is at the end oAiter passing the visitors, which
takes a few minutes because they seem enthraitedhe little ones, Mrs.

Wagner points to two kids and says, “You werethetambassadors, you should

not have stopped.” Mrs. Wild responds tersely “Baty need to be gracious.”

In a later conversation, Mrs. Wild addressed tinsiten saying that she tries to focus on
responsibility and Mrs. Wagner focuses primarilyatredience and ends up “just doing
things for the kids instead.”

While children were never in danger or immediaentn both supervision and
discipline were issues in Mrs. Wild’s classroorbelieve these issues were related in
part to the fact that the school did not abideH®y10-1 child-teacher ratio and that Mrs.
Wagner did not participate in the learning-basdd/ies. In terms of supervision, |
observed both Mrs. Wild and Mrs. Wagner experiegdlifficulties, especially during
transition times and times they were alone wittoathe children. Pushing and shoving

in line and fights while riding the elevator weredquent occurrences, as were poking one

another and instigating fights when the teachemskb were turned. Another issue was
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related to the way the classroom itself was biiibugh the mini-wall by the entrance
had two windows, when either teacher was in thenrpart of the classroom, she could
not see what was happening behind that wall. Iniestance, | observed two boys hitting
each other with their “word wands,” which were taggic wands given to children so
they could point out letters around the room, fastrof center time before either of the
teachers caught on and Mrs. Wild redirected themtv® occasions, Mrs. Wild
lamented, “I hate this wall, | wish they would teadown.”

A good deal of time in Mrs. Wild’s room was spentdiscipline and behavior
management. The strategies to promote positivevimisdor individual students
included the star chart and the “kiss your braiakhbThe class as a whole had a marble
jar so that when a compliment was received froneotbachers or staff, a marble was
added to the jar. In my observations, Mrs. Wild wassistent in applying these
strategies, though | did not observe Mrs. Wagnarguthem. For individual punishment,
the class had a time-out chair situated next ta Mfggner’s desk. | observed a number
of different children getting sent to the time-cbtir by both teachers for a variety of
reasons. In my observations, the most frequertovssincluded a boy who rolled his eyes
at both teachers constantly, a girl who talked @dbtkd out often, and the child with the
IEP for behavior. Children spent varying amountsirag in time-out, from a minute or
two to twenty minutes. | could not get a clear ustinding of how long time-outs lasted
or were supposed to last. Outdoor playtime wastalsen away as punishment. |
observed Mrs. Wagner keeping 10 kids on the walRminutes of the class’s roof time
before she sending them to play. She did not &tthld with an IEP for behavioral

issues play at all. Mrs. Wild also took outdoorypime away from children, but because
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she did not usually accompany the class to the roafs up to Mrs. Wagner to enforce
the punishment.
Maternal Primary Caregivers: Parental Involvement and Profiles

From The Christian School, | interviewed eight nesthand one grandmother for
this study. This section of the chapter begins t@g@nting evidence of parental
involvement at the school. The discussion then mdoelescriptions of interactions
between parents and staff. Finally, the nine wofmam The Christian School who
shared their experiences with childcare are intcedu

In Mrs. Wild’s class, | observed varying levelspairental involvement and many
types of interactions. In conversation with Mrs.If\and while recruiting parents, she
often lamented that though she prided herself tabkshing strong relationships with
parents, this was a difficult class. Mrs. Wild deeld parent participation to be “all or
nothing,” meaning that the same set parents voduatkall the time, while the remaining
parents never volunteered. When she asked pacedtsate supplies or sell cheesecakes
for a tuition discount, she felt it was always #agne two or three moms who
participated. Getting other parents to join wakéelpulling teeth,” she said. In my
classroom observation time, aside from the nine eromho agreed to interviews, | did
not witness any direct parental involvement. The-Rigraduation, however, was
approaching and | observed two or three motheradakne on the side walk during
pick up or coming into the classroom at the enthefday to talk to Mrs. Wild about its
details.

More so than involvement, | observed countlesshieaparent interactions. As a

formality, children took home a “communication fetd daily that parents were required
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to sign and send back. More informally though, $ertved that the primary form of
communication was via text message and usuallaiad by Mrs. Wild. In one instance,
a child complained his stomach hurt during art<ksd Mrs. Wild had him stand next to
her and watch as she texted his mom. In anothanjdwas hit in the mouth accidentally
during a dance party at the end of a school daterAénding to the boy with gloves and
an ice pack, Mrs. Wild completed an incident reord called the mom twice until the
mother texted her back. On the sidewalk each dag, Wild accompanied her class to
pick-up where she also interacted with parentqjdparents, family members, and
siblings. On average, however, only about a quéstbalf of the class was picked up this
way. The remaining children rode on vans to aftéee programs or attended the after
school program and Jumpstart.

Over the course of two and a half weeks, | ines&d nine women, eight
mothers and one grandmother, who had enrolled théddren or grandchild at The
Christian School. This group of women included Baa) Vi, Anessa, Drea, Jule,
Tameka, Vera, Faith, and Denise. (See Table 4.tBrins of demographics, all of the
women were Black. Vi, who was in her sixties, waes only grandmother in the study.
Barbara, Tameka, Vera, and Denise were in tharthitties or early forties; Anessa and
Faith were in their late twenties, while Drea anbtk vere teen moms now in their early
twenties. Four mothers, Barbara, Anessa, VeraPamise, had daughters and the
remaining women, Vi, Drea, Jule, Tameka, and Haaith sons/grandsons enrolled at The
Christian School. The women lived all over the ciiyt the majority resided within ten
minutes of the school. All of the women were wogkat the time of the interview except

for Vi who was retired and caring for her granddieh. Barbara worked as a mechanic,
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Drea worked part-time in the school’s after-caregoam, Jule in a hair salon, Anessa in
social work, Tameka and Vera in security, and Faitti Denise in hospitals. From my
conversations, | found out that both Vi and Dred past experience working in the

child-care field.

Table 4.1
Demographic Information for Maternal Primary Caregrs of The Christian School
Name Race/Ethnicity Age #Children/ Marital Status Occupation/
Grandchildren Employment
Status
Anessa Black 25-30 1 Single Office work
Barb Black 40-45 2 Single Mechanic
Denise Black 35-40 4 Single Medical
Drea Black 20-25 2 Single Education (PT?*)
Faith Black 25-30 1 Engaged Medical
Jule Black 20-25 2 Single Hair stylist
Tameka Black 35-40 2 Married Security
Vera Black 40-45 4 Single Security
Vi Black 60+ 2 Single None (retired)

*PT indicates part-time

Barbara, Vi, Anessa, Drea, Jule, Vera, and Denese single moms, while
Tameka was married and Faith was engaged to h&x fadiner. All of the women except
for Anessa and Faith had or cared for multipledsieth. In addition, the four older
mothers, Barbara, Tameka, Vera, and Denise, haeebattwo and four children each
and their four year olds were their youngest byytears on average. All of these women,
plus grandmom Vi and Drea, had long standing m@hatiips with the school because
older siblings had attended or were enrolled ireolgtades. In Drea’s case, she did not
previously enroll an older sibling, but she hagthacross the street as a child and had
worked in the lunchroom on and off since she wamialh2 years old. Anessa, Jule, and
Faith had new relationships with the school. Altleé children, except Anessa’s

daughter, began attending the school the previeptegber. Anessa’s daughter had
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actually attended a pre-k program at a school whagding got condemned by the city
over the winter break. Anessa was able to enroldbheghter as a special case under
unique circumstances in January.

All of the women had removed their children fromreor childcare setting in
order to enroll them at The Christian School as fear-olds. Eight children had
attended other center-based care programs, whsedsughter came from a home/family
care setting. Jule’s son and Denise’s daughter teattived special needs services and
had IEPs. Jule’s son had cognitive delays and bete\challenges, while Denise’s
daughter received services for speech. Accordinggavomen, all of the children would
be back the next year for kindergarten exceptuita’s son whose challenges required a
more accommodating setting. Finally, Barbara, WigJTameka, Vera, and Denise
picked their child up at the 3:10 PM dismissal, lviinessa’s daughter, Drea’s son, and
Faith’s son attended after care program at theacho

Celebrate Kids Academy

| first approached the owner and CEO of Celebkads Academy, Mr. Marshall,
and his niece and the center’s director Ms. Kieasevnail. After meeting with Mr.
Marshall and Ms. Kiera once and Mr. Marshall agaidiscuss the details of the study
and the site’s participation requirements, | sedwaecess for observations and
interviews. With one young three year-old classr@d two three to five year-old
“suites” housed in the center, | was given accesgpproximately 60 families. Over the
course of 4 different days, including one full dagpent over 15 hours observing
primarily in Suites 1 and 2, which were locateaire large room on the building’'s

second floor. In this section, | provide a desanipof Celebrate Kids Academy’s
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background and a brief history and | describe aspefaquality that were captured using
my adopted version of the ECERS and Arnett quadityng tool. Descriptions of quality
focus on site and classroom resources, the classeo@ironment, interactions, and
parental involvement. Along with evidence of paatimivolvement, | also include
profiles of the fifteen maternal primary caregivensterviewed from this center.
Background and History

Celebrate Kids Academy is a two STAR privately edchildcare facility that is
housed in a mid-block storefront. Located in ongéhefcity’s oldest, but poorest
neighborhoods north east of downtown, the two-steryter has been open for three
years. According to Mr. Marshall, the center’s plagion has grown significantly in the
last year and a half, coinciding with the site’s@®@l floor expansion. The Celebrate Kids
Academy building sits just half a block off of twiwajor metropolitan cross streets, the
north-south street runs from the heart of the sipoorest neighborhoods to one of its
most affluent suburbs, while the west-east sti@es from the city center to the northeast.

The bustling cobblestone street housing the madioktorefront is lined with
businesses, including a cell phone store, a clgtkiare, a corner store, and a small
supermarket. The window fronts are lined with atlsements and each store has an
awning. The dark maroon awning covering Celebratis Kcademy has its name and
phone number clearly marked in bright yellow scrigte building itself is four stories,
though bright decorations are only visible on tingt two floors. The building’s first
floor has two sets of large glass windows withdbeter's main entrance sitting in
between. The window on the right looks into a teddlassroom, while the window on

the left looks into an open-air office. The mairtrance’s heavy glass door leads to a
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small enclave with a ledge of binders for signingsn the right and a glass take-out
window looking into the office on the right. To thght of the glass door leading directly
into the center, there is a small black keypad usestaff and parents to access the
building.

A two STAR center during the time of the study, Miarshall was in the process
of preparing the program to move up to three STARSCEO and owner, Mr. Marshall
is the face of the center, though he mostly takes of the finances from his office on
the second floor. His niece, Ms. Kiera, was theduwor of another center before Mr.
Marshall recruited her to run his center. She prnilpaversees day-to-day activities like
managing the teachers and collecting lesson pkesa. privately-owned and operated
center, Mr. Marshall's business has competitioavary direction in this particular
neighborhood. In my observations, | counted attléahildcare centers in the two-block
radius surrounding Celebrate Kids Academy, inclgdiriarger, more expansive center
located directly behind it. According to Mr. Mardhaarticipating in the STARS
program is key to staying competitive; his busin@as involves this center getting to
four STARS and expanding to open additional cerntetise area.

Celebrate Kids Academy is a daycare center, opehitdren 4 weeks to 5 years-
old and operating year round with extended houng. denter also has a before and after
school program available for school-age students attend local schools, though
transportation is not provided. The center operlly da6:30 AM and closes promptly at
6:00 PM. Parents who are late picking up theirdrkeih are charged additional fees and
children are not admitted after 10:00 AM, thougibserved the rule being loosely

enforced depending upon ratios. The program closbsfor major holidays.
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The building’s first floor houses two fully enclxs$ infant rooms, as well as five
toddler and one young three year-old classroomesd klassrooms are mostly open, but
guarded by four-foot walls and gates. There areiidirative spaces with desks at both
the floor’s front and back entrances. The secooar flaccessible via a narrow staircase at
the front of the building, has one large classr@pace divided by cubbies for Suites 1
and 2. Suite 1 holds up to 30 four and five yedratiildren and has three teachers, Ms.
Frederick, Ms. Harrison, and Ms. Clarkson. Wheeddn my observations, Suite 2 also
held up to 30 children, all three year-olds witrethteachers, Ms. Brody, Ms. John, and
Ms. Michaels. However, Ms. Brody quit after my ficbservation and her kids were
divided up, with most going back downstairs to Hii’s young three year-old classroom.
In addition to Mr. Marshall, Ms. Kiera, and the ¢bang staff, the center employs two
women who work in the front office and a male janitvir. Marshall requires that the
teaching staff wear a uniform of khaki pants are&ldbanter’'s maroon-color collared shirt.
Children also can purchase school uniforms to wlangh | observed only about 1/4 of
children on average dressed in this way.

The center’s exact enrollment remains unknowechénged almost daily as new
families enrolled or existing ones were cut off IS. By my estimates, which |
verified with Mr. Marshall, Suite 1 was at capaaitith 30 children and the combination
of Suite 2 and Mr. Eli's room was over its 28-chalapacity after Ms. Brody’s departure.
However, according to Mr. Marshall enough childvegre absent each day and the
center had a designated floater to maintain th# &ldid-teacher ratios upstairs and the
8:1 young three year-old ratio downstairs. In teahdemographics, | observed the early

childhood program'’s total population for three itieefyear-olds to be 99% African
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American. Across the center, there was an evenhdison of boys and girls, though
some Suites and teachers had more of one thariteée i terms of cost, 80% of the
center’s population received CCIS subsidies foldclire, though co-pays ranged
according to families’ incomes. Co-pays were duekleand parents could pay with
cash or a debit card. If parents could not makayanent or if they were dropped by
CCIS and could not afford the $165 per week priyete price tag, their children were
not permitted to attend.
Site and Classroom Resources

Though situated in the middle of a crowded citycklaCelebrate Kids Academy
is expansive, about double the width of the othames on the block. The center’s indoor
and outdoor spaces cover only half of the buildri,000 total square feet and
according to Mr. Marshall, “There is plenty of roamncontinue to grow.” The four-story
building is oddly “L” shaped, which allows for amtdoor space, small parking area, and
additional entrance in the back. A massive parkm@lso sits between the center’s back
area and its neighboring buildings. The outdoox 20 rectangular yard is fenced in.
Covered in light colored wood chips, there are snw@ll jungle gyms situated in the
space, one that appears toddler-sized and the fothigigger children. During my tour of
the space, Mr. Marshall mentioned that he had yothe back of the building next door
to create this space. And while he purchased otteegtingle gyms, the second one was
donated and built by a local volunteer group. Grassor equipment, like small tricycles,
bags of various shaped balls, and multi-child krslfor infants, were housed just inside

the building’s back entrance right off of the plaggnd. While | observed children



114

playing on the larger jungle gym, | did not obsettvem using any of the other available
equipment.

| concentrated my observation time and recruitnegiotrts on the second floor of
the center in Suites 1 and 2 because it housetthtbe through five year-old children.
This expansive room has maroon carpets and pakenalis; the space at the front of the
room facing the street is referred to as SuiteHilennterior space is called Suite 2. At
the top of the entrance stairwell, a line of 3&orcubbies divides the room in half. If
facing the street, there is a raised platform Wwitbks and a couch labeled “library” in the
left corner. A desk with art supplies sits direatlyder the storefront windows, while a
sectioned off dramatic play area and large locksainet sit on the right. In the center of
this half of the space, there is a computer cemitdr 5 flat screen computers with
flashing screen savers.

Back on the left side of the room, there are tesmiscircular tables separated by
shelving. Labels for science and math centers @tdithey are stored in the shelves
closest to the library, while art and paint suppkee stored on the shelves closet to the
cubbies. I notice a goldfish in the science ceagsewell. Children’s artwork related to
cowboys and the desert is hung above the scierttenath center. A portable sink on the
right side wall also separates these two spacerdmg to Mr. Marshall, installing
these portable sinks, one on each side, helpshaitd-washing, sanitation, and the
Keystone STARS. Back towards the center of the reisnran empty sand/water table.
On the right side of the room sits another senatdar table, partially in the block and
truck area. The wall above the block center hash'M/orm” posters, small worms with

each child’s picture on them are Velcro-ed to ohihiee posters.



115

Separating the space from the other half of tlenrare the children’s cubbies,
approximately 30 on each side, with a break imtinekdle that creates a small hallway
between the two suites. Cubbies house kids’ peldmbangings, including jackets and
blankets. The top of each cubby has a child’s pectund hame written on it. A stack of
light blue cots rests against the cubbies in thiectgner. The opposite side of the room,
Suite 2, is almost identical, except without thised platform in the library. And rather
than a goldfish in the science center, this supelsis a guinea pig. | note that this side
has a bin in the dramatic play area full of chilzksl musical instruments. | did not
observe any music or movement center in Suitelkd notice that above Ms. Kiera’s
desk next to the main door sits a bulletin boartth &ilesson plan, meal plan, a list of
children’s allergies, and a list of Islamic childi® meditation times.

In terms of personal care, the arrival and deparéi children seems sporadic. In
my field notes, | observed parents dropping childvéf as late as 11:00 AM, though the
center has a policy of not admitting children aft8rO0 AM. According to the center’s
policy, all parents have a punch in code that grémm access to the building. They can
either come through the main or back entrance emdwpposed to sign their children in
to a large binder upon arrival. While | often obset parents punching in, | did not
frequently see parents signing children into thelbr. Whether caretakers and children
were greeted at drop off and pick up seemed tordkepe the teacher, and some were
friendlier than others. In my field notes, | aldsserved multiple instances in which
parents had to actively look for their children &ese they were in a different Suite or
classroom than where they normally were or thanrevtteey had been dropped off. The

center’s school day seemed to officially begin ab@:30 when children lined up to sing
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the school song and recite the “Learner’s Creeduiriy the first of my three
observational mornings, however, this official starthe day never occurred and during
my third observation this procedure took place adbii0:00 AM.

The center offers breakfast, a hot lunch, andaalsprovided by a food program.
During my mealtime observations, | noted childremlg offered breakfast with milk and
juice if they arrived while breakfast was still o@ne day, | observed breakfast stayed
out until after 9:00 AM, though | didn’t see angss of breakfast when | arrived at 8:00
AM on a different day. | observed a hot lunch afedi peaches, string cheese, and warm
bagel with ham and cream cheese served with milkskack, | observed a “special
treat” day snack with cake and milk. Though theteehas a small cafeteria, children
from Suites 1 and 2 eat in their classroom.

Using the portable sinks, | observed children wagshands upon arrival, after
playing outside, and before lunch. There are twbresams on the second floor and both
are located outside of the main classroom, pastdfeteria. In my observations, children
spent a significant amount of time waiting for tsethroom. Teachers took their
designated children to the bathroom shortly afteval, before and after going outside,
after lunch and before nap, after nap, and befoneggoutside in the afternoon if that was
on the schedule for the day. | further noted thane child in their class had to use the
bathroom, the teacher had to take all of her childvrith her to stay in ratio. Naptime
lasts from 12:30 to 2:30 PM, about two hours. Qlitdsleep on cots and are allowed to
retrieve blankets and pillows from their cubbiesigiginap. The cots are spread all over

both suites. | observed that children from Suiteaf in Suite 1's space and visa versa.
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During my observation period, seven teachers tangiwo suites and one
classroom. Between my first and second observationwgever, one of the teachers from
Suite 2 quit, leaving five teachers upstairs anel downstairs. All of the teachers were
African American and they ranged in age from tleairly twenties to early fifties. The
five teachers upstairs were women, while Mr. Eig bnly male teacher on staff, taught
in the young three year-old classroom downstainsh Végard to teacher background and
education, three teachers held associate’s degrekethree teachers had bachelor’s
degrees. Ms. Frederick, Ms. Harrison, and Mr. Eldhachelor’'s degrees and Ms.
Harrison was taking online classes to receive lester's degree. Ms. Clarkson, Ms.
John, and Ms. Michaels held associate’s degrease bthe teachers at Celebrate Kids
Academy was state certified. In a conversation WMithMarshall, he stated very honestly
that he did not know teachers could be state g&dtih early childhood education and it
was something he would look into. Ms. Frederick, Marrison, and Ms. Clarkson had
been teaching and working in centers for over adecwhile Mr. Eli, Ms. John, and Ms.
Michaels were newer to the field. Both Ms. Fredeaad Ms. Harrison served as center
directors prior to coming to teach at CelebrateskAd¢ademy.

Celebrate Kids Academy is a unique center in abarof ways. Though there
are half a dozen centers in a two-block radiugsabication, Celebrate Kids Academy is
the only privately owned, medium sized center madhea. Consequently, as a medium-
sized center, Celebrate Kids has more space atgdtsbn most centers in the
neighborhood, but unlike most large centers, fitaspart of a franchise and does not feel
impersonal. In my field notes, | observed Mr. Mashnd Ms. Kiera to both be very

hands-on in problem-solving and addressing pareotsterns, placing great emphasis on
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relationship building. After every observation, Narshall asked me to sit down with
him to talk about ways to improve the center andtwhhought that they could do better.
| also noted that Ms. Kiera had previously beeedor of another center and prided
herself on bringing a number of families over wiglebrate Kids Academy opened.
Similar to The Christian School, Celebrate Kidalso unique in that it Mr.
Marshall is extremely proactive in referring spéaieeds children for outside services.
He tries, though not always successfully, very hlarsecure resources for the center’s
special needs population, which not all center ow@aad directors are willing to do. In
my observations, Mr. Marshall expressed great aonice children in need to resources
and he expressed his frustration with the discanbeteveen centers, the two entities
charged with administering services for this agaigr and the School District. In one
post-observation conversation, he lamented:
“The center out back is probably the biggest nexts. Two children just came
from there. The one boy is two and he’s walkinghantop toes... it's only been a
week and we have been able to detect concernsvidutvasn’t it addressed, you
know? Most places (centers) don't it. And not otdythey not, but then if there
are issues, they put the children out. Then tkdhes disconnect with children
who have IEP’s from ChildLink because they go awden they turn three.
There is no link from ChildLink to Elwyn, which ia charge of three to five year
olds, no automatic referral. It's not like theuss go away.”
To alleviate some of this frustration, Mr. Marshathploys his own wife, who holds a
PhD in Psychology, for referrals, though in my olagons and time at the center |
never met her. He also recruits local doctoral estisifrom child development and
educational psychology programs to work with kidsffee as they await services.
Additional unique offerings provided by the centerlude foreign language

instruction and a central location. The center ratwko parents that children are taught

Mandarin Chinese and Spanish, an attribute margngastated they were impressed by
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and attracted to during the choice process. | didhowever, observe formal lessons in
either language. My understanding of the situaisaihat Mr. Marshall recruited foreign-
exchange college students each semester to tastalvab unsuccessful in getting them
the semester of my observations. Celebrate Kidsl&wg is also unique in the
convenience it offers to families. The locatiorésntral, especially for parents
commuting into the city for work, the site is opggar-round with extended hours, CCIS
and subsidy are accepted, and parents with mutthpldren, including school age
children, can keep siblings together because theecprovides care for infants, toddlers,
Pre-K age children, and has an afterschool program.
Classroom Environment

My observations of Suites 1 and 2 focused oneéhelting and learning
environment and interactions. In terms of the heéagrand learning environment, | was
specifically interested in how children spent thaire, the attention that was given
individually to language, literacy and books, anakim and the ways students with
disabilities were accommodated. When | approachsdRvkederick for a program
schedule, she stated that she did not have onggebetally the day got started after 9:00
AM with a morning meeting. Children then did cestand the classes took turns going
outside or for community walks before lunch at D1AM, nap by 12:30 PM, and snack
when children woke up at 2:30 PM. The afternoors@iad of additional center time and
teachers could take their classes outside agagrépfck up time started around 3:00
PM. She also elaborated on the teacher schedulegsteachers were hired to work a
shift. She was the last teacher to arrive and wbtke closing schedule, from 9:00 AM

to 6:00 PM, while Ms. Clarkson opened and workednf6:30 AM to 3:30 PM. All
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teachers got a break during naptime and the sohecdag structured so that all the
teachers were present from 9:00 AM to 3:30 PM wthercenter was at maximum
capacity for ratios.

Despite the hours of observations conductedll ksthain unclear about how
children at Celebrate Kids Academy spend their tiBgech day | spent observing was
markedly different and the schedule seemed arbigacept for lunch and nap. | did,
however, note patterns | observed and | descriem there. The three ways children
spent their time included whole group “rug timedrtsitioning from place to place, and
in centers. Whole group “rug time” happened botimially, like during morning
meeting, and informally.

| observed one morning when all of the teachefBuite 1 assembled their classes
on the rugs so Ms. Harrison could lead morning mgeThe meeting lasted over an
hour, though halfway through a bell rang and tlassés lined up to sign the school song
and recite the “Learner’s Creed” with the childierBuite 2. In the hour-long span, Ms.
Harrison reviewed the calendar, including the aagnth, year, and the weather through
rote learning. Ms. Clarkson then took over andenaawed the day of the week and
weather before having the children sing an alphabet), count 1-10 in Spanish and
Chinese, count by fives and tens up to 100, reWimnasign language words for “please,
open, play, potty, yes, no, on, off, boy, and gahd recite another alphabet song. The
alphabet stopped at “Q” when Ms. Clarkson abruasliyed, “Who is President Obama.”
She continued with “Who can tell me about Rosa $arkis. Harrison and Ms.
Frederick laughed and Ms. Harrison said, “They ttail you what they did yesterday,

why you bringin up stuff from three months ago” Tdtass recited the “Learner’s Creed”
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again before they started to practice for theidgedgion ceremony, which in my
understanding was about six weeks away. Arounds1AM, about an hour and fifteen
minutes after they first sat down on the rug, aleifdwere sent to centers.

An example of informal rug time occurred one mogwhen Ms. Clarkson and
Ms. Franklin’s classes sat on the rug and requesbed ube videos for Ms. Clarkson to
show. During this thirty or so minute span, childeere able to request videos and Ms.
Clarkson responded to requests by showing videdrers, ligers, crocodiles, and
sharks, including a rather graphic video on shédcks. During this time, Ms. Franklin
sat on the couch behind the classes redirectindrehiwhen necessary.

In addition to rug time, children spent a goodlad¢aime transitioning from place
to place and in centers. Transitions happened pitinfar two reasons: ratios and
bathroom. When children were dropped off in themag, they went with the teacher on
duty until that teacher reached ratio capacity amother teacher arrived to take overflow.
Though each of the teachers had a designated *dassudents they were in charge of
from 9:00 AM to 3:30 PM, children often spent mowys and afternoon with other
teachers to maintain ratios. In the instances tachere over capacity, Ms. Kiera or one
of the office workers took some children until bada could be restored and a child left
for the day.

The other notable transition was bathroom timehWhnly two bathrooms and
three toilets for fifty or so children, kids spengood amount of time waiting for their
peers to use the restroom. Due to supervision nsasod to maintain ratios, if one child
in the class had to go, the whole class had toigotive teacher to the bathroom. The

other way children spent their time in the classtagas in centers. | observed children in



122

centers before morning meeting, after morning meetnd after nap. Center time,
especially in the afternoon, could last a few h@asording to my observations. During
formal center time, which occurred after morningetney, children used their “inch
worms” to choose which center they wanted to phaylhis choice was made by Velcro-
ing the worm to the sign for the center. Most cenbeeld four to five children. “Inch
worms” were not required for children to pick cest the afternoon.

In terms of formal instruction, Ms. Kiera informetk at our initial meeting that
they used the Mother Goose Curriculum and HookeBtmmics as their primary
teaching tools. I did not observe either tool baisgd. The lesson plans for the
observation period indicated children were workoamgdesert themed lessons. | observed
desert pictures hanging above the science centerrrasted straw in the sand and water
table. Children also talked about their upcomingvBoy and Cowgirl party to mark the
end of this theme. Aside from rote learning dumngrning meeting and rug time, | did
not observe any formal instruction during my obaéons. Instead, to convey children’s
knowledge to me, teachers frequently called a dailgroup of children over, got my
attention, and then had the child or children eegihat they knew. In my field notes, |
noted once such instance that occurred during tunch

Ms. Frederick turns to me and says, “When youhalkondergarten did most of

those kids know how to write their names?” | regpthat some did and some did

not. Ms. Frederick tells me the kids in her clat® are starting to read, pointing

to children and saying, “She knows, he knows, leénows.” She continues,

“They know their sight words t0o.” She stops thass by asking loudly, “Class,

what’s a noun? Some children respond, “A thingliatk a verb? Some respond,

“An action.” What's an adjective? Some childreapend, “A describing word.”

When some children respond, others look thorougbhfused. She points to a

girl and says “Spell “is” and the child does. $&lees them through long and short

vowels, having them recite how the first vowel sitiee “talking,” the second
vowel is “silent,” and long vowels “say their nastie
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In this same instance, Ms. Frederick asserts thiltren get homework every day,
though she finds most parents do not care enougbrplete it with their children.

Language and communication in Suites 1 and 2 west often aimed at
managing children and their behaviors. During whgstaup rug time, during transitions,
and in centers, the teachers redirected childrasteatly, often using the phrase
“practice self-control.” Though necessary duringds like clean up, the extent of
redirection seemed excessive and at times, copnbeluctive, particularly during whole
group rug time. In one observation, at a time whléonf Suite 1's children were on the
rug, each teacher had a say in stopping the whads for various reasons. Ms. Clarkson
insisted everyone participate and so the class$ohsing or count multiple times over.
Then, Ms. Harris interjected because she wantedl#isses to stand up and sit down for
certain parts of the song. Meanwhile, Ms. Fredesidpped the class numerous times for
specific behaviors saying, “Put it down” or “He dwi’ up her dress and she ain’t sayin
nothing!” Each of these redirections halted thevflaf rug time, making it drag on and
on. Though each teacher had his or her own styt@mimunication, language itself in
the classroom seemed particularly informal. | ngibchses like “No boo, you told us
how to do it wrong... No boo, everybody stand up*®o to a center, why you playin
with me?” or “Don’t be over there with that truglkqu behave.”

In my observation time, | did not observe teacheasling books to children.
Books, however, were available in the librariepath Suites 1 and 2. During center
time, children had the option to sit in their respee libraries and look through books,
which occasionally they did. There was one instanaghich Ms. Clarkson looked for a

book about making friends when two of the thredeSiiiclasses were on the rug, but
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could not find it and made up a story about argarhed “Viola” and her haunted house
instead. Additionally, while | did not see childremorking or writing in journals, Ms.
Clarkson referenced that her class had journailsgayce, “My class, we can put our
heads down or | can get out our writing books...gudssse in charge? We can get our
writing books out.” | did not observe the otherdieers referencing writing books for
their classes. Evidence of math in the classroamsapily involved counting and the
math centers. As previously noted, morning meeting®th Suites included counting. In
the math center, bins of shapes were availabletibdren and | noted children working
there during two separate center times.

According to Mr. Marshall, more students attendimg center had disabilities
than had IEPs and more students had special negalsvere in the referral process.
Consequently, only a handful of children were altyuaceiving services. In my
observations, | noted two speech therapists thaeda work with two different children,
one from Suite 1 and one from Suite 2. Of the mwsthénterviewed, only one child had
an IEP; she was born prematurely and had beenviegeservices since birth. Another
child whose mother | spoke with was in the evalrastage of the referral process.
According to Mr. Marshall, approaching parents dlgmiting their children services had
to be handled with extreme delicacy. He statedithtitis community parents became
fearful of their children being labeled “slow” ardffering in later school years. In my
field notes, | noted approximately ten children Miarshall pointed out as being in need
of evaluations. Except for the presence of thedpeech therapists, | did not see

additional evidence of accommodations or differ&idn for children with disabilities.
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Interactions

Learning interactions at Celebrate Kids Acadenppeaed more frequently than
formal instruction and my observations indicatedhsunteractions to be the primary form
of teaching and learning. As examples, | observiensheh, a community walk, and a trip
to the local library to see a fire truck where tesrs actively engaged their classes in
conversation. At lunch during one observation thgigh Ms. Harrison’s class. When a
child talked about his trip to the zoo, Ms. Harnsasked specific questions about his
experience before asking the class if they had leeen to the zoo. Ms. Harrison
continued to prompt children about different anisrnahd exhibits, engaging the class in a
zoo-related conversation for most of lunch.

| also went on a community walk one morning witk.Nfrederick and her class. |
noted that Ms. Frederick asked, “How’s the weatbday boys and girls? How’s the
weather?” When one of the children responded “hat! another said “nice,” Ms.
Frederick made a dissatisfied face. She continyeshping “Yes, but what is it? Is it
cloudy?” | noted that the children shouted, “Nofdre a child said “It's sunny.” Ms.
Frederick then reiterated that it was the firsthef month that day. And finally, on the
way home from a walk to the local library to sef@atruck, | walked with Ms.
Michael’'s and Ms. Clarkson’s classes. In my fietdes, | noted that when the classes
approached a blooming tree, Ms. Clarkson had thiemte examine it. She picked a bud
and introduced the class to words like “bloomingtidblossoming” relating them to
springtime.

Interactions between teachers and children difelepending upon the

personality and teaching style of the individualdieers. Overwhelmingly, however,
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interactions with all of the teachers seemed bemawanagement and discipline-
oriented. Each of the teachers, including Ms. Garkwho usually looked stern, also had
lighter times, times in which | observed them iatting playfully with the children.
During lunch with Ms. Harrison’s class, Ms. Harmsaoticed a child whose first name
began with a “T” had this letter recently buzzetbihis hair. She made a fuss and called
Ms. Frederick over to come take a look. Ms. Fretkeclapped and stomped before she
started loudly singing “Calling Tymeer,” a madesgng with the child’s name in it. On a
different day, Ms. Clarkson engaged children withde up story about “Viola.” She
smiled and laughed as she led the class throughstacle course, hushing them so they
would not wake up the haunted spirits. Ms. Johmeraged her children to have dance
parties, while Ms. Michaels often sang to her ¢lagsch appeared to captivate them.
Mr. Eli, the most reserved of all the teachersy algpeared playful, especially in one-on-
one situations with children or when trying to gethild to stop crying.

Interactions between staff also depended on iddaliteachers and staff
members. Mr. Marshall's presence in the classrogically quieted the teachers and in
some cases got them moving off of the couchesKiésa seemed authoritative and she
called teachers by their last names, with the fatynaf a “Mr.” or “Ms.” On two
occasions, | overheard the teachers in Suite 1 Bmabout her with Ms. Harrison
saying she was eager to look for a new job. Fronohbservations, | noted that Ms.
Harrison and Ms. Frederick were playful toward anether, often joking back and forth.
In this suite, Ms. Clarkson tended to keep to Hersewever, when the suites were
together, like on the walk to the library, | obssivher scolding Ms. Michaels from Suite

2 multiple times, including once for not realizisige was walking her class down the
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middle of a side street. | also noted that when Mishaels was having difficulty with
her class, she threatened to send children to Msk<on if they misbehaved, which
prompted one child to cry. Both Mr. Eli and Ms. delkept almost entirely to
themselves, rarely making conversation with oteachers and staff.

Finally, in terms of supervision and disciplineCelebrate Kids Academy, the
shuffling of children due to the strict ratio adéwece presented unique challenges to the
site. The only significant lapse in supervisiont thaersonally observed happened when
Ms. Michaels had her class walking in the middl@a street, which was clearly
accidental. Otherwise, | most often observed candwraiting for teachers to turn their
backs before misbehaving or instigating problentt wiher children. With almost fifty
children in one room, instigating problems was gqgdmmon, though between the five
teachers on the second floor most culprits wergltisand immediately disciplined.

| observed teachers’ discipline techniques antkpat to be somewhat random
and to vary based on personal style. In my fielgs,0l observed that most often children
were redirected on the spot, like being told tm{5t In fewer cases, children were
threatened with a loss of a toy or playtime wagmte&way. Teachers also threatened to
call home or tell parents about misbehavior at{pipkThough | never observed a teacher
call home, | did observe all teachers discussinigli@n’s behavior with parents or
guardians at pick-up. | did not observe use ofreetout or cool down chair. Ms. Clarkson
seemed to be the resident disciplinarian and wheméwer teachers, Ms. Michaels and
Ms. Johns, had behavior problems, occasionally tayld send the misbehaving child

to Ms. Clarkson.
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And finally, though | only observed the aftermdtbecame aware that center had
a major lapse in supervision one afternoon thatdadirect changes in supervision and
safety procedures. More specifically, before mydlmbservation, | was held downstairs
for over an hour before Mr. Marshall let me upstawhen Mr. Marshall finally did
come to get me, | followed him upstairs to a corghesilent second floor. Each teacher
was sitting at their semi-circular table with thelmldren, who colored pictures quietly.
Eventually the room livened up, though the teachemsained quiet as | observed. After
my observation, Mr. Marshall called me into hiscdéf He explained:
“l don’t know if you heard, but there was a bigittent yesterday so Ms. Kiera
required all teachers to go on-line and takettiiging last night regarding
supervision. So you might have seen a lot of pfadgs today. It could have been
a very serious situation. It was the result, girae@kly, of improper supervision.
So, it could be reported to the state, and ibgsland it's investigated, we have to
show what we did as a response and one was thegqueed all of the teachers
on the whole floor to do training. Then, obvioualgouple of teachers got written
up. So you know, those are small samples, butageahdiscussion with another

teacher today reminding her that there are trggavailable and they can be
taken at any time in various subject matters.”

Though | personally did not witness the incident, Marshall explained that a parent
entered the second floor suites and found her ghalging alone while the rest of her
class was outside. She became very upset thahhe&meas unsupervised and wanted an
immediate explanation from Mr. Marshall, Ms. Kieaad the teachers. Mr. Marshall
stated that he spoke to the mother in his offickwaas able to calm her down, telling her
that the situation would be addressed immediatétly the staff.

In subsequent observations, | noted that eachéea@arried a silver ring with
index cards around it. Each index card had a chitdme and picture. | observed that
when a teacher arrived or left for the day anddckit were shuffled in response, the

child’s index card was traded to the new teacher imocharge of his or her care. | also
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observed a staff meeting led by Ms. Kiera in wisble addressed the severity of the
incident. Specifically, Ms. Kiera mentioned tha¢ tharent had requested to see the files
on all the teachers and warned them that the mothéd post negative comments on the
internet about the center and its staff. She the#nduced the index card system as well
as walkie-talkies, which were to be used every tieaehers are out of the upstairs room
with their children.
Maternal Primary Caregivers: Parental Involvement and Profiles

Over the course of two weeks, | interviewed 15 racgtwith children enrolled at
Celebrate Kids Academy. Prior to conducting intews, | also observed for evidence of
parental involvement and interactions between par@md staff. Similar to The Christian
School, | saw significantly more parent-staff imtetions than evidence of direct parental
involvement in center activities. On my first obssion day though, the center happened
to visit the library a block away for a fire trudemonstration and three parents met their
children there. In my field notes, | noted one neotparked behind the truck and carried
her son’s infant sister over to join the class,levanother arrived telling the teachers
excitedly that her boss let her out of work for doeasion. The third parent, a dad, stood
quietly behind the classes and held his daughtsowghe could see.

The presence of fathers at Celebrate Kids Acadgasynotable. In my time at
The Christian School, seven of the nine womendrinewed were single caretakers and |
observed only one father picking his son up frolmost on one occasion. At Celebrate
Kids Academy, while over half of the fifteen motbéiinterviewed were single, the

presence of fathers at the center was highly \@sibbbserved dads or paternal caregivers
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dropping off and picking up their children justaften as mothers or maternal caregivers
did.

Interactions between parents and staff happengddrgly, though almost always
during drop off and pick up times. Typically, inketions were brief and friendly, only a
few teachers and parents seemed to know eachwétieDuring pick-up times, parents
often asked how their child’s day had been. | nobedvever, that in almost all cases,
unless a child arrived after 9:00 AM and got pickpdbefore 3:30 PM, the child was
dropped off or picked up under a different teachedre, limiting parental access to their
child’s actual teacher. Perhaps consequently, wiaeents had questions or concerns,
they went right to Ms. Kiera or requested to seeMarshall. As examples, when |
arrived one day, the office worker called Mr. Mato let him know | was there. She
hung up quickly before saying, “He back talkingatparent, have a seat, he’ll be down to
come get you soon.” And during a staff meetingbdgdVs. Kiera one afternoon during
nap, she mentioned the role she and Mr. Marshsallraed when parents complained. She
stated, “The lack of communication up here is anes’ then continued, “When parents
come in angry, they aren’t looking for me they'oeking for you. But we (Mr. Marshall
and I) handle them so you don’t have to. Do yobt”j&nd so, during the times when
issues arose, Ms. Kiera and Mr. Marshall appeaittithgvto step in as buffers to protect
the center with the parties on both sides.

For this study, | interviewed the following fifteenothers with children enrolled
in Celebrate Kids Academy’s pre-k age program: aGKeisha, Tanya, Dawn, Felisha,
Kim, Rhonda, Fanta, Jacqui, Kathy, Missy, AlayaltaRTamara, and Trinity. All of the

women were African American and their ages vartethfearly twenties to mid thirties.
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Six of the moms, including Gina, Tanya, Dawn, Jacflayah, and Trinity, had their
children as teenagers and were now in their easdyties. The remaining women were in
their mid to late twenties or thirties. Eight mathé@ad daughters enrolled, while the
other seven had sons, a representative sample cetiter’'s gender distribution. Thirteen
of the women lived locally with their children, vidiKim and Fanta lived outside the

neighborhood but passed the center on their wamknaate into the city.

Table 4.2

Demographic Information for Maternal Primary Carggrs of Celebrate Kids Academy

Name Race/Ethnicity Age # Children/ MariBahtus Occupation/
Grandchildren Employment Status

Alayah Black 20-25 2 Engaged In school

Dawn Black 20-25 1 Single Caregiver

Fanta Black 30-35 2 With Dad Education

Felisha Black 30-35 2 Matrried Security

Gina Black 20-25 1 Single Education

Jacqui Black 20-25 1 Single Security

Kathy Black 30-35 6 Married In school

Keisha Black 25-30 2 Single In school

Kim Black 30-35 2 Married Medical

Missy Black 25-30 1 Single Undetermined

Rhonda Black 35-40 2 Single Medical

Rita Black 25-30 2 With Dad Grocery store

Tamara Black 30-35 2 Married Medical

Tanya Black 20-25 1 Single Housekeeping

Trinity Black 20-25 1 Single None

Eleven of the mothers from Celebrate Kids Acaderaye working, including
Gina and Fanta in education, Dawn, Kim, Rhonda, Bardara in medical, Felisha and
Jacqui in security, Tanya in housekeeping, and iRitagrocery story. | was unable to
determine Missy’s job; she mentioned working twgsda week for friends, but would
not elaborate. Three mothers, Keisha, Kathy, amyai, were in school full time, while
Trinity was “in between jobs.” Nine women receive@IS subsidies to assist with their
childcare payments. Alayah was working on secuaisgbsidy and could only afford to

send her son part-time at a private pay price wahilewaited. Three women, Kim, Fanta,
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and Missy, paid $165 per week as private pay parémtd finally, as close relatives of
Mr. Marshall and Ms. Kiera, Felisha and Tamara pdid discounted rate; their exact
cost of childcare is unknown.

Eight women, Gina, Keisha, Tanya, Dawn, Rhondeguia Missy, and Trinity,
were single mothers raising their children alongvith the help of family. The other
seven women, including Felisha, Kim, Fanta, Katkigyah, Rita, and Tamara, were
either married to, engaged to, or living with taghers of their children. Six children
were only children, while nine had siblings of was ages. Felisha, Kathy, and Rita all
had younger children in Celebrate Kids Academyfanhand toddler classrooms, while
Kim, Fanta, and Alayah had their infants or todslkenrolled in other childcare settings.
Of the 15 women, seven had enrolled their chilé&r®mfants or toddlers. Three women
had enrolled their children as young threes wholiesh at the center over a year, while
the remaining five women had enrolled within th&t igear. Gina, Dawn, Kim, and
Rhonda had family members watching their childreargo enroliment, making
Celebrate Kids their only child-care experience; dkther eleven women had removed
their children from prior childcare settings. Anddlly, the drop-off and pick-up times
for all families varied; as did children’s attendanMissy, who worked part-time,
Trinity, who was in-between jobs, and Alayah, wioold not afford full-time care, kept
their children home at least two days a week; émeaining mothers typically had
children at the center five days a week.

Children’s Town
After my initial third site fell through late itné summer of 2013, | began to look

for another 3 STAR center willing to participatetims study. | contacted Ms. Linda at



133

Children’s Town to see if she would be willing teeet with me and she agreed. Ms.
Linda did not make it to the center for our scheduheeting so | met with Ms. Tami, an
administrator, who shared information about the@ethhen recommended | call Ms.
Linda to ask for permission to observe and intevarents. Ms. Linda willingly agreed,
saying she was more than happy to help, and graméealccess to the 35 families who
had children enrolled in the center’s two classredan three and four year olds.

Just as at The Christian School and Celebrate Keadslemy, | spent 18 hours
over the course of 5 different days and times olisgiin this center’s classrooms.
Because the center had two age specific classrémmse-K age children and Ms. Linda
advised recruiting parents from both, | split myei between Ms. Kim'’s three year-old
classroom and Ms. Dora and Ms. Penny'’s four yeactsissroom. To give context to
Children’s Town, | provide its background and abhistory then describe aspects of
quality captured during observations. Again, dgdgmns focus generally on site and
classroom resources, the classroom environmeastaictions, and parental involvement.
Following evidence of parental involvement, | indduprofiles of the 16 maternal
primary caregivers | interviewed from this center.

Background and History

Children’s Town is a privately owned and operdtede STAR center housed in
a five-story row home. Located in a neighborhoodtveé the city’s center, the facility
has been operational for the last ten years. Mald,iwho lives out of state, co-owns the
center with her husband and mother. She servdseasnter’s official director, but has
increasingly passed duties on to her two adminig&gassistants, Ms. Tami and Ms.

Margaret, as she looks to expand. A medium-sizatkcethe site has classrooms for
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infants, older and younger toddles, three-year,@dd four-year olds on four different
floors, from the basement to an additional topfladded five years ago.

The building itself sits second from the end ¢drag block of row homes,
sandwiched between a residence and a corner bdalréZi's Town is physically
distinguishable in that the building stands twaistoabove the rest of the homes on the
block and has been refinished in pale pink stutedike all of the homes with awnings
over porches, the building’s porch has been builtamd the main glass-door entrance
requires walking through a wrought iron black gaveising strollers and trashcans.
Inside the door, a schedule and flyers have bgedtaA small black keypad sits to the
door’s left with a sign indicating parents showldd in their children’s birthdays for
access. Fresh flowers sit on the brick steps ufinganto the entrance. A large main
floor window has “Passport to Learning” sign andésorated with stickers, adding to
the inviting atmosphere. Window boxes with flowbkesg underneath this large window.
Above the first floor, an awning with Children’s Wa'’s logo, website, and phone
number rises over entrance.

A three STAR center during the time of the stutig, center gained but refused
its fourth STAR due to financial limitations lastar. As Ms. Linda explained it, the
center was not in a good financial place at the tand accepting a fourth STAR would
have meant hiring and paying another staff memldér avcollege degree, which they
could not afford at the time. The center would ptas fourth STAR before the end of
this year, according to Ms. Linda. Unlike in thathern neighborhoods, Children’s
Town has some, but not an overwhelming amount wipaidition in the area as only one

other home daycare facility is housed on the saiekbin the fall of the 2012,
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Children’s Town became part of the School Dista@re-K Counts program. The
program has strict funding, scheduling, curricugang teaching requirements, all of
which have changed the structure of the three andyfear old classrooms in the last
year. Consequently, Children’s Town functions imgowvays like a daycare center and in
others like a Pre-K program. It continues to funictike a daycare because the whole
center accepts infants through school-age chilgean round with an extended school
day. Due to Pre-K Counts’ requirements, howevex sithool day for three and four year-
olds spans from 8:00 AM to 3:00 PM and parents rpagtextra to drop off earlier or
pick-up later. While the center remains open inghmmer, Ms. Linda hired the Pre-K
Counts teachers, who hold bachelor’s degrees,rigrten months.

With only the three and four year-old classroompacted by the partnership
with the School District, the facility still accepinfants at six weeks and toddlers at any
age prior to three. The center is open year-rouvot 6:30 AM to 6:00 PM. The site’s
before and after school program is housed in acthaifew blocks away and accepts
children between 5 and 13 years old. The three-gielclassroom, which shares the
second floor with the center’s tiny administratoffice, has 12 district-funded slots for
children who turn three before Septemb&nvhile the four year-old classroom on the
added third floor has 15 district-funded slots.-Rr€ounts pays for children to attend the
center from 8:00 AM until 3:00 PM daily, ten monthgear. If parents need care before
or after those hours or want to send their childnethe summer, they have to pay Ms.
Linda an additional fee. According to Ms. Linda, ISCovers summer care for most

children so the fee is minimal.
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Pre-K Counts also requires teachers to have eelathdegree and a state early
childhood education certification. However, becaMsse Linda’s teachers did not meet
those requirements, she hired Ms. Dora last yeduMs) Kim a few weeks prior to the
study starting because both hold bachelor’'s degreearly childhood education. Ms.
Kim teaches the three year-olds and has two rgtassistants, Ms. Teri in the morning
and Ms. Diane in the afternoon. Since Ms. Pennytaaght the four year-olds since the
center opened, Ms. Linda refused to demote hePfesK Counts. She and Ms. Dora co-
teach the four year-olds, though Ms. Dora is tlagl leeacher on all administrative
paperwork. Both Ms. Kim and Ms. Dora are white wonmetheir early twenties teaching
for the first time. With the exception of part-tirmdministrator Ms. Margaret, who is also
white, the remaining staff and teachers, includisy Linda, are black, middle-aged, and
seasoned in the field. Ms. Linda’s mother, Ms. Esar works in the kitchen in the
basement and a local high school student overkedadilities housekeeping. Infant and
toddler teachers are required to wear medical scmbile Pre-K age teachers do not
have a uniform. Unlike at The Christian School &alebrate Kids Academy, the center
does not require a uniform for children.

The center’s 27’'s Pre-K Counts slots had beeedfidlt the start of the school year.
According to Ms. Linda, however, the center couddept up to 8 or so more Pre-K age
children during the school year, which would keeghlxlassrooms in ratio, and submit
paper work to the district for funding after thettaDuring my time at the site, one new
student started. In terms of demographics, | olesktive center to be 99% African
American. With one mixed race child, this site @ only center where | interviewed a

non-African American, white mom. The center hadaen distribution of boys and girls
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though there were more three-year old girls thayslamd four-year old boys than girls.
In terms of cost, approximately 80% of the familié$he center received CCIS
subsidies. Parents could also access cost freenfyifdhey applied for Pre-k Counts
childcare through the district and were out of wdrkterviewed two mothers who found
and paid for Children’s Town via the later routéo-pays were due weekly, though Ms.
Linda prided on the center’s flexibility and wilness to work with parents who had
financial issues. If parents could not make paysenif CCIS dropped a family,
children were often allowed to attend part-timeiluhe matter was resolved. The private
pay cost of Children’s Town came to $145.00 perkwvee
Site and Classroom Resources

With its additions and expansions over the yeanddén’s Town has reached its
limits in terms of indoor and outdoor usable sp&wetside, the facility does not have a
parking lot so families who drive have to find padkon the street, which borders a very
busy intersection. The center has two small ar@asutdoor play, one for infants and
toddlers, and the other for the Pre-K age classsodior the infants and toddlers, turf
flooring and a small jungle gym sit in the smaltkygard off of the first floor. The three
and four year-old classrooms’ play area sits orbthikling’s roof. An enclosed fire
escape at the back of the house, which leads fnerfirst floor all the way to the roof,
gives all but the basement classrooms direct acogbg playground. The rooftop space
itself is narrow, like the building, and has alseh covered in turf. There are two small
jungle gym sets on the roof; a five-foot high feeceloses the space. Above the fence,
mesh netting continues up the sides of the walliscawers the top of the roof. The heavy

door leading to this level locks automatically asaaditional safety precaution. Ms.
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Linda says that the children, even the toddlersokitely love the roof because “it feels
like you're on top of the world.” Likely due to thienited space, aside from the jungle
gym equipment, the only other gross motor equiprhebserved included bins of balls
and miscellaneous toys.

During my observation period, | split my time beem the third and fourth floor
Pre-K age classrooms. Though notably narrow, biighting, glass windows, and warm
paint colors make both classrooms feel more spadiman they actually are. The third
floor classroom houses three year-olds and is palfgismaller because it borders the
entire length of the main stairwell and the frohthe classroom houses the building’s
administrative office. This singular room has atlow blue paint color and light tile
floor. In the middle of the room, just inside thaimdoor, sits a circular carpet with a
map of the world in the middle and pictures of aaigron the outer border, each picture
is small enough for one child to sit on. A rounbdi¢awith ten chairs sits to the left of the
rugs, towards the back of the room. To the righ\ees separate the joint block and
writing centers from the manipulatives center. &attight side of the room, | also see a
cozy corner chair for time-outs, a small librargaxvith books and a beanbag, an easel
housing art supplies, and one computer.

The administrative office door sits just outsilles tspace, overlooking the street.
Above the block area rug looms a bulletin boardhaitarge colorful tree on it displaying
a hand activity that children have made. Over tla@mug, a children’s bubble art
display, a color of the week poster, a jobs posted, an “I'm Glad I'm Me” poem hang
one next to the other on the wall. To the leftr@ tug and main classroom table sits

shelving for science and math centers and a tétevidoving towards the back of the
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room, the classroom narrows and cubbies, whicld abildren share, line the left wall.
Above the cubbies, parents have mailboxes andletiouboard with lesson plans and a
meal schedule. The back of the room houses a sofgdgt, where the dramatic play
clothes are stored, a single-person bathroom, gmyesand/water table, and a back door
leading to the fire escape and roof. The only gkayter | do not observe on this floor is
music and movement, though | observed the incotiporaf both music and movement
into morning meetings on both floors. | note thathecenter on this floor is labeled at
children’s eye level and has pockets for “fingeople,” the popsicle sticks children use
to choose centers.

The four year-old classroom is equipped with #®e centers in more space and
with a different physical layout. Each of the cestis labeled and has pockets for “finger
people.” This floor has bright yellow walls andHigile flooring. The main entrance to
this room sits in the back, while the room itsedfesds to the street. It is wider with
higher ceilings and three large windows face tbatfof the building. Just inside the
entrance are two long tables with six chairs arcesch. The back wall of the room
houses bookshelves packed to the ceiling with gsztoard games, books, paper,
magazines, and other miscellaneous supplies. Arlshaf has a bin labeled “Journals”
and has 15 or so black and white marble notebaoksThe door leading to the fire
escape and the roof stands next to these shelebsidthe room’s main tables sits a
computer and an adult size chair, parent mailbcxéksending Library” board, a
numbers poster, and a long alphabet wall thatcétestto the center of the room. The
opposite wall, closest to the door, houses childrenared cubbies and the door to this

classroom’s bathroom.
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Like downstairs, a bulletin board with lesson glameals, and allergies hangs
above the cubbies. The bathroom door displays remld magazine collages and a
numbers chart. A stainless steel mini refrigeratatt additional supplies and materials,
including the bins housing the silverware, napkarsj cups, are stacked high above the
children’s cubbies. Children’s “All about me” prajs line the room’s main walls. One
other notable difference between the two classraertisat the morning meeting rug for
this class, in the front right corner of the roatoges not have seating cues. Additionally,
“Days of the Week” and “Months of the Year” posteesg over the rug at children’s eye
level. | note this classroom does not have a sugplet and so children’s naptime cots
are stacked and leaned against the wall betweemdimreand block area rugs.

In terms of personal care, the majority of chitdie both classrooms arrived at
the center between 7:45 and 9:00 AM, though theKP@®unts program officially starts
at 8:00 AM. A quarter of the children in each ctassn were picked up at 3:00 PM when
the program ended, while the majority stayed fdtefacare.” The three and four year-
old classrooms were combined at 4:30 PM when tead teachers left. Similar to
Celebrate Kids Academy, the parents at Children\wTused a punch code to gain
access to the building’s sole entrance. | notettlatnfant and toddler rooms off the first
floor have a second punch code for added safewy .ohty potential safety hazard |
observed was the slope of the main stairwell inbiiéding, which slanted almost ten
degrees to the right.

Parents typically walked their children directbytheir rooms, either on the third
or fourth floor, and as the child got settled, sebved teachers greeting both parents and

children. Children who arrived between 8:00 AM &5 AM were offered a cold
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breakfast of cereal, milk, and juice. In the thyear-old room, the class transitioned
from breakfast to morning meeting before centeetiifhe four-year-olds had center time
before morning meeting so that each class could bair own outdoor time on the roof.
The center participates in a food program, offeshiddren a hot lunch and cold snack.
Ms. Linda’s mother was in charge of food preparatising the kitchen in the basement;
on the days | observed, lunch consisted of sandsighth fruits or vegetables. Children
were expected to wash their hands before mealsfédmessy activities. | observed the
teachers were also diligent with tissues and wipaegs. Each classroom had one
bathroom, which required children to wait duringsp@imes. While in the classroom,
children were free to go as needed to the bathroloay; were expected to go before and
after naptime. Children napped on the same bluetbat Celebrate Kids Academy used
and were spread throughout the room. Teachersallegitildren’s individual blankets in
plastic bags, which were stored in large red duféejs. Naptime lasted from 12:30 PM
to 2:15 or 2:30 PM.

The teachers for the four-year-old classroom ihetulead teacher Ms. Dora and
her co-teacher Ms. Penny. In the three-year-olgscteom, lead teacher Ms. Kim seemed
to handle the majority of classroom duties bec&gseassistant teachers, Ms. Teri and
Ms. Diane, switched midday. As previously mentiondd. Dora and Ms. Kim were
recent college graduates with education degreestatel certifications. Ms. Dora had
been at the center for one year. This teachingasgnt was Ms. Kim'’s first since
graduation from college. Ms. Penny, Ms. Teri, ansl Miana, as well as all the infant
and toddler teachers, were African American andwerage ten to fifteen years older

than Ms. Dora and Ms. Kim. Ms. Penny, who was infifges, did not have a college
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degree, but had been in the childcare field foryngrars. She had been at Children’s
Town since its opening ten years prior. Ms. Ted #s. Diana were younger than Ms.
Penny by approximately ten years, but were eqaallgxperienced though they did not
have formal degrees. A family-owned and operatetlitia the center had two family
member administrators. Ms. Linda’s mother, Ms. €sar co-owned the center and
oversaw meals, while her cousin, Ms. Tami, workethe office. A longtime family
friend, Ms. Margaret, had worked for Ms. Linda @riggh school. In school for her
associate’s degree, she was also a part-time astraitar. | interviewed both Ms. Tami
and Ms. Margaret for this project, as they were alarents with young children enrolled.
Like The Christian School and Celebrate Kids Amag, Children’s Town has a
number of unique site and classroom resourcefartigy-oriented atmosphere plus the
facility’s building and physical layout createseling of intimacy. Ms. Linda especially
generates feelings of warmth and friendliness. §hahe herself is not on-site every
day, someone in her immediate family is, usuallyrhether. During my observations,
when issues with parents arose, | observed onafsezeaming and threatening to pull
her child out when Ms. Dora and Ms. Penny refusealiminister a non-documented
medication to her child, Ms. Theresa calmed herrdbefore putting the parent on the
phone with Ms. Linda. Ms. Linda is also an extraoadly knowledgeable childcare
director. She makes a concerted effort to mairntkise contact with the School District,
the welfare and CCIS offices, and the STARS evalgsatShe seems to know the system
very well, which allows her to navigate the systmd maintain good relationships with
these outside entities. In one conversation, famgle, she stated, “When | call CCIS, |

know to just ask for a manager or a person in éharge chances are very high the
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person answering the phone is new. The person dlenis probably new too. I'm up
against morons.” Because of her knowledge, Ms. d.isdalso extremely adept at helping
parents who started out as private pay clientsfgual CCIS subsidies.

As previously mentioned, Children’s Town also offa unique partnership with
Pre-K Counts, a selective School District partngrginogram. Aside from paying for
state certified teachers, the program mandateshbatenter keep their ratios lower than
typically required. The program also has curricalad assessment requirements. In fact,
Children’s Town is the only center in the studyhnat formal curriculum, the Creative
Curriculum, and an assessment system. Financigbsufsom the district partnership
allowed Ms. Linda to purchase the Teacher Standasdessment System the prior year.
This digital system generates ideas for activitieth parents and teachers can use to
improve on children’s weaknesses. Parents camlé@im their computers or phones to
check children’s progress as well.
Classroom Environment

In part, my observations of the Pre-K age progra@haldren’s Town focused on
the teaching and learning environment. | paid paldr attention to how children spent
their time, the attention given to language, litgrand books, math, and the
accommodations for children with disabilities. The-K Counts partnership program
only assists with funding seven hours of the céntiay, from 8:00 AM to 3:00 PM.
Prior to the program’s official 8:00 AM start timghildren dropped off between 6:30
AM and 8:00 AM are combined in one room where thiayed in centers until 7:30 AM.
At 8:00 AM breakfast begins as drop-off continuggakfast lasts until approximately

8:45 AM. At 9:00 AM the three-year-olds have th@aorning meeting and the four-year-
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olds go to centers and fine motor skill time. A3®AM the three-year-olds transition to
centers and fine motor skills. The four-year-oldséntheir morning meeting at 10:00
AM then go to the roof from 10:30 to 11:00 AM. Tteee-year-olds stay in centers until
11:00 when they transition to the roof. The fouatyelds do an additional activity,
center time or reading time, before both classa$ &t prepare for lunch around 11:45
AM. From 12:30 to 2:30 PM both classes nap. Whey thake up, children eat snack
and then go home unless they stay for after-cditer-8are consists of additional center
and fine motor activities, sometimes roof time &l WwVhen the classes combine at 4:30
PM, children transition up or downstairs and camtinvith the center and fine motor
activities. Teachers at Children’s Town work a shéad teacher Ms. Kim works from
7:00 AM to 4:00 PM, Ms. Dora from 7:30 AM to 4:30/PMs. Teri opens at 6:30 AM,
while Ms. Diane closes at 6:00 PM. Ms. Penny’'stshifrom 8:30 AM to 5:30 PM. All

of the teachers get a break during naptime.

Dictated by the Creative Curriculum, the classre@nChildren’s Town spend
two weeks working from the same theme. During mgeobations, the theme was body
parts and | observed morning meetings, centersfiaaadnotor skill activities and
projects revolve around this theme. In my obseovati children spent the least amount
of time participating in whole-group learning. Waaroup learning happened almost
exclusively during the morning meeting, which lasédout 20 minutes for three-year-
olds, 30 minutes if Ms. Kim read a story at the.dvidrning meeting lasted five to ten
minutes longer upstairs. | did not observe Ms. Dorls. Penny readings stories at the
end. The longer meeting upstairs included the cieand counting, which the younger

children did not do. Both meetings included the 6@Morning” song. During the song,
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the class clapped in a circle while one-by-one ehdd was greeted and jumped in the
middle of the circle before introducing the chileba to them.

During the morning meeting, both classes alscereed the color and shapes of
the week, tan and a semi-circle respectively, leefloe teachers reintroduced the theme. |
observed Ms. Kim asking, “Who remembers what weaieng about this week?” while
Ms. Dora asked questions like, “Who can point timdy part we've learned and tell me
about it?” Children were expected to raise theirdsato answer in both classrooms,
though the hand-raising policy was enforced magguently upstairs. The morning
meeting in the three-year-old classroom took longeyet started and was interrupted
more often due to behavior management issueslkingeabout the body parts themes, |
observed that in the three-year old-class, theldnil practiced singing and acting out a
body parts song, while upstairs the class learoeddite and act out a body parts poem.
Downstairs, Ms. Kim made a long poster with the dgaio the song and hung it over the
morning meeting rug. Upstairs, children did notéawoster. Ms. Dora also used
morning meeting to introduce body part-themed vataty words. Each day, she hung a
new word on the alphabet wall.

The majority of children’s time was spent in cester working on theme-based
activities and fine motor skills in small groups.the mornings, children used their
“finger people” to choose centers. “Finger peopl&ie not used in the afternoons. Once
children had dispersed to centers, | observed Ma.d0d Ms. Penny typically setting up
a small group activity also related to the thenw.d¢xample, on the same day, Ms. Kim
had the three-year-olds playing a skeleton ganagale during center time, while

upstairs Ms. Penny pulled children to work on goghpeople art activity. After
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approximately 20 minutes with their small groupsthbteachers sent the children to
centers before calling the next small group ovewbstairs, Ms. Teri mostly circulated,
though | also observed her pulling individual cheld or small groups to do activities,
like letter recognition or puzzles. Upstairs, Mar®rotated working with two or three
children at a time on their writing journals.

Language and communication in the three and fear-gld classrooms at
Children’s Town differed based on what | obsen@té¢ a combination of children’s
ages and the teacher’s personalities. Downstaiss Kiln spoke softly and warmly, often
addressing children with “sweetie,” even when theye disobedient or disruptive. She
also encouraged children to refer to each othé&riaads,” by saying things like “We
don't call out friends” or “Excuse me friends, wavie gone over this every day.” | would
describe Ms. Teri as quiet and reserved. She spafklg to children when she worked
with them, but more often, she deferred leadingcthss and disciplining children to Ms.
Kim. | also observed that children in this classnocried significantly more often than
the children upstairs. When they did, both Ms. Kind Ms. Teri used phrases like,
“come on, you're a big girl” or “use your words pte” to dissolve the teary situation.
Both teachers also hugged children often, espgdalling transition times like upon
arrival or after naptime.

Upstairs, neither Ms. Dora nor Ms. Penny wereddtsasd reserved. | would
describe both as firm and stern, though they @sgHed and gave praise often. Both Ms.
Dora and Ms. Penny expected children to behaveaaniike they were “ready for the
big school.” | also observed the teachers encongaghildren to talk to and communicate

with each other. For example, one afternoon whensa played a caterpillar board
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game with four boys in her class, she repeatedspbriike, “You can do it, Micah. Come
one guys, cheer him on.” Though the teachers appsablanguage and communication
differently, | observed consistent formal language and the encouragement of inter-
peer communication at Children’s Town.

Literacy and books appeared frequently in boththinee and four-year-old
classrooms. In my observations, both classroond liseks most frequently as transition
tools, including to keep the room calm during mgatsile waiting for cots to be placed
or food to get delivered, or when the classes imad between the end of centers and
going outside. While | observed a handful of thewlated books, like “My Body” being
read, the teachers more often incorporated chilglfemorite books like “The Grouchy
Ladybug” or “Little Bear” into these transition tes. For example, one morning during
breakfast, | wrote the following in my field notes:

Ms. Kim asks the kids if they want to read a st@&lye comes to the window
behind me and takdhe Grouchy Ladybulgy Eric Carle off of the sill. She
begins to read and the room turns silent, thelcdml look captivated. As she
reads, they shout out questions and tell her ghihgy notice. When one child
says he sees the ladybug’'s brown spots, she“déyishrown, that's what? Black.
Tell me again what color that is?” The child repli“Black.” Two dads drop their
children off as she reads. She stops the stagyetet the dads and the children.
She sends them back to wash their hands, thougjbfahe children doesn’t do
it... After getting them settled into breakfast, $m returns to the story. A

child interrupts asking, “Is that me?” Ms. Kim s$es and responds, “No, you
know this is the grouchy ladybug. Use your picttitees.” The story gets to a part
where there are lobsters. A little girl says e knows lobsters have pinchers,
and she points to her fingers. MK smiles and reasng, “Yes, that is right.” On
the next page, there are monkeys and the chilgiewery excited. Another little
girl, who cried when she was dropped off, sayss.“Mlim, this is what a monkey
does.” She starts to lightly beat her chest aakenmonkey sounds. A handful of
kids around the table pick up on the movementsamuohd and start doing the
same thing. Periodically, as kids finish, theyndtap and take the top off of the
trashcan before they return to the table to listen
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Though | did not observe during a breakfast timstaips, | observed books used
similarly, especially because the schedule fordlass was less fluid due to their later
morning meeting time. The focus on literacy dowinstappeared to revolve around letter
recognition, starting with children recognizing tleéers in their names. Upstairs, writing
in journals was highly emphasized, as was the r@tog of the entire alphabet and basic
sight words.

In terms of math, the classrooms upstairs and dtaians incorporated math skills
differently into their daily routines and activsieDownstairs, for example, math skills
focused primarily on shapes and counting. In addlito the shape of the week, which |
noted the class explored further in a semi-cir8aihbow” art activity, shape
manipulatives were present in both the math andpuatives center. Counting also
occurred frequently, most often counting from L@ The teachers counted down from
10 holding up their hands before clean up, they etginted the number of children
present at morning meeting each day. Furthergifethvas a behavioral issue, Ms. Kim
frequently used her hands to communicate “1-2-8s@n me,” requiring children to
respond “1-2 eyes on you.” Upstairs, more advameath skills like the calendar were
incorporated into morning meeting. Counting strettto 100 and children were exposed
to, but not required to count by 5’s and 10’s. Whehserved the shape people, body
part art activity, | noted Ms. Penny required cfellto choose the shapes that best
corresponded with body parts. For example, whenyachose a rectangle for the trunk of
the body, Ms. Penny prompted him twice to choos®ee appropriate shape until he

chose a circle.
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Unlike at The Christian School and Celebrate Kidademy, | did not observe
children with special needs or disabilities reasgvpull out or one-on-one time with
therapists at Children’s Town. Conversations with. Minda and the teachers also did
not give any insight into how the center dealt wite needs of these children. It was not
until I interviewed mothers that | realized at letago children at the center had IEPs,
including a boy whose IEP for speech never traors#tdl to the center after he turned
three and another boy with an existing IEP for vedral challenges. In their interviews,
both mothers expressed their frustration in gettivegr children services. Prior to the
interviews, | did not observe teachers engagingjfierentiated practices nor did |
observe teachers making specific accommodationhése children.

Interactions

Learning and staff-child interactions at Childrem®w~n occurred frequently. The
teachers balanced learning interactions, both fbamé informal, with behavior
management and redirection. Downstairs, Ms. Kimarily led these types of
interactions as Ms. Teri and Ms. Diana deferreldeoinstructions, while upstairs Ms.
Dora and Ms. Penny prompted their class equatipskerved examples of this balance
specifically during Ms. Kim’s morning meeting, M3ora’s board game, and Ms.
Penny’s impromptu literacy game during snack one da

At the start of Ms. Kim’s circle time, for exampke boy kicked a girl, which Ms.
Kim did not see. The little girls cried very loudipd Ms. Kim turned to look sternly at
both of them saying, “Use your words. You are adity What happened?” After a brief
explanation, she moved the boy to sit next to hertzegan circle time saying, “Friends,

who wants to share what they did last night?” Kidgh raised their hands and started to
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shout out. She put her hands up before calling dmld who had her hand raised,
praising her for remembering to raise her hand.r8peated, “Who wants to share
again?” and almost all of the children raised thainds.

Two more examples of learning interactions follovairing subsequent
observations in the four-year-old classrooms. FMst Dora engaged four boys in a
board game. As she pulled the game out, the baytedly shouted the colors they
wanted. Ms. Dora stopped what she was doing add“¥au need to calm down. Calm
down.” Ms. Dora explained the rules of the game&irgseach boy to repeat a rule until
they all nodded in agreement. Before choosing spMis. Dora asked the boys to
identify all of their options, the boys called a@beé colors they saw.

And on a different day during snack, Ms. Pennyg@tban impromptu game of
telephone with children sitting at the snack taBliger the classroom phone rang twice, a
boy held a pretend phone to his ear calling outs.“Menny, are you there?” Smiling, Ms.
Penny said, “Hello, can | talk to Sam please?” &i&l looked confused for a moment
and Ms. Penny repeated, “Yes, where’s Sam?” THd highed, saying, “I'm not Sam!”
Ms. Penny then asked, “Who are you?” and the bgyaeded. She continued, “I need
you to spell it so | know you’re him.” The boy sleel his name and other children at the
table excitedly put pretend phones to their eageeto participate.

Interactions between teachers focused primardyrad lesson plans or
classroom-based activities or concerns. PerhapaibedVis. Kim had only been teaching
for a few weeks, | found that she and Ms. Terhi@ inorning and Ms. Diane in the
afternoon seemed to still be getting to know edblero Ms. Kim primarily interacted

with the children, while both Ms. Teri and Ms. Deajoked with each other and other
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staff members who passed through the classroommbise in-depth conversation that |
observed with Ms. Kim revolved around the new bodlss Teri brought from her
mom’s house. During breakfast one morning, shedals. Kim over and laid all of her
books out on the rug. They flipped through thenetbgr before Ms. Teri asked Ms. Kim
which one she wanted to read after morning meelidgl not observe any in-depth
conversations between Ms. Kim and Ms. Diane.

Ms. Dora and Ms. Penny, who had been working tageor over a year, were
more conversational. Aside from small talk about Mera catching the bus or Ms.
Penny going to Atlantic City for the weekend, mofstheir conversations revolved
around the class or class activities. For exangsddyls. Dora worked on a future lesson
plan during nap one day, she asked Ms. Penny ihalleany ideas for the upcoming farm
theme. In a twenty-minute conversation, Ms. Perayexd past activities she had done
with the class as Ms. Dora nodded and continuedite. In my field notes, | further
noted that the teachers, staff, and administratbis had been at the center for some time
had a family-like, sometimes silly rapport. Ms. iT@rho | observed to be quiet and
reserved with Ms. Kim, had a fun-filled pushing ofatvith Ms. Margaret inside the
three-year-old classroom. Ms. Teri needed to lelavebecause she wouldn’t share her
lunch with Ms. Margaret, who was on a diet, Ms. §aet blocked her from the door.
For five minutes, the two women squealed, laughed,pushed each other as Ms. Kim
looked on.

Aside from challenges brought on by the physiagblt of the space, supervision
did not appear to be an issue at Children’s Towith\&Mmaller class sizes and the Pre-K

Counts program’s 8:00 AM to 3:00 PM schedule, Inod observe supervision issues
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like shuffling to maintain ratios or one teacheyra with the whole class that | witnessed
at Celebrate Kids Academy and The Christian Schespectively. Like any narrow

home however, the physical layout of both the tlamee four year old floors had blind
spots where teachers were unable to see childtendifg at the main entrance on either
floor, a teacher could not look into the room aed the entire space because of structural
walls. Perhaps the biggest blind spot at Childr@own was the bathrooms. Unlike at

the other two centers where teachers could se¢hatbathrooms, the bathrooms at
Children’s Town were single occupancy and compyeteiclosed. | noted on multiple
occasions that after looking around the room, eaelter would ask the other teacher
where a child was until the child emerged fromhatghroom.

In terms of discipline, Children’s Town experiedaaany of the same discipline-
related issues as The Christian School and Cekehkids Academy. The teachers at
Children’s Town appeared to try to balance redioectbehavior management, and
teaching and learning. Technically, the punishnfi@nmisbehavior in both classrooms
was “the cozy chair,” where children could go todtoff.” While | observed Ms. Kim
asking a child if he needed to sit in the chadlid not observe children physically using
the cozy chair at any time on either floor. In teraf balance, with only 12 children on
the third floor and 15 children on the fourth, teas had fewer children with fewer
behaviors to handle. Though the teachers werevestyoconversational, especially Ms.
Kim and her assistants, they worked and movednddm. As an example, | observed
that one afternoon during nap Ms. Kim was workimghe back of the room when a child
began to have a tantrum on his bed. Immediatelynatibut saying a word, Ms. Diane

stood up, nodded to Ms. Kim, sat a chair direcéytrto his bed, and spoke softly until he
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calmed down. The teachers in both rooms were dlsotiwe in engaging their classes
during transition times to curb misbehavior anddosearning. Using songs, stories, and
poems and by encouraging children who had finisiheaning up to help their friends,
the teachers on both floors lessened the needlite@ce children by keeping them
occupied.
Maternal Primary Caregivers: Parental Involvement and Profiles

Over a two and a half week span, | interviewed bdhers with children enrolled
in the early childhood program at Children’s Townior to conducting interviews, |
observed for evidence of parental involvement aarémt-staff interactions. When | first
approached Ms. Linda for consent, she mentionedvsiodd make participating in
interviews count towards the parent-participatiequirement at the center. Like at The
Christian School and Celebrate Kids Academy, | oleemore examples of parent-staff
interactions, like conversations at drop off orkpip, than | did examples of direct parent
involvement, which might have looked like parentéumteering in the classroom or
attending center events. However, each class Ipageat board, which provided
evidence that parental involvement did occur. Infralg notes, | noted that parent
boards had flyers for community and church faird eoncerts. | also noted websites and
resources parents could look into to find actiegifier their children. On multiple
occasions, parents asked teachers for homewotkdarchildren. When the teachers
explained Pre-K Counts does not allow for homewthky referred to the parent board
as an activities resource.

In terms of interactions, parent-teacher intéoastwere frequent and most often

occurred during drop-off and pick-up times. Eachleptalso had a mailbox in their
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child’s classroom where flyers and communicatidtels could be retrieved. | noted that
while all teachers interacted with parents, Ms. Kispecially made an effort to engage
parents in conversation. For example, after a fattagked into her classroom, Ms. Kim
looked at him before asking, “I'm not sure if I'meet you, have you picked up before?”
As she spoke, Ms. Linda emerged with Ms. Theresadéher. Ms. Kim let them take
over and Ms. Linda asked for an ID to check. MeateyiMs. Kim turned to him saying,
“She had a really great day today. She is talkonghech more, she even did some
dancing today.” The dad lit up and responded, “RR@abhe dances all the time at home.”
Ms. Kim smiled, saying, “Well, we hope she keepsaiiag here too. Have a great night!”
as the dad and his daughter left.

Not all parent-teacher interactions, however, vigeadly. One afternoon, the
mother and grandmother of a child screamed at Eisnyfor not administering a child’s
medication. When Ms. Penny tried to explain shddcaot do so without a doctor’s note,
the grandmother screamed louder, exaggeratingdme mnd yelling that the child would
never set foot in that classroom again. While tfemdmother grabbed the child’s hand,
the mother gathered all his belongings and empiiedubby before they stormed out of
the room and down to the office to Ms. Theresa.l@&/hdid not observe Ms. Theresa
intervening, | later noted the mother spoke to Msda on the phone and the child came
back the next day.

| interviewed the following sixteen mothers withildren enrolled in the
Children’s Town program: Margaret, Tasha, Kendflayence, Samira, Tami, Maya,
Zedra, Kadijah, Tiffani, Sanaa, Fae, Trina, Chahisk, and Genesis. Fifteen of the

sixteen women were African American. Margaret, was very eager to participate, was
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White and in her eagerness pointed out that hés $atiner was Black. The mother’s

ages ranged from early twenties to early fortiearddret, Kendria, Samira, Chanel,

Trina, and Lisa had their children as teenagers.rémaining women ranged between

their mid-twenties and early forties. Eight of thems had sons enrolled, including

Kadijah who had a son on each floor, while the o#ight women had daughters

enrolled.

Table 4.3

Demographic Information for Maternal Primary Carggrs of Children’s Town

Name Race/Ethnicity Age #Children/ Marital Status cc@pation/
Grandchildren Employment Status

Chanel Black 20-25 2 Single None

Fae Black 25-30 3 Single Electrical

Florence Black 30-35 1 Single Undetermined (PT*)

Genesis Black 30-35 2 Married Office work

Kadijah Black 25-30 2 Married Medical, in school

Kendria Black 20-25 1 Single Education

Lisa Black 20-25 1 Single Medical, in school

Maya Black 25-30 1 Single Office work

Margaret White 20-25 1 Single Education, in school

Samira Black 20-25 2 Single None

Sanaa Black 30-35 2 Single Medical

Tami Black 25-30 3 Married Education

Tasha Black 25-30 1 Married Education

Tiffani Black 30-35 1 Married Education

Trina Black 20-25 2 Single None

Zedra Black 35-40 4 Married Education

*PT indicates part-time employment

All of the women stated that they lived locallythwtheir children. Three of the
mothers, Samira, Trina, and Chanel, were not wgrkirthe time of the interview, while
Florence worked part-time. Margaret, Tasha, Kendréani, Zedra, and Tiffani worked
in the education field and three mothers, Margdrami, and Zedra, were employed by
Children’s Town. Of the remaining women, Maya areh€sis held office jobs, Sanna,

Kadijah, and Lisa were in the medical field, ane& Ras an electrician. Margaret,
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Kadijah, and Lisa also attended school. Twelve woneeeived CCIS subsidies to assist
with their childcare payments. Genesis could nfardfprivate pay on a full-time basis
so her son attended three days a week. Maya, Tifad Sanna paid $145 dollars per
week for their children.

Ten women, Margaret, Kendria, Florence, Samiraydi®&anaa, Fae, Trina,
Chanel, and Lisa, were single mothers raising tti@idren alone or with the help of
family. Tasha’s husband was in the armed forcedigimd) overseas, while Tami, Zedra,
Kadijah, Tiffani, and Genesis were married to amed with their children’s fathers.
Seven of the women had one child, while the otlveg had siblings of various ages.
Samira, Tami, Kadijah, Fae, Trina, and Genesibadl multiple children attending
Children’s Town. Nine mothers, including all thremployees, enrolled their children as
infants or toddlers. The remaining seven womendradlled their children within the
last year. Twelve of the mothers had pulled theildcen out of a prior daycare or home
care settings, while Fae and Zedra had family take of their children as infants.
Margaret and Tami, both employees, had only evartbeir children to Children’s
Town. Finally, the drop-off and pick up times fantilies varied, as did children’s
attendance. Only Tasha, Samira, Florence, Kadiath,Chanel picked their children up
when the program ended at 3:00 PM, the remainingisnoaid the aftercare fee. All of
the children attended care regularly except forgsexs son because the family was only
able to afford to send him part-time.

Conclusion
In this chapter, | provided descriptions of theethearly childhood education

centers that participated in this study. The siekided the one STAR Christian School,
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the two STAR Celebrate Kids Academy, and the t&€AR Children’s Town. I first
described my experiences and difficulties findiitgsswilling to participate in this study.
The purpose of providing a timeline and sharingawy struggle with access was to
explore the ways in which my difficulties relateissues of equity and access to high
guality, STAR-rated childcare centers. This chatiten included detailed descriptions of
observation-based data, the purpose of which waddid. First, in order to most
accurately understand parental choice and satisfadt is important to understand what
each site offered, generally how each program ¢gerand what made each site unique.
Second, based on an adapted quality-rating measuatdool created specifically for
gualitative observations, the chapter described witiicators of quality at each site,
including classroom and site resources, classraonmament and interactions, and
parental involvement, looked like in practice. Té@wdicators of quality adopted from
the ECERS and Arnett ratings tools were targetezbservations due to their wide
acceptance in the field.

With a context for each site having been preseatetithe 40 maternal primary
caregiver participants for this study having bagriduced, this exploration next turns to
an analysis of the emergent themes and findingsswer the study’s first research
question: What factors influenced maternal prin@asegivers when choosing to enroll
their minority children in high poverty, center-kdschildcare arrangements? How did
structural, parental, and child-level factors isgat in this process? To answer these
guestions, the following chapter explores matepniahary caregiver perspectives on the

childcare search and selection processes.
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CHAPTER 5
FACTORS INFLUENCING THE CHOICE PROCESS
Introduction

The findings that have emerged from this studgrafisight into the complex
nature of securing childcare in urban high-povesighborhoods from the perspective of
parents. Qualitative in-depth interviews on thisgass have not been conducted since
before Welfare Reform in the late 1990s. While ¢hisra strong body of literature that
examines parents choosing childcare arrangeméet® is less of an understanding as to
why decisions get made and how combinations obfadead parents to certain settings.
With alarming numbers of options in the high-poyeréighborhoods where this study
took place, Celebrate Kids Academy, for exampld, i@ompetitors within a one block
radius, | felt it was important to examine how avity this process unfolds as it does
from the perspective of maternal primary caregivers

The short- and long-term benefits of high quatéye for minority children living
in high-poverty neighborhoods include increasescdademic performance and literacy
attainment and decreases in the likelihood of edndpout and behavioral issues (August
& Hakuta, 1997; Brooks-Gunn & Duncan, 1997; Entei& Alexander, 1993,
Korenman, Miller, & Sjaastad, 1995; McLoyd, 1998ektheimer & Croan, 2003; Zill,
1999). As the previous chapter illustrated, howegwéren aspects of quality are
described, they look markedly different acrosseadéht settings and using a singular
quality rating, like saying for example that a @ritas two STARS’s worth of quality,
can be difficult for parents to interpret. Thinkiagout the complexity of these

relationships, | wondered what maternal caregitlarsk, feel, and experience as they
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look for providers to care for their children. D@y know about the STARS? Are quality
ratings perceived to be important? From a realifitst person perspective and given the
circumstances and resources families have, whahase factors that most influence
mothers to say, “Yes, this center is the placeltbhbose for my child?”

The literature on the decision-making process ssiggthat three levels or sets of
factors have roles in influencing choice. Thoselswnclude structural factors, like the
availability of care, the availability of subsidjemd the supply of care in different
neighborhoods, which parents largely cannot confk@econd set of factors comes from
the parent level, essentially aspects of carephants will look to align with their
preferences and must work for their entire fanfiych factors may include family
values, parents’ positionality in society, pareiigéncy, and family structure. The third
level of factors, child characteristics, is alse lbast researched. Child characteristics
speak to a child’s qualities, which may or may Ib@twnique, that may require or lead to
parents making a particular choice. Child charasties could include children’s race or
ethnicity, gender, language(s) spoken, disabititytheir future potential as perceived by
the parent.

These three sets of factors identified in thediigre as salient in the choice
process have largely been examined in isolationhiwihe last two years, however,
Grogan (2012) conducted research on parents’ ceraidns for pre-kindergarten choice
and became one of the first published researchexsamine the interaction of parent,
child, and contextual factors. The study found thabmbination of contextual, family,
and child factors were considered prior to chome parents do not group their

considerations into the multiple, distinct categsrihat previous research has relied
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heavily upon. Though Grogan’s study differed metiiogdically by using survey-based
methods and including parents from various socinecoc and ethnic backgrounds, the
argument for considering multi-leveled combinatiohgactors when studying choice
supports the design of this study. Grogan citedstbdy as just “an important first step in
assessing processes associated with parents’ abfceeely education” (1284). The
current study is an important one because it addthar layer of understanding to a
conversation that is beginning to emerge.

The population of maternal primary caregivers wiage interviewed for this
study was purposefully exclusive. As stated, thecational stakes for minority children
living in poverty is high because high quality praigs have been shown to mitigate a
number of the effects of poverty (August & Hakut@97; Brooks-Gunn & Duncan,
1997; Entwisle & Alexander, 1993; Korenman, Mill&r Sjaastad, 1995; McLoyd, 1998;
Wertheimer & Croan, 2003; Zill, 1999). Further, piés the increases in the number of
early childhood education programs, an achievemaptat this earliest level of
education persists and warrants further examing@ogan, 2012). Understanding the
choice process for this group of mothers requieesgnizing that choice happened under
a distinct set of circumstance, using a limited amaof resources. An examination of the
choice process would be shortsighted without aciwogifior the circumstances
surrounding that process. To understand how theamients within which parents
made childcare choices affected choice, this stlidws upon its theoretical framework.

Bounded rationality and family capital framewod{ford an examination of
parents’ socio-historical realities, which offealistic and contextualized insight into the

circumstances surrounding pre- and post-choicegss®s. In order to better and more
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fully understand parental choice processes, we ttagensider that parents have
bounded rationality, or limited cognitive resourc@$ormation, and time, and call upon
heuristics or shortcuts to make reasonable, natnaptecisions. (Simon, 1986) It is not
possible for this or any group of mothers to hawmesadered all the childcare possibilities,
especially given the time and resources it woultehtaken to gather information about
the 683 centers in this one city. According to Sintb990), mothers would have
satisficed, or called upon their experiences tduata centers and construct expectations
of how of good choices might be, enrolling childkgnen a center met those
expectations.

The context within which this group of mothers stacted their choices was also
constrained by the resources, material and imnadténiey brought to the decision-
making process. Just some of the questions absotirees that | began to consider were:
How many centers did they have time to visit? Deythave a car? How do they view the
purpose of childcare? How was this view construgtathat is their educational
background? Are they working? Are they reliant ahssdy? How much can they afford
to pay a week? Are they a single mom? Do they hasgoport system? Who did they
talk to about centers? Did they get referrals? smon. | became curious as to how and
in what ways mothers used the resources that ticelyae to access their settings.

To explain how resources get distributed, Bourdi&y7) argued that education
is a structured system of social positions ordénesligh power relations. Individuals
maximize their potential in education based onrthabitus, or “system of lasting,
transposable dispositions” and capital, a formaf@r in a field (Bourdieu, 1977a). In

education, high levels of capital are particuladivantageous, yielding unequal
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distributions of power across race and class. Beurspecifically identified three types
of capital: economic capital, money and financegaurces, social capital, social
networks and connections of an individual, anduwsaltcapital, the status of an individual
reflecting cultural knowledge. Another way to theerthe interplay of capital, education,
and society was posited by Coleman who differs fBonrdieu on a number of points.
Coleman (1988) broadened the conversation aroypithtas a conceptual tool in the
field of education by adding human capital to ecoiwoand social capital. In education,
human capital, intangible skills and abilities sb@y social capital, is measured by
parents’ education levels and “provides the poatfidr a cognitive environment for the
child that aids learning” (S109).

While both Bourdieu and Coleman posited theor#yiceseful models, they are
both fundamentally interested in social class d#ffees. In addition, | could not answer
all of the questions that | was looking to answsd the role of resources in the choice
process with these frameworks. Instead, | needbday of capital that at once
incorporated economic, social, cultural, and huegpital. Therefore, | turned to a
broader conceptualization called family capitanéwer and not as widely used multi-
dimension model of capital, the family capital mosigygests that a family’s capital
represents the culmination of human, economicascamnd cultural resources, all of
which are procured and accumulated by family membad are valued differently
depending upon interaction contexts (Diamond & Gonn2@04). Broader in context,
family capital accounts for the intersection of¥b@esource bases and has previously

been applied to work around parents and schootehdio support the individual



163

perspectives voiced in this study and to be abbxfdore the many questions | had about
choice, a family capital theoretical orientationswaaopted.

According to the family capital model, accessdaaation, including early
childhood education, is not rendered equally acctesss and racial groups. Moreover,
mothers of Black or bi-racial children living inghi-poverty neighborhoods are making
choices within segregated and stratified contegtabse their family capital is less
valued by dominant structures in society (Diamon@@&mez, 2004). A picture of the
lived experiences of parents from a family capgitaloretical lens has the latitude to look
at once at race and class, social position, poweardics, values, the intersection of
competing factors, and can account for all of thantes and intricacies that make
navigating this choice the complex process thiat it

The aim of this chapter is to provide analyticatggions of how the choice
process is experienced by maternal primary caregivbo have enrolled their minority
children in one of three urban, high-poverty chedecenters. The chapter speaks to the
factors that mothers felt most influenced theirgesses as well as to how mothers
experienced the intersection of structural, par@md, child-level factors, all of which
literature has consistently suggested affect chdibeoughout the analysis, | rely on the
literature and theoretical frameworks outlined ima@ter 2, the methodology of the study
shared in Chapter 3, and the contexts of The GdmiSchool, Celebrate Kids Academy,
and Children’s Town described in Chapter 4. Impiaes of the analysis from this

chapter and Chapter 6 are addressed in the Chapter



164

Factors Influencing Choice

Maternal primary caregivers from The Christian &dhCelebrate Kids
Academy, and Children’s Town took unique journeyfirid their current childcare
centers. In each interview, | asked mothers tord@ssevhat their experiences finding
childcare had been like since their child’s bifturing data analysis, patterns of factors
across all women began to emerge. Specificallyethwere four sets of factors that all
mothers spoke about as influencing their choises,df which were anticipated and two
of which were not. In describing how these setfoffors came to influence decision-
making, | argue that greater attention needs tgivaEn to the two unanticipated sets of
factors, maternal instincts and networks of trust Eessons learned from past childcare
experiences. Lessons learned from past childcarerexces | found to be particularly
problematic because the majority of mothers remakent children from childcare
settings after traumatic events or negative expees.

Networks of trust and maternal instinct emergecelged concepts and were a
common theme across all maternal primary caregiWatvorks of trust refer to the
trusted persons, almost always fellow maternal @ryncaregivers, who women spoke
with during their individual childcare searchestédffamily members, close friends,
neighbors, or co-workers, the women of this stuttivated their social capital and relied
on people they perceived to be knowledgeable wither individual networks for
recommendations and advice on childcare settingstyfhine of the study’s forty
maternal primary caregivers referenced talking tausted source as an influential factor
in their decision-making process. Maternal instthetn refers to how mothers internally

assess the centers they consider. After learniigaring about specific centers via word



165

of mouth, mothers then visited sites and descrihesting themselves and their instincts
before making a final decision. Maternal instinesarequently spoken about in terms of
a being a “gut feeling” or being “comfortable” asse mothers described it. All forty
maternal primary caregivers referenced this instndeeling as greatly influencing their
choices.

All of the maternal primary caregivers who papatied in this study also had past
histories with other childcare settings. With tixeeption of Margaret and Tami,
employees and mothers from Children’s Town, athefwomen also had previously sent
their three and four year-olds to different childcarrangements. For thirty-eight
mothers, experiences with family members, home-sattings, other centers, and Head
Starts were part of those childcare histories.Heurtthe primary reasons for switching
were due to either the arrangement no longer ngé#iteir child’s needs or because they
had a traumatic or negative experience. Issuessaitialization, supervision, safety and
cleanliness, relationships with teachers and staffimunication, and a lack of education
and structure were most often as cited as reasotsaving prior arrangements.

Mothers’ willingness to intervene in their childieeducation and remove children from
settings they perceived to be inadequate supgwisdaccumulation not only of
knowledge, but also their activation of capital.

Two of the more anticipated sets of factors thHlenced maternal choices were
educational value and logistics/cost. All mothatked about being influenced by the fit
between their own educational values and centaraments during childcare searches.
Though ideal fits were often difficult to find ihéir neighborhoods, maternal primary

caregivers had also given thought to their childrexlucational next steps, kindergarten
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and beyond, prior to childcare enroliment. Citihg hegative lessons they learned
navigating the childcare system early on, manymgarealked about becoming more
influenced by the overlap between centers’ teachimdjlearning environments and their
own educational values. Mothers most often evatliateenter’s structure or daily
schedule, class-sizes/ratios, curriculum and legrmaterial, and teacher/staff
knowledge and experience during initial assessméntgy-term goals for their children
were also influential in the decision-making pracddothers in this study most
frequently referenced plans for kindergarten aedhentary school, educational
attainment expectations, and general plans or himpehildren’s futures when
discussing long-term goals.

The most practical, yet constraining set of faxfor families were the logistics
and cost of care. All maternal primary caregiveqgressed that these aspects of care,
often points of frustration for the women, heaviifluenced their choices. Logistics and
cost are described together because mothers gqitde sibout what they considered to be
practical matters in relation to one another. Loggsrefers more specifically to
considerations the center’s location, hours, ansciaddule, and the availability of infant-
toddlers rooms or school-age programs. Cost rédeosit of pocket payments and
subsidy-related considerations. Factors impactosy often related to family
demographics such as number of children and pairetit® household and parent
employment status. Because a handful of parentstegplower wages or job loss as the

result of the recent recession, effect of the roaswas also included in relation to cost.
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Networks of Trust and Maternal Instinct

Across participants in the study, networks ofttared reliance on maternal
instinct emerged as salient influences prior t@lment. As noted, thirty-nine of the
forty women talked about the influence of childcesterrals and advice from friends,
family, neighbors, or co-workers in their searclath§ from Celebrate Kids Academy
was the sole mother whose opinion differed. Ka#ported trusting herself and her own
maternal instinct over others. She explained, “Wadfrchouth | really don’t go on... It's
going, seeing what it is like. Really going to fflace I find that that is the best way to
feel places out. You have to go. If you don’t deen you don’t know.” And so with the
exception of Kathy, over and over, when motherseveesked how they went about
finding childcare, a pattern of talking to peoeging and assessing the site, and going
with a gut feeling emerged.

Though they conveyed the same sentiment, the waeierenced maternal
instincts in different ways by using a variety dirg@ses. Anessa from The Christian
School, for example, talked about “a place shecithfortable with,” Rhonda from
Celebrate Kids Academy described, “I just basicalgnt on a feeling that | had that it
would be a good fit,” and Kadijah from Children’swn advised, “Go with your gut. If
you don’t feel that the place is right, then thaitg right for you. Don’t second guess
yourself about that.” Maternal instincts also prdve override the importance of ratings
and accreditations for over half of the mothersefity-one maternal primary caregivers
from all three sites, including four of nine womieom The Christian School, ten of
fifteen mothers from Celebrate Kids Academy, angeseof sixteen women from

Children’s Town, reported that their instincts tpped the STAR system in evaluating
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centers. Lack of reliance on the STARS systemablpmatic because the ratings do not
appear to be serving their purpose; this realipddressed after analytic descriptions
from each center.

Perspectives from The Christian School.

At The Christian School, a one-STAR center housedK- 8 school, the eight
mothers and one grandmother | interviewed all fooudabout the program via word of
mouth. Each woman stated previously knowing some&dreehad sent their children to
the school, either for the early childhood progm@nfor later grades. Barb, Tameka,
Vera, Denise, and Vi all knew about the schoolfilsecause they had older children and
grandchildren who attended. With the pre-k age raogonly having been added in
recent years, however, participants were remindeshtoll their younger children. Barb
remembered, “l| have a girlfriend, her daughter do&e now. She’s in first grade. She
told me when there was an Open House. | came éOften House.” Tameka and Vera
had talked to the school secretary, Tameka recdufitevas talking to Ms. Johnson in
the office [about another matter]. She said ‘Comeigh me, get him transitioned.” And
| flew up there. It was one spot. Thank God, | tdoBut by the grace of God.” Denise
had spoken to co-workers, while Vi had talked @ director of her grandson’s previous
center.

The mothers without previous ties to the schoduded Anessa, Drea, and Jule.
Anessa remembered her referral, recounting, “Thegoewho first told me about The
Christian School when | wasn’t looking for a fornsahool ... that formal environment
... her child had been here since September and ab¢uat singing praises about it, so |

knew. | had an idea that it was a good school."abemembered hearing about the
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program from her aunt’s sister, while Jule receimgdcommendation from “good
friends.” Faith recalled talking to her sister-awl, sharing, “My nephews go here and my
sister-in-law loves it. | wanted to put him somevehehere | won't have to constantly
look for schools. | know this goes from Pre-K tghgiand | know it was a really good
school.”

While all of the women spoke about relying on timeaternal instincts before
choosing The Christian School, mothers differetheir factoring of ratings and
accreditations along side that instinct. As a ohAF center, this center was designated
as most in need of improvement. Five mothers redd®T ARS ratings as equally
influencing their choice, while four indicated imsit entirely trumped ratings. On the
subject of instinct trumping ratings, Drea offetkd following perspective, “The
STARS? At the time | wasn'’t really looking for thhwas a little younger, and | needed
my son to be in school; so | wasn't really lookatghat...I just liked the environment,
the whole atmosphere.” Tameka felt similarly, sgyifThey didn’t really matter at the
time. | felt comfortable with the people and gtilowing the people there.” Of the
mother’s who cited the STARS as equally importdate’s explanation was problematic
because she did not have clarity on how the systerked. She shared, “I think so
(STARS are important). I'm not saying that the eerthat gets two or three stars is
necessarily a bad center, but you know... | wantedtie (STAR).”

The context of The Christian School’s program aige highly unique since it
was part of a K-8 school, which attracted a diffetype of parent. Even though the
program only had one STAR, all of the women statedl they removed their children

from prior childcare arrangements because the progrstructured learning
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environment and school-based setting were impottaptepare their children for
kindergarten. They were also unanimous in theiaetion to the long-term benefits of
enrolling their child in a program attached to a8<school. Anessa, for example,
expressed her feelings, saying, “The bright envirent [was important.] Knowing that
she can stay here for a long time was a plus.n'dicave to look in the next two years
and go through this process all over again.” Dogadffered her perspective, “I wanted
him here. You have to get a spot. You have to fsasjeot... | would like him to stay to
eighth grade.” And with the exception of Jule, wdgsn had special needs, the other
eight women reported that as long as the schodiragd to work for the family, their
children would stay through eighth grade.

Perspectives from Celebrate Kids Academy.

The mothers from Celebrate Kids Academy, a two BTA&nter housed in a
storefront, were almost unanimous in consideringdwad mouth as a primary influence.
With the exception of Kathy, who relied solely ogr Imaternal instincts, the remaining
14 mothers explained that word of mouth had guttied decision-making process. This
center, however, was unique in that it had beem épeless than three years and had a
less established reputation in the community. Cqunsietly, parents like Tanya, Dawn,
Kim, and Fanta had heard it “just opened” from tedsnetworks, then relied on their
maternal instincts to assess the fit for theirdreih. Tanya recalled talking to family,
explaining, “My cousin would tell me, ‘Oh, it's &w day care.” Then because my mom
is actually friends with the Director, so that'sshbheard [more] about this. My aunt
actually works there, too. So that's another wiagdrd about it.” Though this group of

mothers did not actually know fellow parents withldren enrolled, they trusted the
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external assessments of their family and friends tdd passed by. Dawn recalled
stopping by after hearing about it and making teeision to enroll, “When | first was
looking, | went to whosever day care was in theesarainity [as here]. | came here ... |
don’t know something directed me here because kedapast it, but | came back. | was
like ‘I see ya’'ll opening, how can | go about gegtimy son enrolled?’ That was it. | went
to other ones to look and see how it was. | dideddly like them. | came back, came in, |
was like, ‘He’s coming here.”

Ms. Kiera, the center’s director, brought oveethadditional mothers from her
previous daycare, including Keisha, Rhonda, andaranRhonda explained, “Actually, |
knew the director from a different daycare with algler son. | knew this school would
be fantastic because | had a great experienceMattKiera eight years ago, so | already
knew.” Then aside from Gina who was employed byctrgter and enrolled her daughter
shortly after starting work and Felisha who waaraify member of Mr. Marshall, the
remaining mothers heard about the center from famémbers, co-workers, or
neighbors with children enrolled. Jacqui, for exémpelayed her referral process,
explaining, “[I heard about it from] My cousin, ooémy younger cousins, she was here
about two years ago, Carly. So | knew about thealchlready and they just gave me the
heads up. My aunt said it's close walking distatacthe school. He's just been here
since, since last August.” Trinity had a similaperence, explaining, “I knew girls that
went here from the welfare office and they werdargayhey really watch the kids and do
really good jobs, but [before that] | never heanthmg about this place.”

Like all women in the study, the mothers at CedébKids Academy also relied

on their maternal instincts to assess the cenier for making their decision. Because the
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center was new, however, mothers like Tanya, D&m, Fanta, and Gina, who
enrolled their children when the daycare first cggkrexpressed the importance of
maternal instinct in a distinct way. Rather thaaleating a well-established center, they
talked about feeling comfortable with and feelirggpd about Mr. Marshall, Ms. Kiera,
and their vision for what the center would or cob&tome. Kim explained her initial
feelings, “[I thought it would be] A daycare thagducation ... I'm quite stuck with that.
And stringent in terms of structure because iféleesome structure they’re safe | guess.
Safety was important and her being comfortable wg®rtant. When | looked at a lot of
the day cares, there were a lot of day cares, lmitad them were the same in terms of
what they did. Some of them didn’t do anything.”

Ten of the fifteen women interviewed also repotteat their maternal instincts
trumped the influence of STAR ratings. Reflectimgiitthe STARS were influential in
her decision-making process, Keisha explained, ‘dahe time... because | never really
knew about it until my mom started trying to opgnaudaycare [after enrollment]. Then,
| started knowing the different stars and this drad. | didn’t really know then. But |
knew they're open. | knew the person. It was firkita’'s maternal instincts also were
more important than ratings, she recalled, “I dideally see any ratings ... It wouldn’t
have mattered if | did see any ratings. | hadrérti@nything [bad] from a parent or from
a teacher that would stop me from wanting thenotae here.” Kathy offered a different
perspective. She felt that accreditations were mapo, but STARS were not because
they did not fit with her parenting style. She epéd, “I certainly didn’t look at places
with no accreditations, but you have to watch fer &ccreditations that are given. A lot

of those STARS are given for the ‘learning throypdgny’ style, but that's not something
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we endorse... When we saw our daughter was gettirad s¥te was thirsting for, that
really sort of drove at home for us that this i ¢food place for her.” And so, even
though Celebrate Kids Academy was up and comingimvthe STARS system, the
women felt reliance on their instincts to asseescnter’s potential was more important.
They chose to believe in and invest in Mr. Marshalision.

Perspectives from Children’s Town.

Children’s Town, a three STAR center housed iavahome, had a strong and
well-established reputation in its neighborhoodfact, the center had a waiting list that
parents like Genesis had been on prior to a sparing. Not surprisingly, all of the
women except for two of the center’'s employee-m@tiad heard about the program via
word of mouth. Both Margaret and Tami were emplsyaeor to having children and
though they reported looking at other reputablgearsrin the area, their children had
been enrolled since six weeks of age. Of the dthenoms, Tasha, Zedra, Fae, Trina,
and Lisa heard about Children’s Town from talkiodellow parents in the
neighborhood. Trina explained her process:

| didn’t have any family members that came herg pAople would come out, |

lived really close by | would ask them and | woakk some of the neighbors

‘What do you know about the school up the stredtecorner?’ | knew there

was a bar next door so | wanted to know was th@jpan during the day when

school is in session. | just asked a couple afhm®sars about it as well. Like |

said, | got nothing but good feedback.

Tiffani and Genesis talked to girlfriends who hasited the center. Genesis remembered,
“It was a word of mouth. Someone who lived on thieeoside of the town visited here.
There was someone telling them about it and they ithalized they couldn't. They lived

too far. We're so close that it just made sensa$drThe remaining women heard about

the program from family members, including Floreacel Samira who did not explicitly
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name their sources, Sanna and Chanel who talked #i®r sisters, Kadijah her mother,
and Maya her cousin. Kendria had heard about theecbecause her father’'s mother
lived across the street.

All of the mothers at Children’s Town cited theaternal instincts as critical
when assessing the center’s fit for their childithen the women talked about their
reliance on this instinct and why they felt comédle, they uniquely attributed those
feelings to the center’s “home-like” or “family-ented” atmosphere. Tiffani explained
what led to her making the decision, recalling tithe environment... They just made
me feel like they cared about my child, that youenmy child's best interest at heart. It's
one of those places where you go in and you justvkinat ... You don't think about her
when you drop off; it's not hard. | just want peopd treat her like | would, and my
family would. They have; they've done that herehisTunique atmosphere was further
attributed to Ms. Linda’s personality, the teachared the center's home-like design and
layout. In talking about Ms. Linda and the teachEege explained, “It's very family-
oriented. | like them. | like the owner, Ms. Lisghe’s nice. All the people... | haven't
had any real problems with anyone. | like it... Whe&ame here | felt that the teachers
were very responsible and had a lot of knowledgribkids and | felt comfortable with
them coming here.”

Nine of the sixteen mothers interviewed, the nobstll three centers, reported
simultaneously considering the center’s three STatig in conjunction with their
maternal instincts. Lisa offered her perspectivéhenSTARS first, explaining, “I felt
that those daycares that had those stars meathéyateally took initiative to be

qualified by the state or something like that oloeter functions to give those quality
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stars, to have that program for these kids.” Yetdame time, due to incidents in which
her daughter had been injured in two previous child arrangements, Lisa talked
extensively about also making sure her daughterooadortable and safe. She
explained, “I want to make sure she’s good andsste’nfortable so if | got to sacrifice
some time out of my day, or just to look for a bettaycare then that’s what 1 did. “

This group of nine was also unique in that itunigd six mothers who were
employed in the field of education, again the moghe field of all three centers. All six
women who worked in the field of education refeemheome prior knowledge of the
STARS rating system. Margaret, an employee of &mter, explained her perspective on
considering the STARS for her own child, reasonfdgst because of the area, | look for
guality like what type of teachers do you haveamrycenter? Are you in Keystone
STARS? If they're not and they're "not willing tol . want to know why? Why wouldn't
you want to be a part of Keystone STARS? Whatalctio you back?”

“I heard then | felt.”

Networks of trust and maternal influence were ugrdated factors heavily
influencing the decision-making process at theystudn-set. Reliance on talking to
fellow parents and then using instincts to assesgecs, often in place of the quality
rating system in place, have multiple repercussibtethodologically, the “I heard then |
felt” pattern, as Alayah from Celebrate Kids Acaggphrased it, supports the need to
continue to examine choice using methods and frariesathat support a deeper and
more realistic understanding of how and why parerdke the childcare decisions that
they do. The descriptions that mothers providetheir searches for care illustrate the

contexts within which these decisions are beingeradl the resources that parents are
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most heavily relying on to make those decision® Stiakes in understanding the how
and why of this process are extremely high becthisgroup of parents is making
decisions for an at-risk population that resea@h ¢donsistently shown benefit greatly
from high quality childcare (August & Hakuta, 19®fpoks-Gunn & Duncan, 1997;
Entwisle & Alexander, 1993; Korenman, Miller, & @gtad, 1995; McLoyd, 1998;
Wertheimer & Croan, 2003; Zill, 1999).

Questions about the how and by whom the STAR8ga&ystem is used have
also arisen. With or without prior knowledge of ®€ARS, many mothers indicated a
lack of faith in the system, which is problematieen that guiding parents is the exact
purpose of the STARS. Absent much faith in anyananything at the programmatic
level, mothers described talking to people wittneit networks and assessing centers
based on how they felt. Sanaa from Children’s Tewplained her thought-process,
sharing, “There are a ton of daycare centers @rethut all daycares aren't equal. | was
reluctant to put them in some place that | hadersgnal referral, just a base of
knowledge for. Giving your kids to somebody elsetém hours a day that you don't
know and you don't know what they're doing, it'stgscary.” Networks, knowledge,
and feelings, however, are contextualized and agatess to early childhood education
is not rendered equally across class and racialpgrorhe group of mothers who are
raising minority children in high-poverty neighbodts are making choices within
segregated and stratified contexts because thmihfaapital is less valued by dominant
structures in society. Even relying on the STARfe dvas an example of how parents

need to understand how the rating system worksdardo apply it.



177

Lessons Learned: Past Childcare Experiences

Lessons learned from past experiences with chiddaaangements, especially
when negative, were greatly influential in framiager searches for subsequent childcare
settings. At all three centers, mothers were qtockhare horror stories from providers
past and talk about their fear of leaving theirrygehildren in the wrong hands again.
Traumatic events ranged from when the building hmuthe pre-k program Anessa’s
daughter, now at The Christian School, attendeldpséd mid-year with her daughter
inside to when Missy from Celebrate Kids Academg har money stolen by a “pop-up”
center. Then there was the time that Tasha frortd@m’'s Town realized a home-care
provider had been taking her four month-old oueaiands after seeing them board a bus
from across the street. In the most extreme casesndful of women talked about
criminal activities such as cheating on taxesirtytor pinching children, and providers
using their centers to store and sell drugs. Thereand number of traumatic stories
shared through interviews was highly problematid speaks to questions about the
regulation of childcare in the city.

Not all negative experiences were traumatic, h@wveand a number of removal
patterns emerged. For example, mothers who enroligdren as infants or toddlers in
home-care settings almost always pulled their childut so they could “be around more
kids their age” between two and three years of Agaund the two to three year age
mark, a number of mothers with children in evenetpf setting also switched because
they did not feel their children were doing anythall day or learning enough under the
care of their providers. In several cases, andformothers with children previously

enrolled in Head Start programs, childcare arrareggsthey were very comfortable and
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happy with were closed down. These mothers talkedrn about looking for either well-
established or medium-large centers that they peadavould be less likely to close. The
changing of centers due to reports that childrerewet doing anything all day, children
not learning, and centers closing down adds totgressabout the nature of center
regulation and to the suspicion and fear that mmathers indicated they felt towards
providers.

Lessons shared from The Christian School.

Maternal primary caregivers from The Christian &@dhad to have enrolled their
children in prior childcare arrangements becausgtbgram was open to four-year olds
only. Eight of the nine women had chosen daycangecs, while Vera’'s daughter was in
a home-care setting. Across all women, the desiredhool-based learning environment
and dissatisfaction with less structured settingsevthe primary reasons for switching.
Consequently, The Christian School’s program becamieleal option for all women.

Barb, who was very suspicious of daycare in gdnkaa her daughter in a
daycare. She felt, “It was a safe, more like a &piype thing. But | didn’t want just a
place where you're just going to go sit and pldyal. | want you to learn something.”
Tameka’s son had been in both home care and dagetinegs. In her experience,
however, “I just don't think they prepared him totg Pre-K. So I'm kind of glad | made
the decision that | made to take him out. | melha téachers were great, maybe it was
just the curriculum that it wasn't good, you knoWwatl mean?” Vera’s home care setting
also wasn't giving her daughter the foundation 8te wanted. In her words, “My
daughter didn't need to sit in family care any lenddased upon the estimation of her

caregiver and myself, she was starting to showshateeded to be challenged a little bit
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more.” Denise and Faith echoed similar sentimelntsiachanging settings. Denise
stated, “I felt that they were in safe and it wadesmn environment, but I've always said
soon as you get old enough, you go to The ChriS@mol because it's a good school.”
Faith’s son started at a disorganized center themt ¥ a school-based setting but it only
went up to & grade. She also wasn't pleased with his behanibis prior setting,
explaining, “Coming from another school, I'm noysey he was bad but, he saw the
other kids not listening so he kind of took afteem.” And so, the experiences that Barb,
Tameka, Vera, Denise and Faith had with their previproviders led all five women to
look specifically for a school-based setting witkteong learning environment.

Drea, Jule, and Vi spoke highly of their formeyckre settings, but switched due
to extenuating circumstances. Drea reported thazatson got “complicated” when she
couldn’t pay. She explained, “I was trying to goatiigh this program that they had me
going to so | can get qualified, so | can get dal@... | was working here, it was fine,
and then when | would say, probably my second leeg, childcare was kind of
complicated. They said that he wasn't eligibleffords and stuff like that.” Like Drea,
Jule had difficulties securing the funding to paydare. She stated, “It was getting a
little hard to pay and it was like, he should galbanto that setting and I'm like ... |
didn’t really pay. It was hard keeping a job arodinakt time.” Vi's daycare shut down
abruptly due to financial issues, leaving her liral. Vi expressed her frustration saying,
“They had to close... not because of them, but somgfimancially with whoever
owned the building so ..."”All three of these womerrevim turn looking for access to
affordable long-term care solutions so they wowdthrave to scramble for childcare

again.
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The most traumatic lesson learned came from Anégssssa’s daughter was
inside of a different pre-k program when the butdcollapsed midyear. She recalled the
terrifying day saying, “She was there when it godled. | was actually working in the
area and | got a phone call that the wall collap3ée fire rescue was at the school.
Everyone needed to come and pick up their chiltheevacuate immediately. Of course,
| was panicked, so frantic ...” This experience, hegrgewas not her first negative one
with childcare. Her daughter had previously beeltedwout of two “horrible daycares” in
Anessa’s words. At the first one, her daughter chomae with a black eye in her first
week there with no notification or incident repdnther second setting, Anessa found,
“When | went to speak to people about what do wach, at that time to a two-year-old
or a three-year-old, or what do they do throughbatday, no one could really tell me ...
they didn’t have a curriculum.” Anessa reported thé series of negative experiences
led her to look for a safe and well-supervisedsgtivhere her daughter would be
engaged in activities during the day.

Lessons shared from Celebrate Kids Academy.

At Celebrate Kids Academy, all maternal primaryecgvers had past experiences
with family care, homecare, daycare, or Head Settings. Ten of the mothers had their
children in one other setting prior to enrollmentlahe two most common reasons for
changing settings were related to socializationtaecheed for an educational setting.
Gina, a self-described “freak out mom” and employept her daughter in family care
until she had been working at Celebrate Kids AcagiEma few months and became
comfortable. She stated, “I worked here first.duiyht her in | want to say, three or four

months after | started working here. | had to feelt first, | was skeptical. But then |
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needed her to go to school she needed social ettand Dawn also kept her son in
family care until he was ten months. When he wasitking, she became worried,
recalling “He was home with his grandmom. | wascahool first, and then he was home
with his grandmom and his dad. Then he came hexause he wasn't talking, | was a
little worried.” Felisha and Fanta had daughtersomecare settings with six other kids.
Felisha switched for “more interaction with diffateypes of kids” and Fanta changed so
her daughter could “get her social cues.”

Keisha and Rhonda cited switching primarily beeathey were dissatisfied with
the learning environments and wanted more “schi&el-kettings. Keisha’'s daughter had
been with a babysitter, but Keisha stated, “Evdhjtuavanted her to have that school
setting. | just wanted her to be at least one girbeing able to walk, and be potty-
trained and all that, before she started daycarg,vgould be easier.” Rhonda’s son was
in an unstructured homecare, she commented, “Hedi@ a home, which was a bad
idea. He was spoiled. Oh, my goodness. It wgmoa idea because it helped him get
ready for being with other kids too. But he needwate structure.” Tamara and Kim
pulled their daughters out of homecare settingsgee lack of their children’s social and
educational needs being met. Tamara reasonedyKlher out of that home daycare
because though the lady was good with care andngakire she was fed, | don't think
the educational part was good. As she was gettaey,ahere were other children in the
home but not too many, | wanted her to be in thed@e setting.” Kim felt similarly,
saying “She was with a family friend who actuallywho takes care of other children.
Then | really wanted a place that was going todoei$ed on education. I've really didn’t

want a place that the kids just sat around. Thdg'tdo anything.”
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Alayah and Rita’s children had also been in omeiosetting. Alayah’s son was in
a daycare that changed ownership; she became unhagexplained, “I had really liked
it. And then they changed ownership, so things kihaent south. | change schools for
him. The teachers started leaving. So when peapldike our leaving your like ‘Oh, |
think it's time for me to leave too.”” Rita’s daughn had been in a Head Start, but Rita
disagreed with “the education and timely fashigksked what she meant by that, she
clarified, “When he was going there, they wantad to be in school by 8:30 AM. If it
was raining or snowing, we actually had to staysimigt until 8:30 and | didn't like that.”
As a medium-large center with approximately 60drieih between three and five years
old in attendance, a number of parents chose GeteKids Academy so that their
children to be around other children. It is alssaclthat a number of parents viewed the
center as having a legitimate learning environm@éfitile my observations call into
guestion the center’s actual quality in relationgaching and learning, Mr. Martin’s
vision promotes the center as an academic atmasph@arents.

Five women from Celebrate Kids Academy experiericagimatic events, which
led to their prioritizing safe, clean, supervisedieonments with attentive staff and
parent-teacher communication. The children of thes@en had each been in at least
two settings prior to enroliment. Jacqui had relgembved from another northeastern
metropolitan city and her son had been in two dife daycares there. The first daycare
had Caribbean teachers feeding him foreign foodsdsdagreed with and stole her
diapers so she pulled him out. Jacqui recallede“@iaper thing was ... it was just
annoying. The diapers were going missing, Teaatmukin't explain where the diapers

were going. I'm buying a pack of diapers literalery Monday. Why doesn't he have
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diapers left over?” At the second center, she becamcomfortable with a privacy
issue.” When she moved, she wanted a good rel&ipmsth the teachers and staff in
her search.

Kathy’s daughter started at a daycare centertheufamily couldn’t afford it after
the birth of a sibling. After switching to more affflable care, Kathy found, “We did that
for six months. But our 2-year-old did not acclim#ttere, which called us to look for
another place for them both to go to school. She ve&wing a hard time when we
dropped her off every morning.” Kathy needed aorafible center with an
accommodating staff where her youngest child wéeddl comfortable. Tanya’s daughter
had been in daycare since she was six weeks otyallzecame unhappy with her first
daycare because she didn’t feel they “helped harresv mom.” After switching, Tanya
reported her second daycare to be bad, recallige fvasn't potty trained at that time,
and they would not change her. So when | came anhbeg, she would still be wet. So
she would have poop on her. They wouldn't wipe hgust was like really horrible.”
Consequently, Tanya was looking for a clean cenitér an attentive staff.

Missy and Trinity’s boys had been to six and foenters respectively. Missy’s
son started at homecare, but she pulled him dog @round other kids. She tried a
daycare, but she pulled him out due to a serié¢ssoks. Missy recalled, “I just remember
his butt was super raw, red raw. He wouldn’t eMémghe tub and | was like, “What is
wrong? What is going on?” | brought it to her atiem. Then | noticed another incident
where | picked him and he had bleach, on his jedos.could see like the bleach map,

how it fades, faded things ... And among that he baag eye infection.” The next
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daycare over-charged her and refused to help paityher son. She then tried a school,
but encountered more problems. Missy remembered:

The administration... they would say that they wgoeng to go to music, never

music. They would have gym, no gym. They woula d&lave fundraisers. We

never knew where the money my son actually rarsea ... he was the top
student that raised money and also the adminmtrégdy... she was

sometimes there, sometimes not. They forced waterpay parents to give

money to the teachers, which this teacher oneddailed to pocket it. His tuition

money! And then she tried to look me in the fa¢eew| said something and |
gave it to her. That's when | went ballistic. Ids&| have my bank statement

from the night before where | took out a lump spfirmoney,” and it was at this

point where | said, “Do you need me to call myyavw?” because this was just ...
The next school’s building was condemned by theddtepent of Public Welfare and
shut down. Missy tried a third school-based settingher son was threatened on his first
day. She walked in to witness, “Two boys were pogland shoving one another into the
bookshelves. | mean they were physically thumpimg@ach other’s backs and | was just
like, “That’s it.” My son kept saying, ‘The boy viithe Mohawk keeps trying to fight
me.” Fed up with school-based settings, she decidery daycare again and spoke
about how important it was to look for a safe eoawment with an honest and well-
established reputation.

Trinity’s son had been in four prior settings. $tarted at a daycare, but kept
getting sick so she pulled him out. Trinity recd|léHe was constantly getting sick
because when he was around anyone who is sickheri# in a dirty area or something
because of his sickle cell disease, he has a we@kine system, so every other week he
was getting sick and | had to take him to the Haspil the time.” The second daycare
punished children by depriving them of outdoor gtag, which she disagreed with. She

owed five dollars to a third center and when shdditt pay it, an incident occurred.

Trinity recounted:
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| had owed her 5 dollars and | couldn’t break artty, so | kept asking them

could they break a twenty for me. They said, ‘Véa'thave cash in here ..." |

said | will go down the street and get it. Shebged my son and she is like

‘Leave him here.’ Like he was hostage. Like he Walsl ...So | said ‘You have

to get off my son.’ | didn't mean to be ghettot bwas like get off my son. You

don’t hold him hostage for five dollars. | saididuld give you the five dollars; |

will give you the five dollars. In my mind | anké ‘don’t give her the five

dollars’ because if | give my word | am going i@egyou five dollars, | am going

to give you five dollars and after that he neveniback.

Fed up with daycare settings, she tried a homebatet was Muslim and she found it
too strict. Her son was also having frequent actglevhich he was punished for. In
Trinity’s words, “He pees a lot and he was peeindgimself all the time. The lady was
like ‘Il am not going to be waking him up.’ You orfiyave three kids, you can't wake one
kid up? That was getting on my nerves." Again, ifyitook her son out of the setting. In
her search, Trinity needed a clean setting witmfilly teachers that would communicate
with her and not be overly strict, which she perediCelebrate Kids Academy has
having.

Lessons shared from Children’s Town.

At Children’s Town, the Pre-K Counts program’s eational component and
small class sizes were a big draw along with itsifigoriented, clean atmosphere, and
access to Ms. Linda. Margaret and Tami’s childrad hot been in other settings, but
Tami had worked in other centers that “didn’t flled family.” Zedra, the third
employee, had her daughter in homecare and fararky grior to enrollment, switching
because of a traumatic event. Zedra shared, “W¢ thieyugh a couple before we
actually got it right. A lot of them wasn’t up toymstandards. The very first used a string

to hold the binky and | went crazy because why waguwlu do that? | pay you good

money. If it falls a million times, why not givetid her or tell me to get a proper string
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for it? Don’t tie a necklace around her.” And sbthitee employees had chosen to enroll
their own children at Children’s Town because sfatmosphere and environment.

Seven additional mothers had pulled their childvahof one other childcare
setting for various reasons. Fae, for example, tawolchild out of family care,
explaining, “I wanted her to be fully prepared kamdergarten, knowing how to write her
first and last name, knowing all of her shapespispinumbers, everything.” Florence’s
son was in a Head Start, which she liked. Upsetrsballed, “Unfortunately it had to
close.” Other mothers, including Tasha, Maya, Genesd Tiffani who removed
children from homecare settings, had traumatic eepees in their first settings. Tasha
recalled her time at a homecare explaining, “Tliy laould like take her on errands at
four months, and | wasn’t comfortable with it. Uegs, she’s going to the supermarket or
paying bills, and | see her coming off the ave berever with my daughter. No
supervision. It wasn't professional.” Maya shahed experience, saying, “I put him like
at home day care, which was fine. But, she wouwdelike randomly because it was just
her; and she had no staff or support, so if shesbatkthing going on, she would just be
like, ‘I'm closed tomorrow.’ | couldn’t do that.”

Genesis too had a negative homecare experieneecddimented, “He was in a
home daycare. We experienced a lot of issues thdom't think it was adequately
staffed. She said she would like to take youngédi@n. They didn't happen to say what
happened during the ordinary day.” Tiffani also omed her daughter from home care.
In Tiffani’'s experience, “My daughter was the oblgby. The children were good, but
my idea of what you should be doing, and your ioleahat it should look like, was

different. | was having conversations with the ow@he's just like, it's not changing. It
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was just time for me to pull out.” Finally, Kenditi@d become upset by an incident with
her son. She recounted:

He got a ringworm. | took him to the doctor...Wheseht him back, | put a note

in his diaper bag. One of the employees, shedcatie and she was just making it

seem like my son gave it to somebody. Then shetellasg me that | was talking

back to one of her employees. Nobody was talkaxckbwe were having a

conversation, | couldn’t deal with it anymore. aswupset.

And so despite a family member owning the dayd&emdria made the decision to
remove him from the setting.

Six of the mothers, Samira, Kadijah, Sanaa, Ti@f&nel, and Lisa, had enrolled
their children in at least two prior settings. Aggparents highlighted the center’s
educational components, small class sizes, fanmiBated atmosphere, friendly staff, and
well-establish program in the wake of negative eigoees in other arrangements. For
example, Trina’s switched once after she moved; tmfind, “When | changed her over
here, the school that she was at, she just wasswigg anymore. | think she grew out of
them so | just felt like it was time for her to negn to something better.” Chanel had
also moved once. From her experience with a logaler chain, she shared, “The people
there, they were ignorant. They were real ignoaanwhatever. | finished for him.”
Samira’s son had been to two daycares, but foumdirdt one cost too much and staff
didn’t interact with children. She also had a nagaéxperience with a second center,
explaining, “It didn’t seem like they were learniagything. It seemed to me like they
were just babysitting my kids. | asked my son gwy what they do at school, what
they learned. But he wouldn't really think. He'alyswvatch TV, eat, sleep, play.”

Finally, Kadijah's first experience with daycaressteaumatic. She recalled, “There was

an incident where my son told me that they hit iijdc We never really got told by the
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owner. We were supposed to have a meeting. | maeleting with the teachers when
we're waiting for the owner and she never came.k8pepushing it off and never said
anything. | took him out and never looked back.sefpby this experience, Kadijah kept
her sons with family members for over a year wsitg could find an educational setting
that was also safe, which she perceived Childr€aisn to be.

Lisa and Sanaa had each tried three settingsebfaling Children’s Town.
Lisa’s daughter had been in family care then twygcdees where she had been subjected
to traumatic events. When her daughter turned lasa,wanted her to have more
interaction and took her out of family care. Thistfexperience with daycare, however,
was traumatic. Lisa reported, “After three montlisen | started to drop her off, she
started to cry, scream, cry as if somebody wasgdeamething to her. It was becoming
an issue. She would have a little bruise or a srat something. No incident report, no
phone calls.” After trying to meet with the diregtawho wanted Lisa to keep daughter
home because the center was over ratio anywayrisdeanother daycare. This
experience was equally as traumatic. In Lisa’ wpttisvas just one morning | dropped
my daughter off, about seven in the morning. | céamek that afternoon. There was no
phone call and she's got a big hickey. | still g@icture of her forehead on my phone.
They say, ‘I don’t know what happened. I'm so sorryook her out; that was her last
day.” Lisa then conducted more research and tatkeadore people to find a good
daycare where her daughter would be safe and sspdrv

Sanaa had also pulled her daughter out of thittiege prior to Children’s Town.
She started her in a two different home careswaistnot satisfied with either. Sanaa

explained her reasoning for leaving the first @agjing “I stopped taking her because the
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proprietor and | had a disagreement about herrsparivate information with other
people. That didn't work.” She then tried anoth@mbcare, but again was dissatisfied
because, “Unfortunately, my children were a bitbosy. They don't just sit there and
watch television and because they were too bugywieee not a good fit for her
homecare.” After finally finding a daycare she ldy&anaa was upset when it had to
close. In her words, “The third daycare, whichvdd, was midway between home and
work. It was reasonably priced, great teacherstgemosphere, but they closed because
the building they were leasing, the lease agreemastchanged and it was too much
money to continue running so they ended up clogiaggdaycare center.” Like other
mothers, Lisa and Sanaa appreciated Ms. Lindalswgiiess to address parent concerns
and the center’s reputation as being a safe, wekivised and well-established learning
environment.

“At least they're safe.”

Lessons learned from past experiences with chidde@re a second unanticipated
finding of this study. Shaped by the lessons ledfr@m journeys through multiple
childcare arrangements, the mothers from Childr&oisn, as well as those from The
Christian School and Celebrate Kids Academy, raetiedhe past to inform their present
choice. The perspectives from this study revealttiemajority of mothers were forced
to make multiple early childhood education decisianost often due to negative
experiences or events. Though prior research heas cmnducted on parents making
multiple childcare decisions simultaneously (Utfi&l97; Early & Burchinal, 2001),
research has not yet looked at progressions aladné choices across time. The findings

of this study, however, suggest that past expeseace leading parents to make between
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one and six choices prior to finding settings thaty are satisfied with and that remain
available to them.

The more problematic issue with mothers relyindemsons learned from past
experiences with childcare is the number and natfitee negative events that were
recounted during interviews. lllegal activitiesjldren coming home with injuries and no
incident reports, children watching television orrdy nothing all day are, all of these
incidents call into the question the regulatiortlotdcare settings. Further, they lead
parents to become suspicious of and fearful ofiderg and settings. In Kadijah from
Children’s Town'’s case, she felt her children wsaer in the care of family members
and kept them at home for over a year before slsewilang to trust another provider.
After her son told her he was hit a teacher angtbeider was unresponsive, Kadijah
spoke about doing what she felt was best for hentwung children because even though
they weren'’t learning day-to-day, “at least the\sede.”

Educational Values and Next Steps

Educational values and children’s next educatisteps were anticipated findings
of the study. Though anticipated, descriptions atemal primary caregiver experiences
add to an understanding of why these factors infted the process in the ways they did
and give insight into the nuances of this populdswiews on childcare and its
relationship to education. All maternal primaryegivers addressed the importance of
centers having an educational component in thaicbes for childcare. Kim from
Celebrate Kids Academy captured a sentiment moghen® conveyed when she
explained, “I really wanted a place that was gdmge focused on education. I've really

didn’t want a place that the kids just sat arodrtey didn’t do anything. | thought |
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wanted a place that would stimulate her socially aplace that will stimulate her
intellectually, and a place that wasn't being semzy.” Across all interviews, from
Trinity who cited her son’s learning as importante in explaining her childcare search
to Tameka who mentioned educational value fiftéees when describing her search,
the importance of children learning something inddare was consistent across all
maternal primary caregivers. How much emphasisdatail parents placed on
educational values, however, varied greatly baseaddividual mothers, though patterns
across sites became evident.

All women also expressed to varying degrees teit steps and long-term goals
for their children. The women with the clearesthpatr their children’s education were
from The Christian School, which is not surprisagjthey chose a program that directly
filters into a K-8 school. As Fae reasoned, “I veahto put him somewhere where |
won’t have to constantly look for schools. | kndwistgoes from Pre-K to eight and |
know it was a really good school.” Almost all womaso expressed a strong distaste for
the public school system, indicating they wouldftwalternatives for kindergarten.
Kadijah from Children’s Town talked about exhaugtevery option before public
schools based on her own experiences in the syStieenemphatically explained, “I
haven't even looked at the city’s public schoolsoked at charter schools. | looked at
Catholic schools. I've looked at seeing if | canrmgo Springside, or up to Derby,
anywhere, absolutely anywhere, except this cityllisc schools.” Expectations for
academic outcomes and hopes for children’s futalss varied greatly, from wanting
children to not deal drugs and become productitreetis to expecting children to stay in

school through the completion of doctoral prograRisonda from Celebrate Kids
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Academy detailed how she explained her educatexctations to her son, Milo. She
relayed, “I talk to both of my kids about colleddilo is like, ‘What’s college?’ I'm like,
‘It's where you go after high school.” He’s lik&vhat's high school?’ I'm like, ‘It's
where you go after junior high school.” He’s liké/ell what's that?’ | say, ‘“You got a
long way, but you'll be there.”

Perspectives on education from The Christian Schho

At The Christian School, all women were looking &m academic, school setting
where in the words of Barb, “You're not just goitogsit and play all day.” In discussing
their educational values, Barb, Drea, Tameka, Vamnd,Faith all looked for a program
with structure where children had activities arathedule and where discipline was
enforced consistently and fairly. Drea explainedpgerspective saying, “They’re very
well structured. They communicate with me a lotef¥'le doing it with the nice teachers.
They're always doing something with the kids. Thiey¢onstantly learning something
and sending homework home.” Tameka reported chgasneligious school specifically
for the structure and discipline aspect of educat&@he reasoned, “I would recommend
The Christian School to anybody, or any good Ciamsschool in the area. You're going
to have more structure, more discipline for youtdcifo me, personally, that's just what
| feel.” Anessa, Vi, and Denise mentioned that alsnlass size was important in their
searches; and though the program didn’t abide tystaa class of eighteen with two
teachers is smaller than most comparable centeilsssa and Tameka also mentioned
looking for a center with a set curriculum, whilarieka also was looking for a program

that sent home homework.
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All but a handful of mothers also evaluated teagletheir search. Barb was
looking for teachers who treated children equaliyfor teachers who would take time
with children, Drea for “good teachers,” and Tamékaeachers who would
communicate with her, tell her what’'s going on, aritb were passionate about their
jobs. Vera talked about looking for teachers whoensturdy and firm, while Faith
wanted teachers “who wouldn’t be lazy and wouldnplisn [her son] to get it right.”
Seven women, Barb, Vi, Anessa, Tameka, Vera, Faitt,Denise, also reported
supplementing what their children were doing incgghwith work at home. Vera even
made copies of all of her daughter's homework psciad assignments so she could
work on them at home, while Tameka enrolled herisasummer reading program
every year. Tameka explained, “Skill-wise, over shenmer, | was going to put him in
this reading program... it's an hour, once a weelsioror seven weeks. And they just
teach him how to actually read from ... It's oneemre reading. It's going to cost me, this
is probably $200, but | said, ‘You know what? | &ddrave a problem with paying that.™

Of all the centers, educational next steps prawesdt important for The Christian
School maternal primary caregivers, which was ogpissing given that the program was
part of a Pre-K to 8 grade school setting. Except for Jule, whose soefgvior was
problematic, all of the women reported hoping thair children would stay enrolled at
the school through"8grade. Jule felt, “I thought it would have beesttithe stayed at
the Head Start, but my mom said, ‘No, he’ll be fine’ll be OK.” The Christian School,
like | said, is a good school, but | don’t thinlettre ready or really set up to deal with
children that have real, real behavioral problemissues.” Barb and Vi stated their

children would stay as long as they could affoyavhile Vera said her daughter would
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stay as long as she continued to be challenged. liike, Denise’s daughter had an IEP
and special needs. Denise expressed concernsladraddughter, but remained hopeful
she would stay througH'&rade. Denise explained, “I'm not 100 percent sitiigepends
on how she, you know, how she...how can | say thisdepends on if she’s able keep
up. I'm not sure right now. Since like her speethadilties, I'm kind of concerned like,
you know, ever since she’s been about maybe 18hadnt

With regard to long-term educational goals, Bafih Anessa, Tameka, and Faith
reported that they expected their children to cateptollege Vi reasoned, “They're
definitely going to be college grads. What theyafter that, it'd be their choice.
Whatever makes them happy.” Drea hoped her sondagetlinto computers, but would
be able to make his own decisions, while Jule Baidson could do whatever made him
happy as long as it wasn't illegal. She explairfédhatever makes him happy as long as
it's not drug dealing or anything like that. Noty#imng dangerous. If he wants to be ... |
mean, dangerous ... OK, I'll take that back becaoseesjobs are, a lot of jobs are
dangerous, but as long as he’s not the illegabdr™Vera hoped her daughter would use
her imagination and Denise didn’t mentioned anyterm goals for her daughter
outside of being able to keep up academically & Christian School.

Perspectives on education from Celebrate Kids Acaany.

At Celebrate Kids Academy, all participants talkdxmbut the importance of
finding a center where their children would legtructure was important to Felisha,
Kim, Rhonda, Fanta, Kathy, Gina, who also sougimt ielation to “stability,” and
Trinity, who believed it coincided with “calm.” Jaei and Missy also expressed the

importance of structure and both referred to thdweseas “traditional” in that they
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looked for structure through classrooms’ tables @mairs arrangements. Missy
elaborated, explaining, “I look for the desk. | gad'm a little still traditional as far as
how when we went to school and just kind of likeiydesk. | know you are responsible
for pulling your chair out, pulling it in, makingiee you are ... maintain your space,
that’'s your materials that’s in your desk.” And tighn Celebrate Kids Academy had over
50 children and my observations suggested theggied with maintaining ratios, both
Dawn and Tamara mentioned ratios as important. Daaced great emphasis on ratios,
explaining, “I wanted him to be somewhere that lasmit going to be looked over. He
was going to be able to grow. Here the place sidio-ed out, so it’s like | know you'll
have that one-on-one attention with him and heiagyto get one-on-one time with
them. Everything clicked. Everything fit into plate
About half of the mothers from Celebrate Kids Aeany, including Gina, Keisha,
Tanya, Felisha, Rhonda, Mel, Alayah, Trinity, menad they looked for program with a
curriculum. Fourteen of fifteen mothers also tallabdut the importance of evaluating
the teachers and staff, though their criteria éaccher varied greatly. Trinity, Fanta, and
Missy all talked about their preference for “oldeeasoned” teachers. Fanta was
particularly emphatic in describing what she lookadin teachers:
Even though | would have liked to have her somee/here she was in a
classroom with a little old lady who'’s probablyemeteaching for 30 years, | just
didn’t have time to look around and researchtiat.t That's my ideal childcare
setting. | want a teacher who'’s seasoned as odpgoseaybe someone who's like
only been doing it for a couple years becausevaskyow with childcare
sometimes, a lot of childcare centers you donvehta have a degree so therefore
... I'm old school, experience sometimes can besbeSo if there’s a preschool
teacher who’s been doing it for like 35 years,sbeen had well more
experience then someone who might have gone kegeolor four years who's

never been in a classroom. That’s my ideal ofrggtt want an old woman who’s
been around for like 30 years.
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Teacher training and education, on the other haad,considered an influential factor by
Jacqui, Fanta, Kathy, Alayah, Tamara. Six mothks® laoked for teachers who cared
about and love working with kids, while five mentex the importance of having
teachers who would keep them informed about theidien’s days. Gina, an employee,
expressed her appreciate for her daughter’s tesmghiingness to communicate. She
commented, “In work, it's professional: my daugtdet this today, she did that today,
she had an accident. Okay, this is what we neetldage; her teacher goes over
everything. | like that and | enjoy that because stits off the teacher and then puts me
in the parent room.”

A number of mothers spoke about educational vadnesofferings that were
unique to Celebrate Kids Academy and drew themmtolktheir children. Five mothers,
including Gina, Tanya, Kim, Rita, Tamara, were lmgkspecifically for environments
where children seemed engaged. Tanya describguersonal process, explaining, “I
was looking around, kind of like walking into thaytare, and you know, ‘Do you have
any space?’ And asking them for a tour, and watgchiow the teachers interact with the
children.” Eleven women also mentioned being impeesy the program’s foreign
language component. Keisha offered her perspedhaging, “I think it's a nice
atmosphere that offers things that other schoolsiiitioffered, like the Chinese lessons,
Spanish, and things of that nature. | haven’t hleeanother daycare that offers that. | say
they offer variety as far as other daycares.” Ja¢tathy, and Missy each mentioned that
they were looking for a program that gave homewwtkich they saw as having
educational value. Twelve mothers also reportetttiey supplemented what their

children were doing at the center by working whbkrm at home. Rhonda and Rita did not
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report working with their children at home, whil@rlity only mentioned working with
her son on tying his shoes.

In terms of next steps and long-term goals, alhefmothers from Celebrate Kids
Academy had given thought to kindergarten. Kim'sglger was already enrolled in a
Catholic school, Fanta registered her daughtesdbool outside of the city, Missy’s son
was enrolled in a Montessori for the next schoalryand Trinity’s son was registered in
the public school system, though she wasn’'t sueensts actually going to send him.
Trinity explained, “I have enrolled him into Prinffer kindergarten.] | don’t know.
There is also another school, it's right aroundcttr@er from our house. But they were
asking me to keep here, but | need to see how @&3j8ing to work out because | don't
think | can afford $200 a week or something likattto stay.” Every other one of the
remaining 11 mothers stated that public school ewh®r not option or the last possible
alternative for their children’s kindergarten. Keasstated, “I'm trying to avoid the public
school system since they have so many issuesmayit I'll try for private,” while Dawn
said, “I just don’t want him to be in the publidhsols, | want what'’s best for him,” and
Kathy stated, “Public schools are really, realigkiag...I'm hoping by next fall we will
be out of the city and in a suburban neighborhoade.want to get out to suburbia as
soon as possible.”

When asked how long they expected their childoestdy in school, ten mothers,
including Keisha, Tanya, Dawn, Rhonda, Kathy, Alaydamara, Kim, Fanta, and
Missy, stated that they expected their childreattend college, if not go farther. Alayah
offered her plans for her sons, sharing, “Theywoeng to graduate high school, they're

going to graduate college, get ahead, go to gradiaitool. It's their choice. I'm not
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forcing them into anything but through the wholmththey’re going to be playing
sports.” Other hopes and dreams for children’sregwaried greatly without any
significant patterns arising across the site. Gimagxample, spoke generally about
expectations for her daughter. She stated, “I wanto be great. | know that’s probably
what every mom says, but | want her to be on tdpeofgame, | want her writing to be up
to score, | want her to speak proper English, Itwemn to know everything there is to
know and | want her to learn everything that she’d@honda was more specific,
sharing, “I encourage my kids to be FBI agentss kb a marshal, you can be a US
Marshal. You know they’re boys, so I'm trying todgeit in a range like that. He’s really
interested in firemen and police officers.” Perhd@smost specific parent of all was
Kathy, who disclosed, “The two little ones...Kaihirk that she would mess around and
get like a Master’s degree in vocal ensemble oresbimg just because she’s so out there.
| can so see her being the director of a cruige shsomething like that. Kara, she’s a
very visual girl. Brilliant to the math and scies¢eo | if could say | anything | think that
she’d be like a color developer.”

Perspectives on education from Children’s Town.

And finally, just as those from The Christian Sechand Celebrate Kids
Academy, all maternal primary caregivers with cteldenrolled in Children’s Town
reported factoring a learning environment into ttlokildcare searches. This center had a
number of mothers who reported looking specificédlya structured environment,
including Margaret, Fae, Tasha, Kendria, Tami, Maya@a, Lisa, and Genesis. Tami
was looking for a balance between structure antlinog, stating, “You have to be tough

and not let the children run over you but at theegou got to take that time to show that
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you care for each of your children in that class kmow they're different personalities
and how to cater to their needs.” The combinatio@haldren’s Town’s daily schedule
and curriculum supports its structured environmeive mothers, Margaret, Samira,
Sanaa, Trina, and Tiffani, also mentioned the ingyare of a curriculum. Samira
explained, “I was really looking at the curriculuracause it prepares them for
kindergarten and that's what | was looking forhattso it doesn’t just hit him when he
gets there. He’'ll be used to a little bit more.” fgaret, Trina, and Tiffani also each
reported looking for centers that required teachetsave lesson plans, which Children’s
Town does. Though Celebrate Kids Academy had twedbratio number of all three
centers, only Maya, Zedra, and Kadijah reportedtitapfor low ratios in their searches.
Zedra shared, “That ratio between children to teesls really big because you really
have to respect the ratio of what... to give childndrat they actually need.”

Aspects of teacher knowledge and communicatior weportant to 12 out of 16
mothers. Samira, Zedra, Tiffani, Trina, Lisa loolsgecifically for teachers who had
training and were educated in the field. Trina pthsignificant emphasis on teacher
education, commenting, “I really wanted to see alooedentials as far as the teachers,
their education. What were their backgrounds? b&ythave backgrounds in education?
Were they at least in school for early childhoodeadion? That was really, really big as
well.” A second set of mothers, Margaret, Kendkiiaya, Sanaa, Fae, Chanel, and
Genesis, were more interested in whether or nohtra would communicate with them.
From Sanaa’s perspective, “I know that the stadt'shthere, | felt they care about the
children. They don't have a problem calling or itexif there's a problem. They

communicate with the parents. | know that she's takén of.”
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Two additional patterns related to educationaligalemerged that were unique to
Children’s Town. Mothers from Children’s Town expsed a fear of their children being
in environments where they didn’t do anything al/dtherefore, a center that engaged
children in daily activities was crucial to Tiffarfanaa, Kendria, Samira, Tami, and
Genesis. Genesis was specific about what she whimpfor as far as daily activities.
She clarified, “[It was important] That they wolidve an education as well. | mean, |
teach them at home. We really teach at home, Wwanted them to be reinforced in the
school as well... They have to be able to articuhgtat they learned. We ask them every
day, ‘What did you learn today?’” A second set athers, including Florence, Kadijah,
Fae, Chanel, and Lisa, were looking for centerswiaauld prepare their children for
kindergarten specifically. Chanel offered her pecsie, sharing, “I didn’t want him
sitting home and then waiting for kindergarten @mle. |1 didn’t want him to go there
without a clue.” AlImost all of the mothers from @hen’s Town mentioned working at
home with their children, and the greatest emphaasplaced on children’s writing.

In terms of kindergarten and long-term goalscfutdren, the mothers of
Children’s Town had also all given thought to thehrldren’s educational futures. For
kindergarten, Florence’s son was set to go to al logblic school, Sanaa’s daughter was
enrolled at a charter school with her older bratkee’s daughter would join her siblings
at a public school, and Lisa’s daughter was sattend a charter school. Of the
remaining 12 mothers, Margaret, Tiffani, and Genegpressed how stressed and
anxious they were about finding a quality kindetgaroption. Margaret explained, “It
puts a knot in my stomach because | don't knowdaehers... Sending him off to

kindergarten that's why | have been looking siraraudry for a kindergarten and | know
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he's not going until next September. | have afldinee, but I'm just really, really
nervous.” Unless outside of the city, all three In@os said public schools were not an
option. Also unwilling to send their children tolgic schools were Tasha, who asserted,
“If I have to work six jobs, my daughter is not ggito public school,” as well as

Kendria, Samira, Tami, Maya, Zedra, Kadijah, an@u@. In total, 13 of the 16
participants did not consider the public schooteaysto be a viable educational pathway.
Aside from Florence and Fae, only Trina was stihgidering sending her son public
school; though it was not her first choice, shéesta‘l've tried charter and | can’t afford
anything else.”

In terms of long-term educational goals, about bathe women, including
Samira, Maya, Zedra, Tiffani, Sanaa, Fae, Trind, @hanel, mentioned their hopes for
their children to attend college specifically. Mayas matter-of-fact, stating, “I expect
him to go to college.” Other mothers were less cetacin their future hopes and goals.
Tasha, for example, shared her hopes for her daygaying, “[She can be] whatever
she wants to be, which right now is a ballerinae $ants to be that, so we’re going to try
that.” Genesis was equally noncommittal talkingwthieer hopes for her son. She
reasoned, “I believe that you should achieve ashnag you can, that you should not
stop learning. | hope he continues to achieve ashmag he can because we should not
stop learning at any age. Every day there is samgtb learn.” And so while mothers
from Children’s Town shared a variety of pathstfeeir children’s futures, each had
given thought to their children’s educational ngteps, kindergarten and beyond, prior to

childcare enrollment.
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“She’s not going to public school.”

Maternal primary caregivers varied in their viewstbe specifics of education,
especially in terms of what they were looking famd the educational next steps for their
children. Mothers remained consistent, howeveexpressing that they were looking for
learning environments and had high hopes for tttgldren’s futures. Mothers were also
consistent in their condemnation of the city’s prikthool system. Not one of the forty
women wanted their children in a public schoolKmdergarten. Tasha from Children’s
Town stated, “If | have to work six jobs, she’s going to public school.” For the
handful of mothers who were still considering palsichools as options, this option was
spoken about in “last resort” terms. Distaste f@r ¢ity’s public school system was so
strong that some women considered moving just éadat. The public school system
aversion was highly personal for many mothers dk meéerencing either their own or
family members bad experiences with the systenoiding the public schools was cited
by women from The Christian School as a primarypae for choosing a program that
fed into a K-8 school.

The interview lens also allowed for mother’s tecl&be what aspects of
education they valued and why. In some instanbesaspects of education most highly
valued stand in direct contrast with what expertsarly childhood education recommend
for young children, thus creating a tension. Orengple of this type of tension is related
to mother’s looking for structure. As the descops above illustrate, structure and
structured learning environments were importarthéomajority of mothers. Missy, for
example, really wanted her son to have his owrviddal desk and felt that he was

backsliding at Celebrate Kids Academy without dbeperts in child development,
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however, would argue that too much structure agidity in a program is neither age
appropriate nor developmentally appropriate forngpahildren. In fact, Montessori
programs are founded upon the encouragement ahnikdredependence and freedom
within limits. As Kim from Celebrate Kids Academymained, however, she felt a
structured program translated into a safer programumber of mothers also equated
structure with discipline, which Tameka from TheriStian School felt her son needed
because, as she explained it, “Boys get distrgastdy their self.”

Another example of a tension was with mothers wikee looking for homework
and curricula during their searches. Both The @hansSchool and Celebrate Kids
Academy gave homework. Children’s Town at one tivad sent homework home, but
had to stop. As Ms. Lisa explained, their partnigrstith Pre-K Counts disallowed
homework because it was seemed an inappropriatéqador children of this age.
Instead, children worked on take-home projects.ndist who had enrolled children in all
three centers also talked about looking for centgtts set curricula. In my observations,
however, only Children’s Town had lessons plansfafidwed a curriculum in practice.
Early childhood and child development experts, hawedo not hold all curricula in the
same esteem. Children’s Town were required to implg The Creative Curriculum
when they formed their Pre-K Counts partnershipdelrate Kids Academy, on the
other hand, sited Hooked On Phonics, which is raalitionally used as a curriculum, as
one of their two curricula. And so again, the intpace of recognizing that this group of
mothers was making decisions under certain circamess and with resources that were
less valued by dominant structures in society bexsoralevant. In these cases, tensions

were created when what mothers felt to be indieatifveducational value did not align
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with, and in some cases were the exact oppositgadtices supported by the fields of
early childhood education and child development.
Logistics and Cost

A second anticipated finding of the study dealdhe more practical side of
selecting childcare. Though anticipated, descnigiof maternal primary caregiver
experiences add to an understanding of why andthese factors influenced the process
in the ways they did. Across all mothers, the twastireferenced aspects of logistics and
cost were location and affordability. In terms @fation, participants reported needing a
place near the family home, the mother’s place @fkwor somewhere in between. Lisa
from Children’s Town captured many mothers’ sentitaen explaining the importance
of a close location, sharing, “I tried to keepldse just in case of an emergency. | try to
keep her close as possible so if there’s an emeydesould just run and get her. | don’t
want to be so far.” The Christian School mothersawaost inclined to choose a program
close to their jobs, while the mothers from Celébiads Academy and Children’s Town
more often chose centers in their home neighborfhiood

Extended hours and year-round enrollment factbeaily into the decisions of
the mothers from Celebrate Kids Academy and Childr&own. Hours were a deal-
breaker for Keisha from Celebrate Kids Academyhénwords, “I just [had] to make
sure that my child was covered in the work hourengt can get there, go to work, and
then pick her up without them saying they're clgsiar whatever. She’s here five days a
week, all year round. She’s here every day.” Thegistics were less important for
participants from The Christian School, which felkd a traditional September to June

academic schedule. The women from The Christiam&daxpressed a willingness to
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make the ten-month schedule work or doing “whattiodae done,” as a tradeoff for the
benefits of access to a long-term educationalrggtti

In terms of affordability, all forty maternal prary caregivers also stated that cost
was a significant factor because, as Gina puffifdu can't afford it, you can't go.”

Over half of the women visited centers that thed/rtbt send their children to because
either they could not afford it or they did not kaaccess due to subsidy constraints. The
families that most referenced cost as an influep&actor included mothers from The
Christian School, the private pay parents from Belee Kids Academy and Children’s
Town, and parents with multiple young children. T@IS subsidy was not available to
families from The Christian School, though oveffledlparticipants reported receiving
help to pay for tuition through scholarships, fuaiding initiatives, or from family
members. Of the 31 participants from Celebrate Kidademy and Children’s Town,
both of which accepted subsidy, 19 received CCISislies, two attended Children’s
Town at no cost through Pre-K Counts due to patem@mployed, and six paid full
price. Among the remaining four families, two weeéatives of Celebrate Kids
Academy’s owner and had discounted arrangementsaandnrolled children part-time
while they applied for subsidies.

Of the 19 families on the CCIS subsidy specificalle mothers reported feeling
frustrated with the CCIS system because their cdnldhad been dropped or they had
been threatened with getting dropped. When askiba ifecession had any impact on the
affordability of their childcare, most participarstated that it did not. However, when a
follow up question related to work disruptions golol loss was posed, one-third of the

women from all three centers mentioned recentlyegrpcing disruption or job loss.
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Perspectives from The Christian School.

The Christian School was conveniently located tieamorkplaces of eight of the
nine women. Vi lived down the street, but was eetiso location was important to her in
terms of proximity to her house. Drea had the lehgemmute, almost an hour on the
trolley and bus, but she also worked at the schwblen | asked the women about
logistics like the fact that this program had séohours and only a ten-month school
year, the women expressed a willingness to mak#isas in exchange for what they
perceived to be a strong academic, long-term enadtexperience. For example, Barb
stated, “My job let me change my hours so | coutapcher off and pick her up. Here my
Mom brings her and I pick her up.” Vi assumed tble of maternal primary caregiver to
her grandson and he often stayed overnight so lld ettend the program, Jule relied on
family members to pick up her son, and Tameka’'$and switched to an overnight shift
so he could get their son to school and pick hindaify. Denise offered the following
insight into how she worked the logistical aspedtsare out, saying, “When | pick her
up, she comes to my job and we have like a playrddrave to go back to work until
4:30.” The four other mothers used the progranterafare program, which

In terms of a ten-month schedule, interviews veereducted in late spring and
many mothers mentioned their plans for care oveuficoming summer. Barb, Anessa,
Drea, and Faith were going to send their childoeftie Christian School’'s summer
camp, Vi and Denise were sending their childrerkltadaycare camps, and Jule and
Tameka had made arrangements for family to watein sons. Only Vera had not yet
made plans for her daughter's summer care. Verkiegal, “I don't know if she's going

to do the camp. She'll probably go to the othee sidher family for a while and so |
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might not do camp so much this year. | might jagether back and have her babysat or
just hang out with my family or whatever, just t@egher that little break.” Though the
program did not include infant or toddler care, tmagje care was still advantageous for
Vi, Vera, and Denise because they had older cmldreolled in the school.

In terms of cost, affordability was a major comctar the maternal primary
caregivers at The Christian School. As noted, artigipants relied on help from either
the school or family members to cover their chifdsecost. Though the lump sum they
paid annually was comparable to a weekly CCIS og-{as group of women expressed
the most anxiety over cost. Their anxiety was lthk@the fact that they would have to
pay that sum annually for the next eight years,re&® parents in other arrangements
could enroll their children in public or chartehsols without assuming a long-term cost.
Further, Barb, Vi, Drea, Jule, Vera, and Deniseevadl single and supporting more than
one child; in fact, Vi, Vera, and Denise were paymultiple Christian School tuitions.

When they addressed affordability, however, theneo from The Christians
School again displayed a willingness to make saesf Anessa stated, “I believe that
good child care is very important, so | would muather sacrifice something else and
find quality child care rather than visa versa.t&echoed a similar sentiment, saying
“Having more than one child and so my tuition wasg to be adjusted from one kid to
two kids... to make the sacrifice. We don't have ragught, we go to a movie once or
twice a year now. | took cable out and | made sother financial decisions because it
was like, this money could be better spent.” Jalgificed as well, letting her mother
take over her son’s educational decisions, whiehvgaisn’'t happy about, because she

was willing to pay his tuition. Tameka was intentraaking her son the top cheesecake
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seller in the school to get the maximum tuitionateb She recounted her experience with
her older son, saying, “They give you that helghwie fundraising and stuff. When my
older son was there, | don't even think | paidauitbecause he was a top seller in every
fundraiser that they had, the whole eight yearawhe there. The whole eight years. He
was selling $2,000 worth of cheesecakes.”

Perspectives from Celebrate Kids Academy.

At Celebrate Kids Academy, 11 mothers reportetlttingy lived locally and had
limited their childcare searches to centers clgserbn the neighborhood. Of the
remaining four women, Kim and Tamara dropped tbkiildren off on the way to work
while Dawn and Fanta worked close by, making threereconvenient for all participants.
Flexible and extended hours were also importanthigrgroup of mothers. The center
opened daily at 6:30 AM and closed at 6:30 PM;ipg@dnts in the study reported that
the later pick-up time was essential, especialiyttie mothers who worked during the
day. The majority of their children were droppetidfore 8:00 AM and picked up after
5:00 PM, which allowed parents to work a full deyly Jacqui, who worked an
overnight security shift, Missy, who worked partié, Alayah, who was in school and on
maternity leave, and Trinity, who was not workidgopped off later and picked up
earlier due to their flexible schedules. All 15 hnerts reported that they had kept or
would be keeping their children enrolled year-roumthe program. Kim, Fanta, and Mel
had children attending kindergarten in the fall atated that they would be taking their
children out for “a break” before school startedl.tAree mothers had college degrees
and paid out of pocket, likely giving them the eanmc capital to do so. Celebrate Kids

as a multi-age center benefited Felisha, Kathy,Rital who all had younger children in
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Celebrate Kids Academy'’s infant and toddler classrs. Also benefiting were Gina,
Keisha, Tanya, Dawn, Rhonda, Rita, and Tamara, vadoenrolled their children as
infants or toddlers.

When the mothers at Celebrate Kids Academy spb&ataffordability and cost,
most viewed cost as constraining. Nine women, Stk@m single mothers, received
CCIS subsidies to assist with their childcare payseAlayah was working on securing
a subsidy and could only afford to send her soirjpae at a private pay price while she
waited. Kim, Fanta, and Missy, paid $165 per weehravate pay parents. And as close
relatives of Mr. Marshall and Ms. Kiera, Felishaldramara paid at a discounted rate.
For the CCIS dependent mothers, dealing with whey tlescribed as a difficult system
made cost a significant constraint. Gina, Keisltaayh, Rhonda, Jacqui, Rita, and Trinity
all had their children dropped at one point in tidue to issues with CCIS, most often
due to “mysteriously lost” paperwork, wrong addesssand sick children with high
absence rates. All nine mothers described CCISsgstam” eager to kick you out” and
the two mothers who had not been kicked off botti & same thing, Dawn was “nuts
about keeping up to date” and Kathy was vigilarddlstaying “on top of it
[paperwork].”

The private pay mothers, Kim, Fanta, and Missgp @xpressed frustration with
the cost of care. Kim paid childcare for two chédrand stated, “Cost is very important
for us because we don’t qualify for a subsidy... VéeSeen some places that are like
$400 a week and we’'re like, “Okay, no.” Missy reddy“Price is everything. It really is
everything when it comes to education and at tithese’s definitely been more bills and

money at the end of the month,” while Fanta who alsid for two children echoed, “I
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was looking into scholarships and everything. lmiiglresearch and doing whatever |
could do because my childcare is expensive. | pa$1200 a month for childcare. It's
expensive. It's more than my mortgage.” And finglikely due to their close
relationships with the owner, the only mothers wlitbnot share in frustration over
subsidy and cost were Mr. Marshall’'s family membé&edisha and Tamara.

Perspective from Children’s Town.

For the mothers at Children’s Town, location wasae important logistical
factor than hours, though all mothers were looKorga year-round enroliment option. In
terms of location, 12 mothers reported living iosg proximity to the center. Margaret
and Tamie each lived in bordering neighborhoodssimece they were employees and
worked daily, Children’s Town was convenient. Reotmothers, Kadijah and Sanaa,
Children’s Town was close, but life circumstancesevwcomplicating the center’s
convenience. Kadijah had two sons in the prograrhwas also due to give birth in two
weeks. Though she lived close-by, she was thin&brmut switched to a center in a
church across the street from her house afterdabg arrived. Sanna was going through a
divorce and had to work overtime to pay for childca hough she too lived locally, she
was pulling her daughter out the next year forarteh school because she needed a place
both her children could attend. Like The Christ@&rhool, Children’s Town had set
hours. If parents needed before and after carg,ithe to pay an additional albeit
minimal fee. Only Tasha, Samira, Florence, Kadig@atd Chanel picked their children up
when the program ended at 3:00 PM, the remainingsneaid the minimal extra care fee
so they could work a full day. Children’s Town asalti-age facility benefited six

mothers, including Samira, Tami, Kadijah, Fae, &yiand Genesis, who all had multiple
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children enrolled. Further, nine mothers, includaighree employees, had also
benefited from its multi-age capacity when theyodled their children as infants or
toddlers.

Like the mothers at Celebrate Kids Academy, thenem of Children’s Town
cited cost as a major constraint. Twelve of thée®r women, eight of them single
mothers, received either CCIS of Pre-k counts slisito assist or negate their childcare
payments. Genesis could not afford private paythiolé so her son attended three days a
week. Tiffani along with Maya and Sanaa, both fngbthers, paid $145 dollars per
week for their children. Similar to the motheratlebrate Kids Academy, six of the ten
families on CCIS subsidy had been dropped at sarire guring care. Lisa’s experience
was representative of the group, she relayed, “Tieygut me off and then it was
something that had to do with one of the case wsrieading my stuff and they put that
wrong code or error, whatever, in there and hasduatend | couldn’t understand.”
Tiffani, Maya, and Sanaa, the private pay pareai$s) expressed concern over cost.
Tiffini had a dream center, but couldn’t afford 265 price tag and had to chose a more
reasonable option, while Maya discussed her nebddget the monthly bills and Sanaa
echoed, “Unfortunately, price plays a big part seaif it's too expensive for me to
afford then that's my biggest deal breaker.” Onadlifah and Chanel who each received
full compensation because they were out of worlk'tlieixpress frustration over childcare
cost. Both, however, had strained financial sitwegiand were grateful to not be paying

childcare.
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“A very difficult time.”

Though an anticipated finding of the study, thecdesions presented provide
deeper insight into how and in what ways logistind cost influence the parental
enrollment process. In terms of logistics, motheegle an important distinction between
options and choices. When | asked mothers if te&ylike they had many options in their
neighborhoods for care that would work, many shad while there were many options,
they did not feel as though they had many viabl@ags. As Anessa explained,
“Childcare in general ... even though there weret af@ptions basically a childcare
center on one ... or several sometimes on every hlodkad a very difficult time
finding childcare for her. | had explored over Iflatent childcare centers here either in
my area or at her grandmother’s area and | jushiwhappy. From the big names to
small private providers ... not happy.” This questadroptions versus choices highlights
issues of accessibility and the lack of qualitgbildcare in high-poverty neighborhoods.
On the programmatic side of childcare, this digtorcagain calls into question the
regulation of arrangements throughout the citg mhother visits ten centers and still
can't find one, what is going on at these centeasis turning parents away? More
importantly, who is checking up on these centetstvgtandards are they being held to,
and how often are checks happening?

Cost was a point of great frustration for mateprahary caregivers, regardless of
center and regardless of form of payment. Mostmianelied on assistance, either
borrowing from family, scholarships, or the Depagtihof Welfare, to pay for care.
Parents who paid of pocket were frustrated by déloethat as a privatized industry,

centers can charge excessive amounts per weekeadagvgy with it so long as parents
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are willing to pay. Mothers reliant on subsidiegevat the mercy of the system to access

funding for their childcare. Their search becamatkd to only those centers that

accepted their subsidies and had spots open. Isslaésd to cost fueled disenchantment

in parents who viewed cost largely as another ntajodle in their access to care.
Intersections of Structural, Parental, and Child Level Factors

Salient factors influencing parental choice hamesistently been identified and
described in terms of three sets or levels of factd) structural characteristics and
policy contexts; (2) parental characteristics aratfices; and the least researched (3)
perceptions of child characteristics. As previowstbted, these three sets of factors have
largely been examined in isolation. Within the k&&b years, however, researchers have
begun to examine the interaction of multiple levadl$actors. Grogan (2011) found that
parents considered a combination of contextualilyaind child factors prior to choice.
This discussion then is timely and adds anothearlaydepth to current conversation.
Analytic descriptions of how the intersection ogsle sets of factors became manifested
in the choice process add deeper insight into adetstanding of how mothers find and
select centers. Though there is great overlapatadysis differs from the discussion of
the factors that most influence choice becauseiiges more so on the process and the
construction of choice sets.

Based on the data collected, | argue that mott@rsider then negotiate all three
levels of factors, a frustrating and difficult pess according to many. For this group of
women, the process began when they constructedechets and began to assess what
choices they had. Understandings choice sets andhey are constructed from the

perspective of the parent quantifies bounded ratign or the limits of their cognitive
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resources, information, and time. Choice setsiflisirate how shortcuts and satisficing
were used to make decisions. It is not possibléhfigror any group of mothers to have
considered all the childcare possibilities, esgictaven the time and resources it would
have taken to gather information about the 683ezenh this one city. According to
Simon (1990), mothers would have satisficed, dedalpon their experiences to
evaluate centers and construct expectations ofdi@eod choices might be, enrolling
children when a center met those expectations.

The context within which childcare choices weraedmaas also constrained by a
lack of resources, including unequal access tspamation, time for center visits,
information on childcare, money, and subsidies|(2€l09). In education, high levels of
capital are particularly advantageous, but areegatlly distributed across race and class
(Bourdieu, 1977a). Mothers of minority childrenitig in high-poverty neighborhoods
made their choices within segregated and stratdedexts because their family capital
is less valued by dominant structures in sociesyDéamond and Gomez (2004) have
argued, poor and working class African-Americarepés are faced with “more
challenging educational contexts (i.e., lower gyachools that parents perceive as less
responsive to their involvement) and engage thdaeational contexts with fewer valued
resources than their middle-class African Americannterparts” (385).

Using the resources they had and with boundedmality, mothers went about
constructing choice sets. The first barriers thathars met were in the form of structural
constraints. Specifically, those constraints wetated to how individual parents
perceived centers’ accessibility, availability, wedion, and affordability. If centers were

not perceived to be accessible, available, regiilaed affordable, which are each
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addressed in detail below, then they were not dened reasonable and they were not
included in the choice set. Structural barrieise tost and subsidy, were perceived to be
outside of parents’ control. In many cases, motheligated satisficing at this stage of
the process because optimal centers were elimigatedo lack of resources.

With choice sets narrowed significantly at theistural level, choice set
construction became largely parent-level driverag®@able choices for participants
arose when centers made logistical sense for thiéiéa and when mothers felt
comfortable leaving their children under the cdrproviders. At this stage in the
process, the majority of mothers halted search vithey found a solution that fit this
levels of needs. For some maternal primary caregjivewever, the search did not end.
Mothers, often after having removed a child froceater deemed unfit to meet needs,
felt they needed to take the process a step fudiheto child-level characteristics.
Specifically, child characteristics became a sigaiit factor when parents were
concerned about children with special or exceptioeads and when children were
perceived as in need of structure and/or sociabizat
Structural Barriers

In the extant literature on parental choice anttichre arrangements, structural
characteristics and policy contexts address fastiach as subsidy use and Welfare
Reform, the recent recession, and variability ihgyaand legislation across local, state,
and federal entities as impacting choice. In intawg with maternal primary caregivers, |
asked questions related to experiences payingitttoare, feelings on cost and subsidy
use, work and job histories, and for those mothdrs had relocated, how their

experiences with childcare in this city comparedtteers. When mothers talked about
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their searches and how they went about construchoge sets, they spoke about and
referenced four barriers they had no choice babtdront: accessibility, availability,
regulation, and affordability. Further, these werkerences as barriers because they were

largely framed as out of mothers’ control. (SeeuFegs.1)

Structural Barriers

Centers Must Be....

Accessible Available Requlated Affordable
Central to home No threat of Licensed Accepts subsidy
or work shutting down
Subsidy not Spot open for Comes Reasonable out
impeded enrollment Recommended of pocket cost

Figure 5.1

Structural Barriers Limiting Choice Set Constructio

Accessibility.

For maternal primary caregivers, accessibility weated to two main questions:
Was the center reasonably accessible to the farilyme or the mother’s place of work?
And for those parents reliant on subsidy, was act@e€CIS unimpeded? Centers not
accessible in terms of location were excluded dytiire construction of choice sets
because if parents could not get their childrethémn, they were not reasonable choices.

Further, if parents were reliant on subsidy andrmissues accessing the CCIS subsidy,
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as many mothers did, center-based care was elthren&ed from the choice set until
subsidy was secured or parents had to considengayit-of-pocket for part-time care, as
Alayah from Celebrate Kids Academy and Genesis f@inidren’s Town had done.
When access to subsidy was blocked, many mothersided changing their searches to
include relative care or Head Start programs, whieke free.

In the literature, accessibility in terms of laoator centrality is typically
addressed in terms of supply and demand. Querdlh&e (1998), for example, found
an uneven supply of childcare across geographasaesnd even within neighborhoods.
Conversations among researchers around subsidyshavan considerable disagreement
about their effectiveness for low-income famili@auller, et al., 2002). While research
has shown that states were serving only smallgustias low as 17 percent even, of all
federally-eligible children as of 2000 (Collins,yizer, & Kreader, 2000), research has
also shown that families who are eligible for sdiEs are not using them (Fuller, et al.,
2002). Some experts say these contradictions aéadihe fact that current subsidy
policies are not fulfilling the needs and/or valeésnany families. Recently, Schilder
and colleagues (2011) pointed to a double deciieam#sidy funding for early childcare
due to the recession. The recession not only retitiheenumber of state childcare
subsidies, but also led to a decline in the nurobstate childcare subsidy
reimbursements.

Though proximity to home or work is also a parievel factor in the literature,
location proved to be a structural barrier for tnisup of mothers. Largely due to
fluctuations of supply in differing neighborhoodsdadue to transportation concerns,

every mother reported only considering centersectosvork or home when they
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constructed their choice sets. Variability in sypgl the neighborhood level often
affected whether mothers considered centers atolerhe, close to work, or had to look
at both. Since her son’s birth, Faith from The &lin School, for example, only
considered centers close to her work because wWenemore options than in her home
neighborhood. She explained, “There weren't a taptions [in my neighborhood] so |
had to kind of go, at that time | went with whatsa@nvenient for, where it was
located... All of them [centers my son has gone tojehbeen basically located in the
same area, which is not too far from my job.” Ihetcases, the opposite was true or
parents looked at centers somewhere in between threoway to work. Kim from
Celebrate Kids Academy explained, “I mean thereeviemestly several other daycares
that just were not within our reach that we woudddn liked to have taken her too but
they were just too far... We have to find a place e.have to have a happy medium.”
Transportation concerns also narrowed the cortgtruof choice sets for many
mothers, especially those who relied on publicgpamtation or had to walk. With the
majority of women working during the day, centeaslto be close to home, work, or on
the way from one to the other. Chanel from Chiltk@own, for example, looked only
for centers in her neighborhood, explaining, “l aiyulike to go to the closest one to my
house so that if, in any casel. don’t have a car... | can usually get them to stlamd
get on the bus. | always like to have one thatar mey house.” Keisha from Celebrate
Kids Academy, on the other hand, only considereders close to her work. She shared,
“I needed location [close to work], because | wdrtehave not that many miles to go to
drop my child off, and then go to work.” Consequgnizhen accessibility factored into

the search process, what may have started outast &eld of choices became limited to
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one or two neighborhoods given time constraintskwd@mands, and limited
transportation resources.

A second accessibility issue was subsidy-reldtextcess to CCIS became
impeded, either before or after enroliment, alh¢fs childcare related stopped while
mothers sought resolution. Of the 23 mothers waykith subsidy programs at the time
of their interviews, including 19 on CCIS, 2 on #&€ounts, and 2 in the CCIS
application process, over half had experiencedigigins in childcare because their
children were dropped from the program. Some methregorted fixing the problem right
away by taking paperwork directly to their casevenrkout when mothers like Jacqui,
Kadijah, Lisa, and Chanel were cut off, they chahtipeir choice set to only relative
care. Lisa explained her situation:

There was an incident one time that they cut rhard it had something to do —

it was set there on their behalf. They didn’t mé off for about a week. They cut

me off for about six months... My mom had to wateh &gain and my mom was
working. She was watching her and | said, “Youwmhat, something’s not

right.” | did everything, my welfare woman saideeything. | don’t understand

why | can't get it.
For Alayah and Genesis, who were working on segwsubsidy, their resolution was to
look for centers that would let them enroll childqgart-time while they waited. Both
reported, however, that their current situationsewet sustainable and they would have
to switch care if there was no resolution soon. smile The Christian School did not
accept subsidy, my interviews with Drea and Jukeated that both altered their searches

to look for alternatives to subsidized care afteytwere dropped, in part so that they

didn't have to deal with the subsidy system anymore
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Availability.

In order to be included in choice sets, centess bhhd to be perceived as available
to mothers. Availability was critical for two reasn First, the recent recession affected
the funding of centers and a number of mothersrtegdheir previous centers closing.
And second, availability in terms of “open spotsipacted parents who had enrolled at
The Christian School and Children’s Town. Becaust® programs operated at full
capacity, if either center did not have spots ogiemas eliminated from the choice set for
families needing immediate care. In the literattine, effect of the recent recession has
been addresses. Schilder and colleagues (2011J thahthe recent recession
dramatically affected the amount of funding alldtter state-funded Pre-K programs due
to budget cuts. As a result, fluctuations in Praids affected both the quality and
supply of childcare, which in turn limited parenddility to choose this type of early care
setting. Literature on variability in policy andjislative contexts also looks at how
factors like the timing of funds, classroom availiffy relationships between program
directors, and enroliment fluctuations subsequeantfyact the number of slots open to
children (Schilder, et al., 2011).

According to Jule, Vi, Sanaa, Florence, and Mi$isg,recent recession forced
them back into the childcare search process whanghevious programs closed. Jule’s
son was in a Head Start program that suffered frording cuts and closed, as was
Florence’s son. Both mothers expressed that whdg liked Head Start because it was
free, they were weary of pursing re-enrollment ttuthe bind that they were left in when
the programs shut down. Florence explained, “HeiwasHead Start last year, but it

closed. | was kind of upset that | had to changeak close to home. It's a nice place and
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they closed it... Yeah, | would have stayed.” Vi alefiected on her experience with
care shutting down, sharing “They were very nicewhwas there. They had to close
not because of them, but something financiallynhpever owned the building so ...”
Sanna and Missy reported similar experiences véth shutting down due to finances.
Sanna recounted, “The third daycare, which | loveas midway between home and
work... But they closed because the building theyeweasing, the lease agreement was
changed and it was too much money to continue ngnsw they ended up closing that
daycare center.” And according to Missy, “The unkiaible happened with a daycare |
loved.” She continued, “They must have had violaio the past. Although it was my
dream school, the Department of Public Welfare ‘tidee them at all. They abruptly
shut them down and this was Monday. I'd paid fatidn and then Thursday it's like we
are shut, damn.”

Both The Christian School and Children’s Town haiting lists. At The
Christian School, enrollment for Pre-K closed wiadrspots were filled, which typically
happened the spring prior. Once both classes wérehfe waiting list transferred over to
Kindergarten and families could try for enroliméime next year. Except for Anessa’s
daughter who was enrolled in mid-January due terexdting circumstances, children
were not admitted during the year. As Tameka erplli “When | called, they was like,
‘Oh, you have to go on the waiting list.” I'm lik&,ou have got to be kidding...” | flew up
there.” According to Genesis from Children’s Towme program’s waiting list for spots
was lengthy, especially for three year-olds andntg/toddlers. Since the center operated
at capacity, spots opened only when a child leftdinter or transitioned on to

kindergarten. Consequently, spots opened up mamadigally than at The Christian
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School. The waiting list and open spot aspect$ibficare added yet another dimensions
to the childcare search.

Regulation.

In addition to accessibility and availability, pats contended with issues of
regulation when constructing their choice sets.ugfoalmost all mothers reported
relying on maternal instinct over the STARS qualdting system, the mothers were
unanimous in only considering accredited or licensenters. As Kathy from Celebrate
Kids Academy reasoned, “Ratings and accreditatiorand yes. | certainly didn’t look at
places with no accreditations but you have to wéiclhe accreditations that are given.
A lot of STARS are given for the learning throudhypbut that's not something we
endorse.” This finding both challenges and suppartsent literature. Shlay and
colleagues (2007), who used a unique vignette aataction method, found that all
groups of parents valued safety, the regulatiochddl-staff ratios, and the Pennsylvania
childcare rating system. The authors also foundrmarto be indifferent as to whether or
not childcare settings were accredited. HoweverncAh American and Hispanic parents
reported they would pay more for licensed careapukared to “be more tuned into”
childcare as a government regulated system. Theandrmterviewed for this study,
who were demographically less diverse than tho&hiay and colleagues’ study, were
unanimous in refusing to enroll children in unadaied or unlicensed centers.

Citing lessons learned from the past as well asohstories from the
neighborhood or heard on the news, maternal prircarggivers like Barb who knew
about a daycare provider who went to the Laundrandtcame home to the house on

fire, or Fae who picked a daughter up with a gsar down the side of her face, or
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Maya who had heard about a 24 hour daycare thiadbchildren in alone at night,
expressed a united concern about a lack of poli¢mgrder for a center to be a choice,
maternal primary caregivers had to have the reassarthat some entity was regulating
its activity; too many horrible events had happeeeeh under the state or city’s watch.
And so, the women in this study felt that they donibt take the risk of enrolling children
in entirely unregulated, unlicensed settings. Uansed care was only acceptable when
children were in family care as infants or whernythere with family members outside
of a formal arrangement.

Affordability.

If a center was accessible, available, and regaat still had to be affordable in
order to be included in a choice set. Affordabifitgst often turned on whether or not
centers accepted subsidies and whether or notrsaritarged reasonable weekly or
annual fees to parents paying out of pocket. Andewthe recession had shut a number
of programs down, some families were further afddty job loss and work disruptions.
In the literature, subsidy availability and use énéeen addressed at both structural and
parental levels. As previously reported, conveosetiamong researchers look at subsidy
use from the structural level have shown considerdisagreement about the
effectiveness of subsidies for lower-income farsilig-uller, et al., 2002). Literature on
parents’ perceptions of the availability of subsgdwas far sparser. Literature on the
importance of price and/or cost, however, was ahnoh&im & Fram (2009), for
example, found that mother’s education, work stednsg household income, all variables
related to family socioeconomic status, mattereaol@ important practical variables

became. The researchers found that working motixerns more likely to prioritize
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practicality-focused choices. And finally, thougisearchers have examined the
recession’s impacts on state budgets and fundiagstitictural level, less attention has
been given to how the recession may have impacteshfs’ work status.

The majority of parents from Celebrate Kids Acagieand Children’s Town
relied on subsidies to pay for childcare. Consetiyecenters that did not accept their
subsidies or would not take their children parteias they negotiated the subsidy
application process were eliminated from choice.9daternal primary caregivers reliant
on subsidy explained that they had not botheredsibor research centers that did not
accept subsidy because they already knew they cmtldfford those centers. Kathy, for
example, shared, “I always did my research aheddhefto not waste my time.” In
discussing the CCIS system during interviews, nmadgsrimary caregivers perceived
subsidies to be available. Jacqui, for instancewkshe needed subsidy right away so she
talked to her aunt who knew that the fastest wayéw to get on CCIS was to skip the
trip to the CCIS offices and go over to the Welf@iféice. The issues the majority of
mothers’ experienced with subsidies arose after Were receiving aid. When parents
were cut off, they could not longer afford care.

Questions of subsidy were not an issue for pamnifie Christian School
because the school did not accept subsidy. CosgVer, was a huge factor prior to
committing to this arrangement. If parents coultlpay for the school, and a number had
concerns about maintaining cost past the pre-ktage,they would have to pull their
children out. Though the school’s annual tuitiooka down to approximately $50.00 per
week, comparable to a CCIS co-pay, seven of the interviewees reported needing

financial help to cover the cost. Among all matépranary caregivers, only six parents
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were not at the mercy of an unreliable subsidyesysfamily members, or a program
with a co-pay comparable tuition. Still, the sixtimers reported affordability as a
massive constraint. In fact, Tiffani reported ttreg cost of daycare was so taxing, “It
became another reason why | wouldn’t have anothiét.t Maya explained that she
briefly considered quitting her job so she couldldy for aid, saying, “Places damn near
$200 a week, | can't afford that, like come on!”

In terms of the recession, 13 of the 40 maternalqry caregivers reported
feeling as though the recession impacted theidchike search and choice. Kadijah,
Rhonda, Vi, Kathy, and Zedra, for example, had bakehoff. When she was let go,
Kathy had to pull her daughters out of care becabhsecouldn’t afford the center any
more and it was no longer convenient to her workeWZedra was laid off, she needed a
job to support four children so she changed fialdd ended up working in the after-
school program at Children’s Town. Alayah, Genemngl Tami had husbands who had
experienced work disruptions, affecting their famiicomes and childcare choices.
Genesis explained, “My husband lost his job in 23&1. We've been able to still send
him here, even if we dropped down some to only-pan¢.” Drea and Keisha had
problems with working too few hours and making teach money to qualify for CCIS
respectively, though Drea’s work hours and Keislva@®me had previously been
acceptable to qualify for subsidy. And finally, Seam Chanel, and Tanya talked about
how difficult the job market was at the time ofithaterviews. Samira and Chanel were

both looking for jobs, but Chanel shared:
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I’'m not working. No. | don’t have a job right nase I'm not working with CCIS.
They [school district] picked them up becauseshe free candidate. My whole
thing is with... with this is CCIS. Like | know song&ycares is only open until 6
o’clock. My problem right here is that I'm tryirtg find work, but most of the
jobs is where they work nights and weekends. Mbgte daycares are not open
on weekends and most of the daycares are notaipeght. | try to find them...
it's very rare that you find a night one to beéher
Tanya also did not have steady work and was gaaag bnd forth between full-time and
part-time jobs. She felt that she constantly hastag on top of her subsidy status so she
would not be cut off for failing to report changesher hours and then have to
renegotiate the search process all over again.
Parents Become the Driving Force
Parent-level factors are the most frequently adeeset of factors in current
literature; they are also the most difficult tofdientiate among because they so often
overlap. For the purposes of talking about thertih@literature review, | focused on four
categories that are said to impact the construciamoice sets: parental values,
positionality in society, parental agency, and tgrairucture. Parent values generally
relate to aspects of quality, perceptions of qualite importance of
education/educational value, class sizes and raarogimity, price and/or cost, parenting
practices, reliability, location, whether or natkskids will be taken, whether or not after
hours care and/or weekend care is an option, andyfalues. Positionality in society,
on the other hand, typically relates to aspectautitire, race and ethnicity, preference for
religious teachings, and preferred language. Paragency speaks to how parental
occupation, education level, socioeconomic stahgsperceived availability of subsidies,

welfare-to-work participation or status, and knadge of the market impacts the choice

sets. And finally, family structure examines thaitability of relatives, having a one or
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two parent household, whether a child has siblanmg$if so, how many, and who makes

the education-related decisions in the family.

Factors Driving Parents’
Construction of Choice Sets

Logistics
Fit work or school schedule

Be flexible and/or
accommodating

Work with needs of family and
family structure

Sense of Security

Trust maternal instincts
Use lessons learned in the past

Compliment parenting style and
values

Safe and clean with educational
value

Figure 5.2

Parent-Driven Construction of Choice Sets

With choice sets narrowed significantly by struatuarriers, choice set

construction became largely parent-level driverag®@able choices for participants arise

when centers made logistical sense for the famaireswhen mothers feel secure leaving

their children under the care of providers. (Segifé 5.2) At this stage in the process,

the majority of mothers halted search when theydoa solution that fit this levels of

needs on both accounts. If these two requiremeets mot met in a program, however,

maternal primary caregivers eliminated the optiamf the choice set because they were

not feasible. Mothers continued searching untilaemweasonable solution was found. If



228

children had specific environmental or special sg@tild-level factors), parents also
may have continued their search. Logistically, mreteprimary caregivers considered
only programs that worked with their job or schedhedules, had flexible or
accommodating schedules, and worked with the nefetdie family and family structure.
Even if center worked logistically, mothers alsal ha feel a sense of security. To feel
secure, women trusted their instincts, used lesisansed from the past to inform the
present, and looked for safe, clean centers witit&tbnal value that complimented their
parenting styles.

Center Logistics.

Mothers narrowed choice sets by looking for praggahat worked with their job
or school schedules, had flexible or accommodataigedules, and worked with the
needs of the family and family structure. The ektserature on parent-level factors
suggests that scheduling, parental agency, andyfatmicture are important aspects of
choice. Specifically, parent values prioritizindieduling and family structure are
reflected in the works of authors who explore thacpcal factors that influence choice.
Kim & Fram (2009) found practicality-focus paremtsre most likely working mothers
with younger children. Peyton and colleagues (200iaher found that 21.7 percent of
mothers considered practical factors most impoyrtaith 21 of 354 women total citing
hours as their most important consideration. Eanlg Burchinal (2001) also found that
children living near the poverty line spend the hiose in care because parents are
working. And overall, Black children spent the mbetirs in care, sometimes as many as

40 hours in care weekly. Both Early & Burchinal (29 and Uttal (1997) found that
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children were most often in multiple care arrangetmsimultaneously, depending on the
availability of family members and the structurdailies.

Under structural barriers, logistics like cost aedter location were accounted
for. Still, in order for maternal primary caregiseronsider centers, they had additional
needs that had to be met. First, mothers repodeding a center with hours and
scheduling that coordinated well with their homework schedules. Hours and
scheduling were most important for the mothers eie@rate Kids Academy and
Children’s Town. In talking about the importanceeatended hours, Gina from
Children’s Town shared a sentiment many mothersesth*Hours were definitely
important because when | first started [workingdtdrted at 9:30 and | got off at 6:30.
The majority of the centers close at 5:00. No wawould have killed me.” Further, all
31 mothers with children enrolled at Celebrate KAdademy and Children’s Town only
considered centers open year-round. Tanya spoke #imimportant of year-round care
for her family, explaining, “Yes. She’s here [yeaund]. And during the summer, |l
wanted a place] where they, like, they would benddhings. Not just coming here and
doing nothing.” Hours and scheduling were still orant to mothers from The Christian
School. However, mothers explained that they hdadlafined their choice sets by them
and had accepted enrolling children in a prograamn fitilowed a K-8 traditional school
schedule would have its demands.

In many cases, mothers also had to simultaneaosisider the needs of their
other children, if they had them, and the availgbdf family members to step in and
help with care. Though family structures variedhirtamily to family, the majority of

women, 25 in all, were single mothers and most wgrakso 25, were raising multiple
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children. At The Christian School, all the mothetth multiple children either had them
enrolled at the school or they were on a simil&esitle. Vi explained, “This was the
best choice and plus, it was easy. They’re botk kerl just come around the corner and
pick them both up.” Mothers at the other two centeere more likely to have younger
children, though many had older children as waiind from Celebrate Kids Academy
spoke about her experience looking for a placthedle of her children could be. She
shared, “Oh yeah, that was a big thing too, thetfeat all of them can be at one place in
the afternoon was like ‘I'm blessed.’ | can drop fryyear old, my 5 year old, and a
baby off at one time and then go to work and thmmeback and pick them all up at one
place.”

Sense of security.

If centers worked logistically for the family, niars still had to feel comfortable
enough with settings and providers to include tihetheir choice sets. To assess whether
or not they felt a sense of security while visitcenters, women relied on their instincts,
used lessons learned from the past, and lookegaldoes that complimented their
parenting style, were safe and clean, and had &édonahvalue. While trusting maternal
instinct and lessons learned from the past arelisotissed in the current literature,
parenting style, concerns about safety and cleasdinand educational value are.
Specifically, Uttal (1997) found that when parentalues were not shared with
providers, mothers would reject the possibilitytiwdt provider. In doing so, mothers
often inquired directly about providers’ childreagipractices or relied upon popular
reputations to determine if values were sharedaysét al. (2007) also found that all

groups of parents value safety, suggesting thgiament would knowingly or willingly
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put their child in an unsafe setting. Kim & Frani2009) work found that parents who
consider parenting style and educational valuestoriportant are usually the most socio-
economically disadvantaged and are more likelyetethnic minorities, less educated, on
welfare, and single parents.

As has been described, all of the women | intevetkrelied on their maternal
instincts when searching for childcare. Often infed by lessons learned from past
childcare experiences, maternal instincts wereriednly to mothers feeling secure, but
also to children feeling comfortable and to relasioips and communication with
providers and teachers. Looking for providers witiom relationships could be
established was important to all parents. Tiffariip pulled her daughter out of a home
daycare because she sensed something had been explagned, “I know my child.

I'm saying to myself, ‘This is not a good fit oigtimight be a good fit for her.” You can
just tell by people's personalities, if they're gj@e, and if you're just trying to say things
to me.” Vera from The Christian School stressedrh@ortance of a friendly staff,
sharing, “I know it's probably 1,000 parents thait® in, but if they greet you as if they
know you personally, | like that.” When Fanta expéal why she considered Celebrate
Kids Academy to be choice, she reasons, “| likedftitt that Mr. Marshall is a pretty
open door ... like you can always address him. Hetdike ‘Oh make an appointment or
| can’t talk to you right now.’ | don’t need a migdman.”

Mothers were also looking for centers that comphited or fit with parenting
style and values. A number of mothers stated seayc¢br centers that reinforced and
reflected home life. In addition to discipline pdis, food and religion emerged as

significant for a number of mothers. Genesis andif&g both from Children’s Town,
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reported that food and diet were deal breakerthfem. Genesis’s family followed a
kosher diet and needed a center that would accomt@ber children, while Samira
learned from past experience to inquire about tloel being served because her son was
eating “cookie cereal” and “hamburgers or hot dogsdry day. Jacqui from Celebrate
Kids Academy also looked at centers’ food polidasing her search, having pulled her
son out of a center where he was served Caribloesh f

Religion was particularly important for motherstée Christian School. Eight of
the nine maternal primary caregivers explained ttey were looking for religious-based
programs specifically. Only Drea had reservatidmsud the program because she was
Muslim and afraid her son would get confused. Udtiely, however, because Drea
worked on-site in the after-school program and kieswstaff well, she still felt
comfortable enrolling her son. Outside of The Grars School, mothers like Alayah,
Trinity, and Chanel had experienced issues witigimls-based care and had tailored
their searches. Alayah and Trinity had enrolledrtbens in centers under Muslim
providers, but disagreed with their practices amiegd their children out. Alayah
recalled, “They didn’t celebrate birthdays and tdedn’t teach about the holidays, and
that bothered me because even though you are b#swda religion, you're not teaching
my child Islamic.” Trinity was upset because hanfer provider was teaching her son to
use the bathroom sitting down. Chanel, who was Muydiad the opposite experience
and was upset when providers had her children lpe&yre meals. All three mothers
explained that they questioned centers about tekgious practices during subsequent

searches.
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Safety and cleanliness were important indicatbsseourity as well for almost all
mothers. Intrinsically, most mothers made a judgnabout the safety and cleanliness of
a center as they were deciding whether or not fblegomfortable. For example, Gina
from Celebrate Kids Academy was touring a centat llad baby swings hanging from
the ceiling, she recalled, “They push the kidshen. | was like, “Aw, that’s cute,” but
that's dangerous... | didn’t put her there for thedson.” Tasha from Children’s Town
recalled her experience visiting centers, sayii@pe“outside just didn’t look clean. Then
their play area, their yard, it was like two pitllbun the back of the ... yes, like in the
back of the school... | didn’t think that was safeaktIt was just a lot, so when | set foot
in there, it smelled like cigarettes. It was likeh my God.”” When centers appeared
dirty, smelled bad, or felt unsafe, mothers elirtedathem from their choice sets.

Finally, as described, educational component®nfers were also important to
identify before maternal primary caregivers woulldl @otential sites to their choice sets.
All forty mothers addressed their desire for centeith educational value. While
unanimous in wanting their children to learn sormgghparents varied in describing what
learning environments looked like in practice. Egample, Margaret from Children’s
Town described “a curriculum-based school that veag structured was a must have,”
while Vera who enrolled her daughter at The Charstchool, wanted “more of a
balance between learning and play.” Citing paseegpces where their children were in
settings and did nothing all day, a number of mathiecluding Anessa, Faith, Tameka,
Missy, Tamara, Maya, Samira, Sanaa, and Tiffanievparticularly adamant about the
educational value. Sanaa offered her perspectymaiaing, “I just didn't want

them going someplace where they're going to sitveatdh television all day. | wanted



234

them to do some things where they were stimulatektiaat they would learn that they
would be exposed to things that | couldn't expbsentto during the day because

I'm working and do a broad range of things.” Fémadternal primary caregivers,
knowing their children were in an environment whigrey would learn was key to
feeling secure about choices. Consequently, cetitatdacked educational value were
eliminated from choice sets.

What Happens When Children Have Specific Needs?

Child-level factors are the least researched asggrarental choice. Child-
centered characteristics, which in the literatueld@ be a child’s gender, race/ethnicity,
spoken language, disability, potential, behavioegds or ultimate educational goals,
have been explored individually, but are largelgxpiored in conjunction with parent
and structural-level factors, with the exceptiorGobgan (2012). For some maternal
primary caregivers, the childcare search did ndtweith a solution during the parent-
driven stage of the process. Some women, typitiatige who had recently removed a
child from a center deemed unfit to meet their seéglt they needed to take the process
a step further due to child-level characterist®secifically, child characteristics became
a significant factor when parents were concernediathildren with special or
exceptional needs and when children were perceised need of structure and/or
socialization. In these cases, mothers extendesktiieh for childcare until a solution
reasonably meeting those needs of the child wete me

Parents who had become concerned about childneeds looked for centers that
were conducive to their children’s race, religibehavioral needs, disabilities, and

potential or ultimate educational goals. (See FeduB) Parents did not express
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consideration of their children’s gender specifical their searches. In terms of
diversity, mothers reported that a diverse settingld have been ideal, but recognized
their own satisficing behavior. Most felt it unrstic to expect diversity in the
neighborhoods included in their searches. Kim floaebrate Kids Academy had a bi-
racial daughter and explained how she felt, shafiDiyersity was and it still is
[important] because her father is White and I'mdBla don’t want her to see all Black
people. | don't want to see all White people eitheit’s still important, I'm just not sure
we’re going to get it [in this neighborhood] as mus we’d like.” Because 99 percent of
all centers enrolled African American children,daage was not a concern for this
population of parents, though Celebrate Kids Academxposure to Spanish and

Mandarin Chinese were attractive to many mothers.

Children’s Needs as Factors
in Choice Sets

Environmental Needs Special or Exceptional Needs
Bi-racial child A diagnosis with an IEP or
referral

Religious accommodations
Exceptional Potential
Structure to curb behaviors

Socialization

Figure 5.3
Children’s Needs as Factors in Choice Sets
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Current literature on the importance of race ahaieity found that mothers of
color were vocal in their desire to find childcam@viders who could provide children
with an extension of their cultural heritage andgbices and that all mothers of color
expressed a desire for their children to be “rcesdfe,” meaning that their children
were not being treated differently or maltreatedause of their race or ethnicity (Uttal,
1997). Potential, behaviors, and needs or educdtgwals were the most
underdeveloped aspect of child characteristickereixtant literature. Some studies have
included the importance of having learning actegtand quality-focused factors in their
analyses, but the variable is not specific to hanepts view their child’s academic
potential nor are they specific to parents’ goafstifieir child’s future (Kim & Fram,
2009). Other studies have included measures fditguacluding quality of the
provider, quality of the environment/equipment, aguidlity of the program, but again do
not discuss end goals and children’s potentialifipalty (Peyton, et al., 2001).
Literature on children with disabilities has fouthét many parents choosing preschool
programs for their children with disabilities féiat their current preschool was their only
option. Data shows that parents harbor concernigtiachools will either turn them
away due to disability or that their children’s deevon’t be met in other settings
(Glenn-Applegate, et al., 2010).

Environmental needs.

When mothers felt their children had environmentds, they extended the
search process until a reasonable solution wagifddihile race did not have a
significant impact on the construction of choicesder the majority of parents, Margaret

from Children’s Town and Kim from Celebrate Kidsa&temy had bi-racial children and
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race became very important to both mothers. Int@rsiwith these women were
particularly revealing because many studies holdiign’s race/ethnicity as a single,
constant descriptive variable. There has been,lifteny, discussion about children from
multi-racial and ethnic backgrounds. In Margaretise, she was White and her son’s
father was African American; the opposite was fareKim who was African American
while her daughter’s father was White. Margaretlaxgd, “My son is the only child
here who is mixed. All the white kids are in thégibs...” Because she was a center
employee and had strong relationships with margvieémployees and parents,
Margaret “felt comfortable” having her bi-racialrsenrolled. She was more
apprehensive about when he would go to kindergakiien recalled her search saying, “I
know it's going to sound awful or very biased thatny experience when you're looking
for places in the inner city you find a lot of pé®fhat ... | can’t figure out how to word
this ... well, it's not diverse. For us, there’s lallhck people.” When she visited Celebrate
Kids Academy, however, she explained that shatfelas “the most progressive” of all
the urban centers she visited and subsequentlgchos

Religious needs, which were discussed under gagestyle, could also be
considered an environmental need at the child-lbeehuse parents and their children
typically share religions. As was suggested presligichildren’s exposure to religion
and/or religious practices was an important eleroéohoice for some mothers. The
women of The Christian School were looking fortiditased education programs, not
only because of the religious element, but als@abse of the correlation between
Christianity and discipline. Barb, for example, iped, “I knew that their schooling is

very strict. There are certain things they dorital actually a lot of things they don’t
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allow. It's more disciplined... | looked for that.”a@Bb’s sentiment was echoed by
Tameka when she shared, “I liked the [disciplinstihosphere because boys get
distracted.” Drea, who was Muslim, and Vera andif-avho were differing branches of
Christianity, felt a religious-based program woalgpose their children to religious
diversity and multiculturalism. Religious accommbdias outside of The Christian
School were not as prevalent. As mentioned, howelsr to negative experiences with
previous providers, Alayah, Trinity, and Chanel lrazbrporated an awareness of
religious practices into their searches for newemen

Two additional environment needs, structure armibdiaation, were identified by
many mothers as important in shaping children’sabeirs. Consequently, twenty-two of
the study’s forty participants looked for struciienvironments during their searches to
curb the behaviors of their sons and daughters.diikom The Christian School, Barb,
Drea, Tameka, Vera, and Faith all searched forrarog with structured environments
due to their children’s behaviors. Barb, for exaeplelieved that her daughter was “high
energy” and needed “the calmness,” while Tamekarted looking for “whose going to
be able to deal with your kid and their hyperneSstlicture as an environmental need
was also important for the children of Felisha, KRimonda, Fanta, Kathy, Gina, Trinity,
Jacqui, and Missy from Celebrate Kids Academy. Xanaples, Jacqui called her son
“active,” while Kim referred to her daughter as 839,” and Gina joked that her daughter
was “dangerous” before clarifying, “she’s just emehnere, she bounces around, she’s
energetic.” Another nine mothers, Margaret, Fash@aKendria, Tami, Maya, Trina,
Lisa, Genesis, explained that their children neesdecttured environments too. Fae, for

example, felt her daughter was “a tough cookie wilbtest you and walk over you if
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you let her,” while Kendria was worried her sont‘gabied too a little too much and he’s
spoiled.” Because of their children’s behaviorsnsaextended their searches to meet the
environmental needs of their children.

Socialization was not as prevalent an environmemed, but again some mothers
extended their searches and looked for settingseatheir children would be around
many other children. This was a group of mothers Wwid enrolled children as infants or
toddlers in home-care settings and removed thdolreim because they needed their
children to “interact with kids their own age” @&ameka from The Christian School
phrased it. Tameka'’s son had been in home carktiurge when he was taken out for
socialization purposes. Gina, Dawm, Felisha, Fardamara, and Kim from Celebrate
Kids Academy all saw a need for their children ¢oaoound more children their age.
Dawn, in particular, was concerned because hewssn't talking. Fanta also felt her
daughter was missing “her social cues” and neeal&e around more children. Finally
Fae, Maya, and Lisa of Children’s Town believedrtbkildren too needed more social
settings. Maya was particularly concerned becaessdn had a speech delay and she
hoped being around other kids and structure migbtove his speech.

Special or exceptional needs.

Mothers of children with special or exceptiona¢ds also extended their search
processes until solutions that would accommodatsetimeeds were found. A number of
mothers had children with IEP’s (Individualized Edtion Plans) and diagnoses or
children who were in the referral process for speoeeds. From The Christian School,
Jule’s son had behavioral and cognitive delayslenbenise’s daughter had a speech

delay. The needs of their children shaped both wisrsearches. While Denise was
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concerned about placing her daughter in an enviesinvhere she couldn’t “keep up,”
Jule worried about how her son’s transition woufd& his behavior. At Celebrate Kids
Academy, Felisha’s daughter had an IEP for cogniéind speech delays and Tamara’s
daughter was being evaluated for cognitive and@pdelays. Both Felisha and Tamara
were concerned about their children’s acceptanddraatment. They both chose to
enroll at a family member’s center because thefdehily would be most willing to

work with the needs of their children. Finally, inaChildren’s Town, Maya’s son had an
IEP for speech, Chanel's son had an IEP for behaama Margaret’s son was on
medication for his ADD. Because of his delayed she®laya looked for an
environment that “might bring it out.” Chanel, dretother hand, was aware that her
son’s behavior was affecting his learning and bisitg to pay attention. She talked about
how hard it was for her to find something that weator her, but would offer him
services as well. She reported going to the sdhoatd to try to get help. Finally,
Margaret stressed looking for an environment aadhers who would help her son stay
focused.

Some mothers were concerned about their childiédmaexceptional needs,
specifically those with great amounts of perceigetential. For these mothers, finding a
center that would “push” and “challenge” their dndn was important. Barb from The
Christian School, for example, felt her daughtes W\aavery special little girl” who was
above level in every subject and needed to beatgdld, Anessa’s daughter had been
reading fluently since three years-old and likewiseded to be challenged. Drea’s son

was also reading and doing addition problems. ewdelieved her daughter was
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“gifted.” Vera was meticulous in searching for &isg that would push her
academically.

From Celebrate Kid Academy, Keisha wanted a cehtgrwould push her
daughter to stay a grade above, explaining, “Shetisally doing kindergarten and first-
grade work by herself.” Kim shared that her daugh#sl been reading for some time and
“needed a place where she would be challenged.$yikared that her son “has always
been advanced and needs to be pushed.” Finallygaviet; Tiffani, and Genesis from
Children’s Town reported that their children toallexceptional needs, which they
considered when constructing their choice setsughde had ADD, Margaret’s son was
“so cognitively advanced, he spent his three yéadwyear in the four year-old room.”
Tiffani stated that her daughter was “a three yddibeyond her age” and "so very bright
she gets bored easily.” Genesis too reported #raddn had a gifted math mind, and was
a natural born “problem solver who loves puzzl&he looked for programs with a
strong math focus.

Conclusion

In this chapter, themes were explored to answegtlestions: What factors
influenced the choices of maternal primary caregiveho children of color in one of
three urban, high-poverty childcare centers? Anal timl structural, parental, and child-
level characteristics intersect in this process® diapter argued that all maternal
primary caregivers were influenced by four facwwhen they made their childcare
decision. All mothers showed a reliance on netwoffksust and used their maternal
instincts and lessons learned from past childcapergences to inform their searches.

These unanticipated findings support the need mbirmae to examine choice using



242

methods and frameworks offer a deeper and morsstieainderstanding of how and why
parents make the childcare decisions that theyke.descriptions that mothers provided
of their searches for care illustrate the contestlin which these decisions are being
made and the resources that parents are mostyeglyihg on to make those decisions.
Mothers were also influenced by their educationaivg and considered the logistics and
cost of centers in the decision-making processchlvhlso had problematic implications.
The second part of this chapter explored thesetion of structural, parental,
and child-level factors, which are three sets ofdes that literature has consistently
identified as important, but whose intersection hatlyet been described. Using the
resources they had and with bounded rationalitythers went about constructing choice
sets. The first barriers that mothers met weréenform of structural constraints.
Specifically, those constraints were related to hmdwidual parents perceived centers’
accessibility, availability, regulation, and affafdlity. If centers were not perceived to
be accessible, available, regulated, and afforgdalfiech are each addressed in detail
below, then they were not considered reasonabléhaydwere not included in the choice
set. In many cases, mothers indicated satisfidingigistage of the process because
optimal centers were eliminated due to lack of ueses. With choice sets narrowed
significantly at the structural level, choice sehstruction became largely parent-level
driven. Reasonable choices for participants ardsnvwenters made logistical sense for
the families and when mothers felt comfortable iegtheir children under the care of
providers. At this stage in the process, the mgj@fi mothers halted search when they
found a solution that fit this levels of needs. Bome maternal primary caregivers,

however, the search did not end. Mothers, oftesr &faving removed a child from a
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center deemed unfit to meet needs, felt they netxtake the process a step further due
to child-level characteristics. Specifically, chdaracteristics became a significant
factor when parents were concerned about childinspecial or exceptional needs and
when children were perceived as in need of strecand/or socialization.

Now that descriptions of the choice process haenlprovided, this exploration
turns to an analysis of the study’s more explosatesearch questions: In what ways
does the childcare process continue to affect padter initial enrollment decisions
have been made? And the related question: Howfisdtere parents with their childcare
arrangements? Discussions on the management asfacain of childcare settings
move the focus from an exploration of mothers’ d@teire searches to an exploratory

analysis of mothers’ feelings towards their curregmter-based childcare providers.
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CHAPTER 6
CHILDCARE MANAGEMENT AND SATISFACTION
Introduction

Early childhood education is an encouraged, buamoandatory education level
in the United States. In my own experiences teacaimd working in an urban, high-
poverty center, | noticed throughout my tenure thate were periods of high levels of
turnover for children and their families. When dinén in my class would stop coming,
often abruptly and without notice, | always wondkewehy. | also wondered where they
went and what they did instead. After designingfitse part of this study, | started to
think past the initial search and enrollment preessand thought that this study could be
an opportunity to explore what happens post- emaxtit from the perspective of the
parent. | hypothesized that mothers continue toagarearly childcare decisions on a
daily basis, as they can just as soon as make attargements or pull their child out of
care without truancy or penalty if they are dissfadd or if the setting no longer meets the
family’s needs. | also wondered given Simon’s ()986unded rationality framework
about the relationships between satisficing belta\aad satisfaction levels with respect
to their current centers. | hypothesized that paremuld likely feel some satisfaction,
otherwise they wouldn’t stay, but that they may Io@&n entirely pleased with all aspects
of their care because they likely made a reasonabteoptimal, choice.

Since high quality programs provide short- andyitgrm benefits for minority
children living in high-poverty neighborhoods, swashincreases in academic
performance and literacy attainment and decreas ilikelihood of early dropout and

behavioral issues, it's important for parents toade quality childcare (August &
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Hakuta, 1997; Brooks-Gunn & Duncan, 1997; Entw&lalexander, 1993; Korenman,
Miller, & Sjaastad, 1995; McLoyd, 1998; Wertheing&Croan, 2003; Zill, 1999). Choice
and enrollment, however, are just the first stépsrder for children to actually reap
those benefits, they have to attend programs dalayoand stay in settings over time.
Therefore, it is also important to explore what s after enroliment from the parents’
perspective, especially considering that if dis$etd, parents can remove children from
care without notice or penalty.

The extant literature on childcare managementla@dingering effects of
childcare choices is sparse. The focus of mostarebédhas been placed on the
circumstances and events that precede enrollmemtetr, research on maternal
primary caregivers conducted in other fields, psyatyy in particular, overlaps in some
ways with management aspects of childcare. A rdaenbf study, for example, has
examined how mothers balance the demands of watkamily life and how mothers
manage the demands of their households (Romicly,; 20hmel & Connelly, 2007;
Grant-Vallone & Ensher, 2011). A second line ofeg@sh has begun to explore parents’
use of multiple childcare arrangements, which ims@xtent requires parental
management (Morrissey, 2008). While this literatgreelevant, it still doesn’t detail to
what extent mothers continue to monitor and mantiageenters they have chosen for
their children. Based on my interviews with matépranary caregivers, however, |
argue that mothers remain highly vigilant in monitg what happens at centers and
consequently continue to manage their childcatengst Further, a number of factors
that influenced the choice process remained on enstininds as they navigated the

management side of childcare.
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Unlike childcare management, literature on chitdcgatisfaction has been
conducted within the field of education. In factamy studies have drawn a similar
conclusion, namely that parents are generallyfgadisvith their childcare settings
(Cryer, Tietze, & Wessels, 2002; King, Teleki, &&uGomez, 2002; McWilliam et al.,
1995; Holloway & Fuller, 1992). More recently, hoveg, Knoche and colleagues (2006)
have argued that since few current studies focysaoental satisfaction, the subject
needs to be revisited. The authors points to thd wbWall and colleagues, which
challenges the long-standing findings that parargsgenerally satisfied with their
childcare arrangements. Wall and colleagues (260@yest that low-income parents and
parents who have children with disabilities ares lgatisfied with their childcare due to
heightened concerns about children’s developmemhsafety. Only research conducted
internationally has interrogated what parentak$attion looks and feels like from the
perspective of parents. What this research hassi®that relationships between parents
and caregivers are crucial in determining satigfadevels and parents pay particular
attention to daily communication as a measure (D&g¢/ndheim, 2012). This study
aims to build on Drugli and Undheim’s (2012) worldabetter understand the nuances of
what satisfaction with childcare looks and fedke lirom the perspective of mothers.

The circumstances and contexts within which matdgurimary caregivers made
their childcare choices did not disappear or chaitg those decisions were made. Post-
enrollment, the resources, material and immatethat, mothers relied upon to navigate
the choice process were just as relevant to magadleir childcare situations. Further,
the interplay of family capital, which uniquely emspasses human, economic, social,

and cultural capital, was still relevant in infongiparental perceptions of and
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orientations toward childcare settings. Though oespbilities shifted after enrollment,
parents were still charged with securing transpiortao drop off and pick up children
daily, staying up to date on paperwork, payingcare weekly, submitting pay stubs to
keep subsidies, getting to know providers and teagimonitoring how children were
fairing, and making sure that the centers they ehesre fulfilling the expectations they
believed they would. But were centers fulfillingetbxpectations of mothers? According
to Simon (1990), that would depend on the role thathers’ satisficing behavior played
in choosing the centers originally. And so, thatiehship between satisficing and
satisfaction for the maternal primary caregiverthed study warrants exploration.

The aim of this chapter is to provide descriptiohand insight into how mothers,
who have enrolled their minority children in onetlofee urban, high-poverty childcare
centers, experience childcare management andasaisf. The chapter speaks to themes
and findings related to the study’s second, moagatory research question: In what
ways does this choice process continue to affaeinpsonce an initial enrollment
decision has been made? And an associated quddbensatisfied are parents with their
childcare arrangement? Throughout the analysadylan the literature and theoretical
frameworks outlined in Chapter 2, the methodolofjthe study shared in Chapter 3, the
contexts of The Christian School, Celebrate Kidademy, and Children’s Town
described in Chapter 4, and insights into the ahprocess described in Chapter 5.
Implications of the analysis from this chapter aderessed in the Chapter 7.

The Demands of Childcare Management
Childcare management is a largely unacknowledgedequence of choice and

represents the ways maternal primary caregiversreato have to manage their
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childcare decisions after enrollment. | argue thaternal primary caregivers continue to
monitor and assess the center, paying particul@ntain to the perceived comfort levels
of children, the perception of whether or not clgliare “progressing,” and the
perceived receptivity of teachers and providenga@nt concerns. In terms of children
“progressing,” perceptions of progress or growthesgsed highly subjective and varied
mother-to-mother. Generally, however, the typegrofjress that maternal primary
caregivers monitored fell into one of three categprmphysical growth,
emotional/behavioral progress, or cognitive/acadegnowth. In addition, it remained
important that the centers make logistical senséhfamily and mothers had feel as
though they were able to build relationships witbviders and teachers. Relationship-
building with fellow parents from a center was astimportant. (See Figure 6.1)
Center Assessment Continues...

Throughout the interview phase of data collectioaternal primary caregivers
described ways they managed their childcare setafftgr enrollment. The women spoke
about continuing to monitor their instincts andatdsed assessing centers on a daily
basis, sometimes twice a day if they dropped ddif ginked up their kids. Often given the
lessons many had learned the hard way with prevabildcare settings, mothers paid
particular and universal attention to three petioggt the comfort levels of their
children, children’s physical, behavioral, and ctige progress or growth, and the

receptivity of teachers and providers to their @ns.
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Table 6.1
Post-Enrollment Management Priorities Across AlttiRapants

Priority Description
Monitoring Maternal Instinct and e Comfort Level of Children
Continued Center Assessment e Monitoring Progress

e Receptivity for Concerns

Managing Convenience and Logistics e  Financial Management
e Relocation
e Changes to the Family Structure

Relationship Building e Providers e Willingness to listen
and respond to
concerns

e Keeping parents
informed of daily
activities

e Providing children
opportunities

e Teachers e  Warmth of
interactions

e Communicating daily
activities, events, or
issues

e Willingness to work
with parents to
address concerns

e Other Parents e Not critical to care

Comfort levels of children.

Across all three centers, maternal primary caregigpoke about the importance
of monitoring their children’s comfort and happisey-to-day as an indicator of
centers’ conditions. Mothers indicated two primesgys of monitoring and assessing
these conditions on a daily basis. The first wag wairect and occurred through
mothers’ observations during drop off and pick @Generally, if a child appeared to
transition well without getting upset for a prol@tgperiod of time, a mother perceived
her child to be happy at the center. If, on theeptrand, a child did not want to go to the

center or did not transition well in the morningnather might perceive there to be an
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issue at the center and feel the need to followvitip staff. The second way of daily
monitoring and assessing was more direct and aagtinrough conversations with
children about daily events. Almost all mothersomgd asking their children about their
day, what they did, what they learned, etc. typyoah the way home or at home after
care. If a child could tell the mother what he loe glid that day and if he or she talked
about teachers, “friends,” and favorite activitidse mother perceived the child to be
comfortable, happy, and adjusting well. Maternain@airy caregivers reported questioning
when their children either spoke about negativenes/that happened during the day or
when they were uninterested in talking about the da

At The Christian School, eight of the nine matépranary caregivers felt their
children were comfortable and happy. In terms ohitawing drop off and pick up, Drea
shared, “He likes coming here, in the morning lzefigtle whiney but he loves coming
here, he likes his friend, he likes his teachdBsitb found, “Some days she’s like | don’t
want to go today. Once you get up and get herahigt's fine though,” while Tameka
shared, “He loves school. He wants to go. He hasnaments when, ‘My stomach
hurts,” but when he get to school...nothing.” Accoglto Denise, her daughter “loves to
go to school. She just loves it.” Most mothers gdemted to conversations with their
children as evidence of comfort levels and hapginEsr example, Drea knew her son
loved the computer and playing on the roof, whitetBsaid her daughter talked about
what she liked at school so much, that “sometinzesjyst have to tune her out.” Vi
mentioned her grandson was learning to read andhéaas happy, Anessa felt that for
the first time her daughter was really enjoyingaalbecause of the environment, her

teacher, and the activities, Vera described howdhaaghter would practice writing the
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names of her “friends” at home. Vera felt she hactlimated and she's thrived.” Finally,
Faith too talked about her daily drive home withh $@n. She explained, “He just runs his
day down, he’ll say, ‘oh we did this in gym or comgr, we played the games in
computer or something like that.” Jule did notighthis experience and expressed that it
was partially an indication that her son had natsitioned well. She explained, “When |
ask him about his day and stuff, he doesn’t regdltyinto detail like that.” Consequently,
Jule decided to look for a new school better suitelder son’s needs for the following
year.

Similar patterns emerged at both Celebrate Kidsd&my and Children’s Town.
At Celebrate Kids, all mothers reported feelingltkeir children were comfortable.
However, only 12 of the 15 parents felt their creld were happy attending the center
day-to-day. First though, mothers including Keidbawn, Felisha, Rhonda, Jacqui,
Missy, and Trinity, described gauging their childeecomfort levels during drop off and
pick up. For example, Keisha talked about how exclier daughter was for school every
day, while Felisha mentioned her daughter tookéocenter “like a duck to the water.”
Missy giggled as she talked about the days hedsesn’t want to leave the center
because he loved the computer so much. And thotigind® and Dawn’s sons had
mornings where they didn’t want to go to schoothtfelt their children were always fine
as soon as they got there.

Many mothers also monitored center conditionsufhoconversations with their
children. Gina talked about how thrilled she wagwher daughter talked about writing,
Tanya was excited when her daughter came homengitige “ABC’s” and counting,

Kathy stated that she knew her daughter lovedcabge she came home singing the
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school song. Alayah described feeling happy bechesson was “coming out of his
shell,” telling her everything he was doing, wHit@a’'s son once told her “he liked it.”
Tamara, Kim, and Fanta, on the other hand, expilabs¢ while their children were
comfortable at the center, they were concernedtabeu day-to-day happiness.
Tamara’s daughter was having issues transitiomrige morning and she explained,
“I'm just concerned about the teacher she is wittthink my child did much better when
the assistant was in there.” Kim and Fanta alsoattoncerns because their daughters
reported doing “nothing” and “didn’t really volur@einformation” respectively. Their
concerns, however, didn’t prompt immediate actienduse both women were taking
their children out of the center after graduatideva weeks.

Children’s Town had the highest number of newlso#ead children. Still,
however, all mothers described monitoring theitdren’s comfort levels and feeling as
though their children were both comfortable andgyauring the drop off and pick up
period, Genesis knew her son was comfortable bedaeislways hugged his teachers,
while Fae’s daughter ran up the steps every mormfiten Kendria picked up her son,
he never wanted to leave and was always “anxiogetidack.” Samira and Tami
described how their children loved going to schemmuch that they asked to go on the
weekends. Though Chanel’'s son was new to the progral wanted to stay home some
days, he was “good” after they arrived.

Most mothers from Children’ Town, including MargarTasha, Florence, Maya,
Zedra, Kadijah, Tiffani, Sanna, Trina, and Lisaglgpabout monitoring comfort levels
through conversations with children. Margaret,ggample, felt she had a good

indication her son was happy when he asked hemy@besents for the teachers at the
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store. Sanaa described how her daughter talkedstapi about her teacher at home.
Tasha, Maya, Kadijah, Trina, and Tiffani’s childreeme home talking about everything
they did that day, while Zedra’s daughter expres$s®d much she liked to read and draw
at school. Finally, when Florence and Lisa askett sons about school, Florence,
whose son was new to the program, shared thaiké ik a lot better” compared to his
previous one and Lisa’s son “just loves it.”

Monitoring “Progress.”

Along with monitoring children’s comfort levelsearly all mothers also tracked
their children’s progress or “growth” as a reflectiof the daily happenings at the
centers. Perceptions of progress or growth appdaghtly subjective and varied
according to the participants. Generally, howethe,types of progress that maternal
primary caregivers monitored fell into one of thoegegories: physical growth,
emotional/behavioral progress, or cognitive/acadegrowth. If children were not
perceived to be growing day-to-day at the cenkem imothers perceived there to be an
issue.

Mothers from all three centers monitored physgralvth as well as fine motor
skills as indicators of children’s progress. DaWhonda, and Trina, for example, were
assessing their children’s physical growth. “He waly ten months when he started, but
he has grown here,” Dawn described as she talkedt &low her son had progressed
physically since his enroliment at Celebrate Kidademy. Rhonda also from Celebrate
Kids and Trina from Children’s Town echoed thisp@sse. In discussing her son’s
growth, Rhonda said, “It's so spacious here. Hehaasroom to grow, and he isn’t

crowded and on top of others.” Margaret, Lisa, Rlagrand Trinity meanwhile were
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tracking their children’s fine motor skill progrésss. In talking about her son’s fine
motor skills, Margaret commented, “With writingslmname and numbers straight, doing
the little things... I've seen a very good fine magiavgress here at Children’s Town.”
Lisa from Children’s Town and Rhonda and Trinitgrfr Celebrate Kids Academy, on
the other hand, voiced concerns about their cmldritne motor skill development.
Trinity specifically mentioned that she wanted teater to “work on it more” because
her son’s Sickle Cell had affected the use of imigdrs.

Emotional and behavioral progress was also anrtapbindicator of continued
center assessment. Mothers, particularly thoséittfren with special needs, closely
monitored these aspects of development in relatiataily happenings at the centers.
Felisha from Celebrate Kids Academy, for exampée & daughter with cognitive and
speech delays. Felisha explained, “They think & aatism, dyslexic. She is smart as a
whip. The thing is... is her focus. She’s just belbe level of focusing. Even though
you think she is not paying attention, she is yepdlying attention. “Chanel from
Children’s Town had a son with severe cognitive belavioral challenges. She felt she
could track her son’s progress week to week basddsinteractions with other kids.

Some mothers, like Gina, Kim, Zedra, and Tameldandt have special needs
children but still monitored their kids’ emotiorehd behavioral progress at their centers.
Kim, Zedra, and Tameka talked positively aboutgbeial-emotional growth they had
seen in their children. Tameka from The Christiahd®| was particularly impressed,
sharing, “I just like the progress that I've seehim from September to now. And like |
said, the conversations that he had, complete seggeand too, if he doesn't like

something | did, he says that | hurt his feelingd something.” In talked about her
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daughter, however, Gina expressed concern. Shaiegg| “She’s growing up, so I'm
thinking ....lI want her to use her words more instebd. she still points, she’s still in a
baby stage where she puts things in her mouth dod't like it, but she still does that. |
just want her to grow a little more.” She hoped teaichers would work on those habits
with her more.

And finally, children’s academic or cognitive pregs was an indication of center
conditions for a number of mothers. Rhonda, AneGkanel, and Rita all believe their
respective centers were contributing to growttheirtchildren, while Fanta and Kim
from Celebrate Kids Academy were not as convintediscussing her daughter’s
growth at The Christian School, Anessa explain¥ou‘want to make sure they're
growing and learning and when they're not with yioey’'re in the best care. | wanted
this formal school environment because she wasaihing very well and was
outgrowing the last one.” Rita also felt her sod deplayed growth, mentioning “Just
overall education, most of all, how they handlegsi and | have really seen him grown.
Grow up from the time that they started.” Fanta Kimd, however, questioned their
children’s growth from the center. Fanta sharedl,s&y Celebrate Kids Academy did
contribute, but I've worked very hard at home. Istioff at home with her all the time so
I’'m not necessarily sure it’s just Celebrate Kidsadlemy.” And so, with mixed feelings
the maternal primary caregivers from all three eentised the progress and growth they
saw in their children to assess their choices.

Providers’ receptivity to concerns.

In addition to monitoring their children’'s comfdetvels and growth, the maternal

primary caregivers also continued to assess teaemer staff. Specifically, many
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mothers described a pattern of encountering aspéctse that bothered or did not sit
right with them, approaching teachers or stafetk about those concerns, and then
ascertaining the responsiveness of providers. Soberns generally occurred on one of
two levels, the child-level or the environmentalde If providers were receptive to
concerns and mothers perceived concerns to bessddlethen good feelings were
restored. At the time of the study, almost all neothreported feeling as though their
current centers were receptive to concerns.

At The Christian School, maternal primary careggv@imarily voiced child-level
concerns and felt that the teacher, Mrs. Wild, tighly receptive to those concerns.
Examples of child-level issues include Drea’s condeer son was “a pushover with his
friends,” Barb’s worry that her daughter was “tdatty catty,” Vi's concern her
grandson was “too shy,” and Anessa’s worry her deargdidn’t “follow directions.” The
most concerned mothers at The Christian School wdeeand Tameka, who were both
worried about their sons’ attitudes. Jule lamented, doesn't listen. He doesn’t want to
listen and he’s stubborn. He doesn't like to bd tehat to do. He wants to do things, but
he doesn’t know how to do them.” Tameka mentionetdlar, though more manageable
behaviors, sharng, “I just need him to be ablexfwress his feelings a little better without
getting angry or upset all the time. If somebodlg teim no, he just breaks down, like it's
the end of the world. It's not the end of the wdrkkked if teachers and staff were
receptive to concerns, the women at The Christao8 raved about Mrs. Wild’s help,
support, and communicative abilities. Only Juleaaerns were great enough to remove

her son from care at the end of the year.
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At Celebrate Kids Academy, mothers voiced botldeldand environmental-level
concerns. While teachers were not universally amred to be receptive, the owner, Mr.
Marshall, and the director, Ms. Kiera, were. Exagspf concerns with children included
Keisha’'s worry over her child’s sleeping habitsnya's concern over her daughter’s
temper tantrums, Dawn’s anxiety that her son wasftillower of another little boy,”
and Jacqui’s frustration over her son’s attachmaedtimmaturity. These mothers felt
that their concerns were being adequately address@that teachers and staff had been
receptive. Therefore, they were not consideringhakheir children out of the center.

At the environmental-level, many mothers expregsetterns. Rhonda, Felisha,
Fanta, Keisha, and Kim felt there was inconsistesrcy daily basis with ratios and the
shuffling of children. Rhonda explained, “I voicet opinion about him bouncing
around from teacher to teacher... I'm understandimjlagive you a chance to fix the
problem, but they really, with the concerns | gy handled them.” The other mothers,
however, disagreed their concerns were handledniMiei®e, Tamara worried about the
warmth of her daughter’s teacher and Kathy was ewsa her daughter was picking up
foul language from her peers. Trinity worried abauéacher who had been “play
fighting with her son and made him cry” then blanhed son by calling him
“disrespectful.” Gina, an employee, expressed aonabout the lack of creativity and
she, Jacqui, and Missy voiced concerns about tleanof chaos in the suites. Missy
also reported asking staff about a summer curmaylwt found them unresponsive.

Asked if teachers and staff were receptive to eams; mothers had mixed
reviews about teachers. Fanta and Missy did ntallyi feel teachers had acted on their

concerns so they went to Mr. Marshall and requetsteid children be put in different
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classrooms. And while both Mr. Marshall and Ms.ddigvere perceived to be highly
receptive as administrators, a number of mothgrsrted becoming frustrated when their
receptivity did not incur change. Fanta, in patacuhad a great deal to say about the
lack of change at the center. She explained, “batpulled her out twice. | almost

pulled her out one time because by that time sdegb&to the fourth teacher and it was
in like four months. The turnover was horrible” Anthile these mixed reviews seemed
to irritate mothers, none proved to be so graverti@her’s were considering an
immediate change of care because generally “thd gatweighed the bad” and because
a number of their children would be transitioniogindergarten in the coming months.

The mothers of Children’s Town also voiced botldzrand environmental-level
concerns. The program'’s teachers and the ownectdir®is. Linda, however, were
perceived to be highly receptive to concerns bynaliins. Child-level concerns were
more common and included Florence’s concern hemsam't patient enough to practice
writing, Tami’'s worry her daughter was being “lamyschool,” Kadijah’s concern that
her younger son might have had a speech problein-ae’'s worry that her daughter was
testing the teacher’s limits. None of these prolsl@®s mothers described them, however,
warranted a change of childcare setting.

Environmental-level concerns were less commonstiliexpressed by some
parents. Tiffani, for example, had an issue with ghuffling of children to meet ratios
and the inconsistency of teacher schedules ovesutmner. Meanwhile, Genesis worried
her son would accidentally eat non-kosher foods@mahel was concerned that the
teachers at Children’s Town were teaching her s@ray before meals when the family

was Muslim. Maya expressed concern about the dffopatine. Lisa worried about the
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building’s sanitation because her daughter hadrtepseeing bugs. The mothers with
child-level concerns typically spoke to teachersilevthose with environmental concerns
went right to Ms. Linda. Most women reported stafbe receptive, though neither
Chanel nor Lisa had seen the changes they werenpédr yet. Further, the mothers did
not mention considering a change of childcarersgtti

The Logistics Continue...

In addition to continuing to assess centers, allemmal primary caregivers who
were interviewed for this study also described rticoed need for their chosen centers
to make logistical sense. For this population, Ci@t8rruptions, job changes,
relocations, and the addition of siblings werecalinmon occurrences across all sites and
for all women. Specific attention to how maternahyary caregivers continued to
manage their childcare choice in relation to fires)eelocation, and changes to family
structure is addressed.

Financial management.

As documented, the maternal primary caregiversvigeed study had fewer
financial resources to pay for childcare. All mothexplained that they were heavily
influenced by the cost of childcare during the dieci-making process. Further, over half
of the women relied on subsidies to pay for chitdand nearly all mothers received
some type of financial assistance, either from kamiembers, the school, or subsidies.
While financial limitations and acceptance of sdggreatly impacted choice, the need
to pay for and financially manage childcare weekve®ek did not end upon enroliment.

As parents continued to manage how they were pdgincare, the two most common
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types of financial strain were related to job dpgrons or increases in cost and
interruptions in CCIS.

At the time of the study and across all threessitb disruptions were more
common than increases in cost. For parents whoqudidf pocket, both Celebrate Kids
Academy and Children’s Town were consistent inrtivaekly charge and had been over
the past few years. The Christian School, on therdtand, had raised tuition for the
following year, leaving a number of mothers scranmto access funding. Vi, Barb, and
Vera all mentioned the increase as putting theiess to kindergarten in jeopardy. Vi
explained, “We're working on the tuition situatiaow,” while Barb shared, “I got to do
what | got to do. | want her to go here.” The dayy interview with Vera, she was
meeting with the tuition coordinator afterward twpefully work something out.”

Across all centers, a handful of mothers who pardof pocket and who paid
with subsidy co-pays were affected by job disrupdithat impacted their ability to
manage the cost of childcare week-to-week. TriamfChildren’s Town, for example,
had lost her job in the education field betweenttime we set up her interview day and
when she came in for her interview. Explaining sta had stopped working a week ago,
Trina was concerned about finding work soon so G&d8Id not drop her again for
being out of work. Other parents or their partrvéin® had recently experienced job
disruptions included Jule from The Christian SchasWell as Tanya, Jacqui, Kathy,
Alayah, and Trinity from Celebrate Kids Academy dtfdrence, Samira, Kadijah, Trina,
Chanel, and Genesis from Children’s Town.

As documented, the most common financial managerssume was related to

disruptions in access due to CCIS issues. Of tHarhdies from Celebrate Kids
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Academy and Children’s Town on the CCIS subsidy#igally, 16 mothers expressed
frustration with the CCIS system because theirdebi had been dropped or they had
been threatened with getting dropped. Further,ralban of mothers from both centers
were working out problems with subsidy at the tiohi¢heir interviews. Rita from
Celebrate Kids Academy, for example, had just keszka notice that her child had
missed over 20 days, a new subsidy policy, and @@iSthreatening to drop her. Rita
explained,

“I'm actually trying to get that straightened taicause there was one time she

was sick this year and she was off for two weeld lghink they counted that.

They're saying that even with a doctor's notdpésn't matter, which | think is

very unfair because if someone is sick like thdtn't think they should be in

daycare.”
Trinity from Celebrate Kids Academy had a similssue because her son with Sickle
Cell had also missed over 20 days and was goibg tiropped. From Children’s Town
current subsidy management issues spanned fronridemdo was trying to get a new
caseworker at the time of the interview becauséhsldebeen dealing with a “nasty one”
to Lisa who had been cut off for six months becdwesecaseworker had entered a wrong
code into her file.

Relocation.

In addition to having to managing financial aspedtsare, a number of maternal
primary caregivers in this study had to managemniegecurrent relocation-associated
issues. Across all three centers, a populationathers had recently moved, which made
their current choices logistically easier for sommel more difficult for others. Further,

there was also a population of mothers who shéreid plans to move in the near future,

which also would impact their management of chitdca



262

Over a quarter of the mothers in the study hadny¢ moved and reported their
move as affecting their childcare management. Roathers, Drea, Dawn, Kathy, and
Trina, moved but kept their center arrangement. iiffpact of the move was
“reasonable” for Kathy and Trina, who had only palted to nearby neighborhoods.
Dawn moved across town, but explained, “When | nddvem up here to the west, I'm
like maybe it'd be best if | move him down to a daye that’s closer. But being as
though I have clients that’s still in the arearé¥® no need for me to ... because | know
if anything was to happen I'll be in distance ofi€@ate Kids Academy.” Drea had also
moved across town, but kept her son enrolled inQlmestian School; she considered
pulling her son out because it was “hectic,” esplgcivhen she had been pregnant. Eight
additional mothers, Alayah, Jacqui, Kathy, Tamaral Tanya from Celebrate Kids
Academy and Chanel, Samira, and Trina from Childfermvn, had also recently moved.
These women, however, opted to change childcatiegeffter moving. Tami, on the
other hand, had no intentions of moving but locgati@s becoming an issue. Though she
was an employee at Children’s Town, she had begtear that the center was too far
with three small children. Consequently, she hagubedo consider switching settings.

A number of maternal primary caregivers, includkaghy, Jacqui, and Rhonda
from Celebrate Kids Academy and Fae and Samira €bitdren’s Town, shared their
hopes to relocate in the near future during ineawei. Jacqui, for example, had recently
relocated from New York to be near family. Unhappth the job opportunities, Jacqui
shared, “I might just go back to New York and warid live out there.” Rhonda
meanwhile was considering moving to a nearby stetde Kathy and Samira were

hoping to leave the city altogether. Finally, Fabp had a lengthy history of moving
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around and mentioned four relocations since heglaau's birth, shared, “Yeah, I've
moved and things like that. If | move to a differécation, | would change the daycare.”
And so, the frequency of relocation factored itddcare management for a significant
population of maternal primary caregivers.

Changes to the family structure.

The final aspect of managing logistics relateshanges in family structure. For
the mothers who were interviewed, and it is impdrta remember these women had
young children or grandchildren between the agdkret and five, the two most
common changes to family structure were the bothgunger siblings and the divorce
or splitting up of parents. As previously mention28 of the maternal primary caregivers
of this study had infants or toddlers younger ttraair three to five year-old children.
Further, 25 of the women participants, over hadrevsingle mothers or grandmothers
who had split from their partners since childrdnitths and were raising their children or
grandchildren alone.

The additional of siblings to the family structwas a common occurrence. Drea
and Jule from The Christian School had infantslevRelisha, Kim, Fanta, Kathy,
Alayah, and Rita from Celebrate Kids Academy hdptnfant or toddler-aged children.
Samira, Tami, Kadijah, Trina, and Genesis alsoddutted younger siblings to the family
dynamic within the last few years. The additioryotinger siblings to these families
impacted the management of childcare centers fof #hese mothers. While some
mothers incorporated their younger children in@ ¢hme childcare arrangement, others
did not and instead chose a different childcareaopteaning they were now managing

two arrangements. Only half of the mothers withnger children at Celebrate Kids
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Academy had enrolled their infants or toddlerdhatsame center. The remaining women
had found other arrangements either with familindrome care settings. Drea and Jule
from The Christian School did not have the optio®eroll their children at the site
because the center only accepted four year-olds;women were managing alternative
arrangements as well. On the other hand, all op#r&cipants at Children’s Town had
enrolled their younger infants, toddlers, or Prag€ children at the same site. Still,
however, the addition of siblings to their youngnfies made childcare adjustments
necessary.

The second change to family structure, which afected the management of
childcare, was related to parental divorce or sdar. Over half of the maternal primary
caregivers in the study, 25 of 40, were single mhaising children on their own.
Tasha from Children’s Town was an exception; thostghwith her daughter’s father, he
had recently deployed overseas for an extendetanyiliour and would not be home for
at least a year. Tasha talked about the difficodtsaising her daughter and managing her
daughter’s schedule on her own. Other mothers, hWernvbad simply split with their
children’s fathers and were left to manage childaar their own. In talking about
splitting with her daughter’s father, Barb from T@hristian School shared, “Whatever.
She’s still going to get whatever it is she needh wr without him. He’s not in her life
really in any way. His loss.” Other mothers echeguilar sentiments. For example,
when | asked Sanaa about challenges in childchaeeg)plained, “Divorce ... At the time
| had my first child, | was working and startingwork full-time. Had my relationship
not dissolved, | don't know if | would have gonetgane and been able to stay home.

Being a single parent, | had to work full-time gnd them in daycare.” Consequently,
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maternal primary caregivers who split from, werpasated from, or had divorced
children’s fathers were often left to monitor, mgeaand pay for childcare settings on
their own.

Relationship-Building...

A third aspect of choice management is centeredlationship building with a
specific emphasis on communication as a meanddblesh good relationships. All
maternal primary caregivers who were interviewadlics study highlighted the
importance of providers and teachers’ willingnessdmmunicate with them on a daily
basis. Mothers expressed that when the communicat&s good, they were inclined to
perceive relationships with providers and stafbéogood. In instances where
communication broke down, however, relationshipsaw® longer perceived as in good
standing. In these situations, parents had to degltether to pull their child out of the
center or if they would be willing to give teacharsd staff another chance. According to
mothers, relationships with center providers whaeerhost significant; relationships with
individual teachers, especially at Celebrate Kidademy and Children’s Town were
also important, though not as critical. Relatiopdtuilding with other parents, families,
and center-based community members, on the otimel;, azas not a significant
management priority.

With providers.

Maternal primary caregivers managed relationshiusassessed communication
on an on-going basis; overwhelmingly, mothers vigw®se with their providers as
most important. Though who exactly was perceiveldetthe “provider” varied site-to-

site, generally providers were viewed as those thighmost authority. The nuances of
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what constituted good communication with provideased, but overall parents were
most concerned with feeling informed. Providerspheg parents informed related to
their willingness to listen and respond to concetims importance of which has been
addressed as well as their willingness to keepntsuagoreast of the centers’ daily
activities and provide opportunities for children.

At The Christian School, the program itself funotd independently; though the
principal oversaw the program, the teachers raptbgram day-to-day and handled
much of the administrative duties. Consequentlys.MYild was considered by parents to
be the provider, though she was also the teach&rWid’s efforts at communication
were highly praised across all mothers and in tpanents were universal in describing
good relationships with her. Mrs. Wild was alsoge@red to be adept at communicating
daily activities and providing children with oppanities. Siting notes, calls, texts, and
weekly class letters, maternal primary caregivdes Jule, Vera, Tameka, and Faith
praised Mrs. Wild for her efforts to keep parent®imed. Faith, for example,
exclaimed, “I love Mrs. Wild. I like that she’s weeasy to contact. She’s been very open
from the beginning. She gave us her contact in&ion. We normally contact via email.
She gives me information when | need and she asswieen | email her about certain
things she answers back fairly quickly. I'm aclygoing to miss her.” Other mothers
concurred, emphasizing their appreciation for theastunities Mrs. Wild provided.
Anessa praised Mrs. Wild for hosting the “fairytakd!,” Barb gushed that she had taught
her daughter to Irish dance and sent educationa 6@me, and Vera appreciated the

take-home packets made to reinforce the educatemmaponents. Speaking more
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generally, both Denise and Vi stated that theiofde things about the program were
their relationships with Mrs. Wild.

At Celebrate Kids Academy, Mr. Marshall and Mset& were considered to be
the center’s providers. Though Ms. Kiera was offigi the center director, mothers
reported that when they “went to the top,” Mr. M&#, the owner, was the person they
wanted to see. Mothers were not universal in fgedis though the providers
communicated well and as a consequence reportedghanxed feelings about their
relationships. Some mothers were concerned aboeitvirg mixed messages regarding
their children’s daily activities and opportunitiés terms of communication and daily
activity, the overwhelming majority of mothers, inding Keisha, Tanya, Dawn, Felisha,
Kim, Rhonda, Fanta, Jacqui, Kathy, Alayah, Ritan@ea, and Trinity, expressed
concern that the shuffling of children to mainteatios made it difficult for them to get a
clear picture of what happened day-to-day. Withdechn in the care of up to four or five
different teachers in a single day, which displdgs&rents, Mr. Marshall and Ms. Kiera
were faulted for shuffling children so much.

And in terms of providing children with opportues, a number of mothers
expressed concerns over the communication of eviestading picture day, graduation,
and field trip. Kim explained her position, sayifihe communication is just bad...
There was like an email tree that will go aroundt, sometimes you get the emails,
sometimes you don'’t.... They told us graduation wasng the day so | took off, now |
just heard it's at night. That'’s frustrating.” Thgtluother mothers shared these concerns,

as Kim went on to say, the “good still outweighe bad.” Kim, like most other mothers,



268

reported appreciating that Mr. Marshall and Ms.rKidid seem receptive to concerns,
which was enough to keep her child put until gréiduma

Finally, Ms. Linda, the director and owner of {dnen’s Town, was considered
by parents to be the center’s provider. Thoughctmer had other administrators and co-
owners, such as Ms. Linda’s mother, mothers weneetsal in referring to Ms. Linda as
the sole provider. In terms of relationships anchcwnication, there were two categories
of women at this center: those who felt Ms. Lindaneunicated well and established
good relationships and those who were newer taehéer and preceded their
explanations with phrases like “so far” or “its tearly to tell, but...” The mothers were
split evenly with the former category including Maret, Tasha, Tami, Zedra, Tiffani,
Fae, Trina, and Genesis while the later includeddfi@, Florence, Samira, Maya,
Kadijah, Sanaa, Chanel, and Lisa. Ms. Linda wasgpeed as adept at communicating
daily activities and providing opportunities by trst category of women. Tasha
summed up her position by explaining, “The directhe’s just straightforward with
everything. You can tell that she has a passiowfat she does, like it's not just about
money or anything. She cares about the childrerhandtaff, the parents. She looks out
all the way around, so it's a good thing.” Mothatso highlighted the providing of
opportunities in broader terms, such as Ms. Lindaiity to control the stability of the
environment, create a “family-like atmosphere,’eoffesources, and help secure CCIS.

The second category of mothers was more resetivedgh pleased thus far, with
Ms. Linda’s communication and relationship-buildefforts. Kadijah, for example, had
only had her children enrolled a few weeks, butetha'Before my kids started, | called

three or four times. | met with the owner. She kaame. | absolutely love her. She
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knows my life story. We sat down and we had alldbeversations about each other's
story and everything. Yeah...” Absent any complaortgssues, the second category of
mothers also seemed to be pleased with communicatid the provider, Ms. Linda.

With teachers.

Teachers were perceived be important to relatigashilding, though they were
not as critical as providers. Across all sitesterral primary caregivers managed
relationships and assessed communication on amiog-gasis with their children’s
teachers. At all three centers, but to varying degy children’s teachers were susceptible
to change on a daily basis. The Christian Schasgver, had the most consistent set-
up. In establishing relationships with teachers,rttajority of mothers expressed the
importance of teachers showing warmth in interastjicaommunicating daily activities,
events, or issues, and a willingness to work wétepts to address their concerns.

At The Christian School, Mrs. Wild was considebadh provider and teacher.

Her assistant, Mrs. Wagner, was rarely mentionedterviews. Universally, Mrs. Wild
was praised for her communicative abilities in Hengdthe more teacher-inclined aspects
of her job. In terms of the warmth of interactiomameka, like other mothers, was struck
from the start. She recalled her son’s first diathe program, sharing, “She did a little
poster board, and they had they hand prints ¢xndl. she did this, because it was our
first day. It was just, so, ‘Oh, this is going te & great year.” And then, once we started
doing correspondence, and it looked like, ‘No, te&cher really cares about these kids.™
As Anessa explained, “her little cute activitiesittoued throughout the year” and her
daughter “just loved them.” And in terms of herlimjness to work through concerns,

Jule appreciated Mrs. Wild's efforts to work witartson, though she felt they weren't
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altogether successful. Jule shared, “It's prettydyoelationship is pretty good. Always
try to communicate with them by seeing them, phartegtever works... | just don’t
think they're ready or really set up to deal withldren that have real, real behavioral
problems.”

At Celebrate Kids Academy, teacher turnover was laind parents reported
having varying levels of knowledge of and relatioips with their children’s teachers.
Still, teacher warmth through interactions, the ommication of daily activities, and a
willingness to work with parents to address conseemained a common theme across
all mothers. Warmth of interactions and the comrmoaition of daily activities as part of
relationship-building were important to Gina, Kaslfrelisha, Rhonda, Missy, and
Alayah. Keisha, as an example, shared, “I alwalgshas how her day was, and if she has
any homework or anything, or does she need anytbinghatever. We talk everyday,
usually when I ... well, she was actually here thmmng. | talked to her. Usually when
| pick her up, | talk to her.” Alayah, on the otheand, talked about how “the staff is
nice” and how impressed she was they teach diffestigious holidays. A willingness to
talk about concerns was important Tanya, Dawn,Jatedui. Tanya explained that she
wanted to know if her daughter’s “not learning stimreg fast enough, or she's not
writing her name the right way, or she needs somerhelp with this or that, they let me
know.” Dawn and Jacqui echoed similar sentiments.

Some mothers, however, expressed concerns atmutdalationships with
teachers. Kim, for example, described a tumultigtag to her relationship with her
daughter’s teacher after the teacher did not adteinasthma medication on time. Fanta,

on the hand, simply did not like her daughter’stfteacher and was prepared to pull her
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our unless she got a “consistent, seasoned teaglathy and Rita were pleased with the
teachers overall, but did not actually know théitdren’s main teachers due to recent
turnover. Tamara was especially concerned aboulldigghter’s teacher. She described
how her daughter wasn’t responding to a teacheo, wds particularly stern, and began
having a hard time transitioning in the morningmBaa went directly to Mr. Marshall

and asked for her child to transfer to a new ctassr And finally, Trinity mentioned
possibly taking her son out in the future. She ax@d, “He don’t need no frilly little
teacher that just started out. I'm like, okay. Bwey want me to keep him here and | have
been thinking about it but | don’t know.”

At Children’s Town, mothers were also concernesudibuilding good
relationships with teachers. Warmth of interactiand the communication of daily
activities were highlighted by most, including Margt, Zedra, Tasha, Kendria, Samira,
Kadijah, Tiffani, Fae, Lisa, and Genesis. Tashagi@mple, talked about the importance
of communicating her daughter’s daily activitiespkining, “She has certain needs to be
met, you know, well, or whoever her teacher isjuge work along. We work with each
other side by side. There’s nothing ... she’s ggtttmwhere | feel like she needs more
of it ... everything is almost perfect.” Though h@udhter's teacher was new, Tiffani
reported she was “very pleased” with Miss Kim so Taffani had expressed concern
over a previous teacher and was prepared to takaéalghter out of the center if the
situation was not corrected.

Mothers newer to the center appeared pleasedeartih communication efforts
on the parts of their children’s teachers. Agamyéver, this group spoke more in terms

of “being in the process of still getting to knolwem,” as Florence described her
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experience. Tami, Maya, Sanaa, Trina, and Chamelegther sentiments and also shared
that while pleased, they too felt like they wern# getting to know either the teaching

staff or the new teacher, Miss Kim. And so, for mmamothers developing good
relationships with their children’s teachers becamémportant aspect of managing
childcare.

With fellow parents.

Relationship-building and communication with fellparents was the least
prioritized aspect of management, though it wdkistportant to a number of maternal
primary caregivers from each center. Mothers mag#lscribed communication in terms
of saying “hi” and “bye” during drop off and piclpuwhile a few spoke about organizing
play dates or seeing other families outside ofcérger. Maternal primary caregivers
from The Christian School placed the most emphasigetting to know other parents,
while building parent relationship was not emphadias much at Celebrate Kids
Academy and Children’s Town.

At The Christian School, almost all parents repdrnaking an effort to get to
know other parents, though it wasn’t spoken abeu# eritical aspect of childcare
management. Barb, Vi, and Tameka, for example peadme friendly with each other
after waiting for their children on the sidewallchalay at pick up. According to Barb,
“Me and Tameka..l talk to her often. The parent’s day now, we viaitthe kids and
everybody talk, like Vi. | talk to her when shéehisre, outside of school sometimes. Me
and Tameka, we’ll do play dates off and on andf &ittg that.” Anessa knew a co-worker
with a child in the class and communicated withdfégn. Drea and Vera also mentioned

having gotten to know other parents and establistetationships. Denise communicated



273

with parents “sometimes with the dropping off amckg up,” as did Faith, who

clarified by stating, “It's not really a relatiorigh| see them when we’re coming up after
school or we’re going to functions or you know tisrschool-related then we’ll talk and
things like that... that's about the extent of it.hd\finally, Jule mentioned that she
didn’t really know a lot of parents.

Mothers from Celebrate Kids Academy described ttedationships with other
parents mostly in terms of being “cordial.” Keishar, example, shared, “I don’t know
them by name. We kind of know each other by fatariya mentioned “talking to a few
of the parents,” while Gina explained, “everybodstscordial.” Felisha had gotten to
know “some of the kids,” but not parents and Kind lkaown another family whose child
had graduated. Fanta worked in the area and metigetting to know parents, but
mostly through her work with children’s older sigis at the local elementary school.
Missy had “met one parent and suggested a play’dateit had not yet happened.
Tamara mentioned having “spoken with some” pareklieut half of the women,
including Dawn, Rhonda, Jacqui, Kathy, Alayah, Raad Trinity did not know other
parents. Dawn explained she only talked to thehteaavhile Kathy simply stated, “I'm
not that kind of parent.”

The mothers of Children’s Town felt similarly toase from Celebrate Kids
Academy. Mothers like Tami and Maya knew anotheepis who had referred them or
who they had referred to the center. Zedra knewmaber of parents as an employee and
explained, “They are like a big family here.” Taglleo knew some parents, sharing, “Me
and a couple of the parents were ... we were like&kaugrbuddies at a period of point in

time... I don’t know what happened, but yes. We sththis whole workout group, and
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everything just stopped.” Margaret talked abouirtgker son to birthday parties if
invited but clarified, “not that | hang out withyanf them.” The remaining women,
Kendria, Florence, Samira, Kadijah, Tiffani, Sarféae, Trina, Chanel, Lisa, and Gensis,
either described knowing fellow parents in passingot knowing other parents at all
Significance of Acknowledging Management

The management of childcare continued to affedemal primary caregivers
beyond their initial choice and enroliment decisiohhe mothers interviewed for this
study described three specific ways that they meshélgeir centers: by continuing to
assess centers, by balancing center and familgtlogj and by building relationships
with providers, teacher, and sometimes fellow parefhe descriptions that this group of
women provided support that the demands of navigatie world of early childhood
education do not end with enrollment. In fact, méawtors that influenced the choice
process stayed with mothers and carried over hrgartanagement phase. During
management, questions from the search processOikéfeel comfortable?” or “Does
this center work for my family?” or “Does my chitchve environmental needs?” could be
monitored and assessed, for example, by gaugitdyehis happiness, the weekly
payout, and children’s progress day-to-day. Othanagement demands, relationship
building in particular, emerged only during thisagk and had not been considerations
during the search process.

Methodologically, the number of times that mothelranged settings throughout
their histories, coupled with the demands of cemtanagement, supports the need to
start a conversation about the post-enrollmentcesffef childcare on parents. The stakes

in better understanding the management side adcdmé are extremely high because this
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group of parents manages childcare for a populatiahildren that need to be attending
quality settings on a consistent basis (August &a, 1997; Brooks-Gunn & Duncan,
1997; Entwisle & Alexander, 1993; Korenman, Mill&r Sjaastad, 1995; McLoyd, 1998;
Wertheimer & Croan, 2003; Zill, 1999). The most grghensive way to conduct
research on management is by using methods anerarks that allow for deeper and
more realistic picture. The descriptions that mathgrovided of how they managed care
illustrate that contexts and resources continuadter as well.
Satisfaction Levels of Maternal Primary Caregivers

Satisfaction levels are a second consequencealdtalte choice. Though
satisfaction levels of parents have been explarguavious literature (Cryer, Tietze, &
Wessels, 2002; King, Teleki, & Buck-Gomez, 2002;Wltliam et al., 1995), there is
still much more that needs to be understood alt@ubhtiances of this consequence.
Center satisfaction runs deeper than mothers amsyvre “yes” or “no” question: Are
you satisfied with your childcare? In my interviewgh maternal primary caregivers, |
was looking for a deeper understanding of satigfaci hinking about what types of
guestions might speak to that understanding, Icaekathers to talk about their favorite
things about the centers, their least favoriteghjmnd what they would change if they
could. Satisfaction in this study speaks to howharg answered these questions, to the
ways they described feeling towards their currenters, and to what issues or problems,
if any, they experienced. Just as with all pricalgses, in order to realistically
understand satisfaction from the perspective afgnoup of mothers, consideration has

to be given to the context within which and theoteses by which childcare decisions
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were originally made. Simon’s (1990) concept ofs$i@ing proved applicable,
particularly when without being asked, some motlexscribed their ideal centers.

The maternal primary caregivers interviewed faos gtudy felt satisfied overall
with their current choices, which supports literatan the subject (Cryer, Tietze, &
Wessels, 2002; King, Teleki, & Buck-Gomez, 2002;Wllliam et al., 1995). Generally
high satisfaction levels, however, cannot be disged from the journeys that these
women took to find their centers or from the vatdi¢he experiences and knowledge
accumulated along the way. Further, center satisfacs just as nuanced and fluid as
management, the construction of choice sets, anthtttors that influence choice. When
| asked the “yes” or “no” question, are you sagidfvith your center? The majority of
mothers responded affirmatively. When | probed ée@nd asked more open-ended
guestions, however, it became clear that the migjofimothers were by no means
completely satisfied with all aspects of their dbdre setting. Further, all mothers
remained extremely dissatisfied with and frustrdigdhe structural barriers that
continued to plague their experiences, a realay tlas been well documented throughout
this study. With regard to their satisfaction wstttings though, maternal primary
caregivers described two distinct parts of a sattgbn/dissatisfaction dichotomy. The
first part related to aspects of care mothers paibofelt pleased or displeased with and
which affected them as parents. The second pakesjooelements of care, typically
environmental, that mothers felt happy or unhapph wn behalf of their children. The
nuances of the alignment between center practiogsraternal satisfaction proved to be

highly personal and varied, distinctly in some sase®m parent-to-parent.
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The Satisficing Effect

If, as Simon (1990) theorized, mothers engagesiisficing behaviors when they
chose their respective centers, and if mothersalidsing the limited family capital
Diamond and Gomez (2004) theorized, | wondered Wwhating these contexts might
have on maternal satisfaction post-enrollment.y&amlin the interview process it
became apparent that both satisficing and famibytabshaped satisfaction in significant
ways. Though they did not use the term, a numbaerathers referenced the negative
effects of satisficing when, without being askéubyt talked about their dream or ideal
centers and criticized the lack of viable altewesiin their high-poverty neighborhoods.
Experiences with prior childcare settings for tipisup of women, however, turned out to
have positive effects on family capital and lednttreases in human capital specifically.

Alternatives and ideals.

Across all parents, the highest and most congistedence of dissatisfaction
surrounded the ways structural barriers continoguague maternal primary caregivers
beyond enroliment. Given what families could acaess afford and what was deemed
regulated and available, mothers could only comglttese centers that became
“reasonable” choices in the construction of ch@ets. Though parents talked about
feeling generally satisfied with their settingsyhalso referenced satisficing behaviors
when they described their centers as being goodgdnor saying, “it’s not ideal but...”
as Kathy phrased it.

Part of the reason that mothers stayed at thatec® including those who shared
their complaints, was the perception of a lackiable alternatives in their

neighborhoods. All 40 women had been through thecbeprocess, most more than once,
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and when they talked about satisfaction, many mistpeinted out that they gave their
centers more leeway when issues or problems argseod lack of alternatives in their
neighborhoods. Specific areas of discontent vaaretiare addressed in depth in the
following section, but it is important to note thmbthers also reported that the headache
of looking for alternative care when minor issuessa simply was not worth the effort.

A number of women also talked about their “fantasre centers, or the sites
that in an ideal world without structural consttaiand with endless resources, they
would send their children too. Alayah from Celebrtds and Genesis and Kim from
Children’s Town had found their ideal centers aigghe city, but they were “not
convenient” to their neighborhoods and too expendfiathy from Celebrate Kids also
had her fantasy center. She recalled, “I was lapkon a more diverse place. | think that
that is something that we had to sacrifice fordtieer things that we got here. It was
diverse there, but coming farther and farther afs@y downtown and farther into a
predominantly Black area, it was something we gt to sacrifice.” Tiffani from
Children’s Town had visited her dream center indity “just for fun.” She referred to it
as “world-renowned,” but said “You gotta put yoably on the list when you're thinking
about getting pregnant and it's too expensive.”if&dus ideal center was a “school-
school” or she wanted her boys in a Head Startwagh’t able to get them in.

Mounting knowledge.

As discussed, 38 of 40 maternal primary caregikatspreviously enrolled their
children in other childcare arrangements. The prym@ason for pulling children out of
prior settings was dissatisfaction with one or maspects of care, including a traumatic

event, a lack of receptivity for concerns, settings meeting children’s or family’s needs
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or values, a need for socialization, and so ony@rgmall portion of women switched
settings due to convenience and logistics-baseskesasuch as relocation, changes to
family structure, and prior settings closing. Iftimers pulled their children out of settings
because they recognized centers were not tredteiugahildren well or were not meeting
their children’s need, it could be said that thag laccumulated knowledge. On some
level, they had increased their human capital. Huoapital, the intangible skills and
abilities that are passed from one generationgm#xt based on a family’s level of
social capital, is measured by parents’ educaggals and “provides the potential for a
cognitive environment for the child that aids leagi (Coleman, 1988, S109).

Mothers often referenced their accumulation ofiideclge and described how
what they had learned from past experienced infdrtheir later searches. Tameka, for
example, shared, “I just don't think they prepédrixd to go to Pre-K. So I'm kind of glad
| made the decision that | made to take him ooteén, the teachers were great, maybe it
was just the curriculum that it wasn't good, yoowrwhat | mean?” Tameka then
described knowing to ask future centers about thenicula during visits. Genesis from
Children’s Town had also learned from a negativeeeience. At a prior center, she
recognized a staffing issue, sharing, “We experdreclot of issues there. | don't think it
was adequately staffed.” Like Tameka and many atiethers, Genesis’s search then
became shaped by the shortcomings she herselthadmized in the center. And so,
armed with more information and knowledge than wihery had made their first,
second, and in some cases third or fourth chomaggrnal primary caregivers learned to

look for sites that were better able to satisfyrtivants and needs.
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The Nuances of Maternal Satisfaction and Dissatistdion

As hypothesized, mothers felt generally satisWith their current centers. If
they hadn’t, however, they likely would not havaystd as most demonstrated a
willingness to intervene and remove children frattings. Those satisfaction levels,
however, were much more nuanced and subjectivelthad expected or than prior
research has explored. Mothers described thesfaation or dissatisfaction in terms of
how they felt and in terms of how they perceivegittichildren to feel. Among the three
centers, maternal primary caregivers from The @hansSchool spoke most highly about
their center, followed by mothers from Children'swWih. Though mothers from Celebrate
Kids had many good things to say about the cetitey,had many more complaints.

The Christian School.

Maternal primary caregivers from The Christian &dhthe one STAR center,
were overall the most highly satisfied with theuildcare. When asked generally about
satisfaction, all nine maternal primary caregivgase the center high marks, though their
comments about what aspects of care contributédg®atisfaction varied from mom-to-
mom. Generally, these women described their owisfaation in terms related to the
teacher, Mrs. Wild, the learning environment andiculum, the little activities and
events provided to children, and their comfort Is\as parents. Asked to describe their
satisfaction, mothers from this center had lauridty of aspects of care they were
pleased with. (See Figure 6.2)

Barb, for example, “loved the school,” was glad ti@ughter was there, raved
about the teacher and learning environment, artddsthat she wouldn’t change a thing.

Vi felt similarly, sharing, “We have no complaintsam very happy.” Vi also said she
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“wouldn’t change anything.” Anessa described hé@el‘elated” and “on cloud nine.”
She felt her daughter was in the best care, loveadrriculum and values, and felt her
daughter was safe and supervised. She also way bajisfied with the teacher and
communication. Drea described the center as “remltd, especially academically.” She
appreciated the trips and different activities $@n did and she was happy about her
son’s experience, the teachers, one particularmghactivity, and she too would not
change anything. Tameka “loved it” and shared barled “the best Pre-k teacher in the
nation” as far as she was concerned. She alsoidingédl the communication, how much
the teacher cared about the kids, the little aetiwiher son did, and the diversity between
the boys and girls. Vera talked about how impressedwas with student engagement,
the enthusiasm for learning instilled in childrére overall environment, and the little
projects her daughter had done throughout the rsoR#ith highlighted her love of the
teacher and how easy to contact she was as wibléasmfe environment. And finally,
Denise explained that she “never had a problem Whil Christian School.” She talked
about feeling satisfied with the exceptional staftl feeling both comfortable and
impressed with “a good school.” All eight of thesaternal primary caregivers did not
make a single negative comment about their expeggen

Four women from this center also brought up pedroeg of their children’s
feelings in discussing their satisfaction with Tieristian School. Child-specific
elements of satisfaction were primarily relate@tddren’s growth or progress and the
perceived comfort or happiness of their children.fdf example, highlighted how happy
and satisfied her daughter felt with her progréssughout the year and raved about how

much she continued to progress. Anessa too feliidqgghter was happy because she was
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growing and learning. She talked enthusiasticdliyua the changes she had seen even
since her daughter’s late enroliment in JanuaryaVelayed just how remarkable she
though it was to have a four year old “get up amehtno come to school every day.” She
too highlighted her daughter’s progress. And findllrea was happy that her son felt so

comfortable in this setting.

Table 6.2
Satisfaction Levels at The Christian School
Satisfied Dissatisfied
Parent e Teacher e None
e Learning
Environment and
Curriculum
e Activities and Events
Provided
e Comfort Level of
Mothers
Child e Children’s Growth e Special Needs
and Progress Children
e Comfort and
Happiness

Jule was the sole maternal primary caregiver nahimously satisfied with her
experience at The Christian School. She felt theg Thristian School was “a good
school,” but was dissatisfied with their capacayhandle her son. Jule’s son had special
needs, specifically cognitive delays and behavionallenges. She explained, “I think
it's a good Pre-K. I think his teacher is reallyodpbut they're just not ... | don’t think
they're too good at handling how many kids and ews... | don’t think they’re ready
or really set up to deal with children that haval reeal behavioral problems or issues.”
Jule went on to say that Mrs. Wild suggested herteotransitioned into a smaller
setting. She was particularly concerned that “thegten’t pleased with his behavior and

she feared he would be suspended, which she diémt to happen. Asked if she would
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do anything differently, Jule said that she woudedrkept her son in the Head Start
setting she had pulled him out of for The Christsmool. She also thought The
Christian School needed “additional help” so thaewthey enrolled children like her
son, they could “learn how to deal with it andhiétparent really wants them to stay at the
school they’ll be able to stay.”

Children’s Town.

Mothers from Children’s Town, a three STAR centegre not as satisfied as
those from The Christian School, but were stillg@fly satisfied. Like those at The
Christian Center, mothers talked about satisfaahdmghly personal terms. Some
mothers highlighted their personal feelings andgéhaf their children, while others
focused on one or the other. Twelve mothers, itiqudar, discussed aspects of the center
that they personally were pleased with, includimg lfearning environment and
curriculum, interactions with the teachers and Msda, and their own comfort levels.
Asked more specifically about their satisfactiomthers from this center too tended to
rattle off a list of aspects of care they were gpéehwith, which is reflected in the
following overview of their comments. (See Figur8)6

Margaret felt Children’s Town was a very open siivaith a very structured
learning environment, she enjoyed the field tripd aurriculum, and felt very
comfortable having her son there because she Kmewstaff so well. Tasha loved the
center so much she reported begging Mrs. Lindgém@ charter or private school so her
daughter could attend. She was satisfied with hadepsional and organized the center
was and how straightforward and passionate Ms.d imds. Samira “liked this place,”

and highlighted the curriculum, weekly activitié®geling satisfied with everything,” and



284

feeling very comfortable. Tami loved Ms. Linda besa she made sure the staff was
“there for the children and not for themselves,’ileiMaya felt the staff was responsive,
worked her son hard, and was accommodating. Tiffeas pleased with her daughter’s
teacher and felt very satisfied with the commumacaind how the staff listened to
concerns. Sanaa too “liked the school” becausa# safe, the teachers care about the
students and really work with them, and they hageeat program.

The remaining five mothers were equally as pleaBedexample, Fae
highlighted the “family-oriented” atmosphere, howch she liked the staff and Ms.
Linda, how determined the teachers were to teat$what they needed to know, and
she also said it was “the most satisfied of allodags.” Chanel described Children’s
Town as “a good place” that teaches the kids asdwages them to grow. Genesis
focused on how pleased she was with the staff ingliper “potty train” her kids, she felt
the center was very accommodating, had a hightgwadlicare, and made parents feel
very comfortable with their handling of issues amzldents. And finally, Florence talked
about how comfortable she was leaving her son,esgldra thought the center was
excellent and she had a “really good experience.”

Twelve mothers also highlighted satisfaction mig of their children’s
happiness. Though there was overlap, these motfegesnot the same twelve who spoke
about their own, personal satisfaction. Generahlyldren’s satisfaction was related to
their happiness or comfort, children’s relationshgp interactions with the staff, and how
much progress and learning mothers saw in theldmem. In describing her son’s
relationship with the center, Margaret spoke alb@utsatisfaction, sharing, “He loves to

come to school. He loves his teachers. He talksitahs teachers all day long. He'll be
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at the store and he'll want to buy his teacher soimg” Samira’s son and Tami’s
daughter also “loved school.” Samira’s explaineéd afas happy her son was “doing
pretty good,” loved going to school, and askedddayschool on the weekends, while
Tami’s daughter loved all the teachers, the childesd also asked to go to school on the
weekends. Genesis was highly satisfied her chiltireed the teachers, sharing, “They
really love the staff. They interact with thems ltot like it's just someone that they see
here. If they would see them outside, they wouldup to them and give them a hug.
That means a lot.”

Zedra, Kadijah, Tiffani, and Trina also highligtitdeir satisfaction with how
much their children were learning and progressfiegira talked about her daughter’'s
progress and growth and how the staff felt likeeatended family for her child and
Kadijah was impressed her son’s were learning anttiaell her “step by step what they
did everyday.” Tiffani was also impressed whendmeauighter made a pattern at home
because that wasn’'t something she had worked owitterTiffani was also satisfied
because her daughter was “genuinely happy.” Tridaigghter was also happy, which
made her happy, and she compared the growth shi$aer daughter at Children’s
Town to a lack of growth at her previous centeshigaand Fae felt satisfied because they
daughters looked forward to school each day ane Vexcited” at drop off, while
Florence reported feeling comfortable now thatdwer was “liking it a lot better.”

Finally, Lisa was also “relieved” she had finalpuhd a place with a helpful staff that her
daughter “loved.”

While mothers reported being overall satisfiedwtiteir center, Children’s

Town’s parents were not without their complaints. \Bomen spoke specifically about
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aspects of care that they had become dissatisfibd Those aspects were extremely
individualized; in many cases, what bothered onéerodidn’t appear to bother any
others. Tiffani, for example, reported dissatistactith a transition period her daughter
had recently experienced because her daughtemmedieed unhappy. Tiffani explained,
“She wasn't the same; she didn't want to come ltoaic If she starts showing signs of
her not being happy, that makes me unhappy. Delnit was just, ‘Oh, my God; maybe
| need to pull her out.™ Tiffani asked Ms. Lindaove her daughter and felt the
situation had been resolved for the time being.

The remaining mothers were dissatisfied not bexz#usr children were unhappy,
but because they were unhappy. Chanel, for examwale Muslim and was upset that her
son had come home saying, “Oh, thank you for mgfdanen.” She had not yet
addressed the situation with staff, but was nopkapth teachers imparting religious
beliefs on her son. She also felt dissatisfactiah @ lack of take-home work or
homework so she could help her son “get readydbogl.” Lisa’s major complaint, on
the other hand, dealt with the conditions of thetee A self-described “germaphobe,”
Lisa though some of the building was a little shabd her daughter came home saying
she had seen bugs. Lisa took the issue up witi.iMda and was awaiting resolution.

Other mothers, like Maya and Trina, had minorgarees. Maya was dissatisfied
with the drop-off procedure and wished it woulddasier to transition, while Trina
wanted to center to offer a second language. Rbererasn’t necessarily dissatisfied, but
also wasn't fully satisfied either. She shared;&h't really say much because he just
started. Maybe in a couple months I'd be able yossanething.” Except for Tiffani,

whose situation had been resolved, none of theemnotieported their dissatisfaction as
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high enough to pull their child out and not all imerts reported their issues to staff or Ms.

Linda.
Table 6.3
Satisfaction Levels at Children’s Town
Satisfied Dissatisfied
Parent e Teachers and Director e Lack of Respect for
e Learning Environment and Religious Practices
Curriculum ¢ No Homework
e Comfort Level of Mothers e Not Clean
Child e Children’'s Growth and Progress e Transition Periods
e Comfort and Happiness
e Relationships/Interactions between
Children and Staff

Celebrate Kids Academy.

Parents from Celebrate Kids Academy, a two STARearealso reported feeling
generally satisfied with the care their childrerreveeceiving. Compared to the maternal
primary caregivers from The Christian School anddZén’s Town, however, these
mothers were the least satisfied with 12 out ofeldorting complaints. In terms of
parental satisfaction, 14 of 15 mothers discusspdds of care that they were happy
with. Comments and discussion generally relatati¢acenter’'s accommodations and
resources, the education and learning environnaewtthe teachers and directors. (See
Figure 6.4)

In terms of the accommodations and resources gedvby Celebrate Kids
Academy, five mothers highlighted one or more g®ets of satisfaction. For example,
Felisha spoke about how she appreciated the spabterf daughter and the classroom
setting. She believed the set-up would allow heigliger to “get more interaction with

different types of kids.” Jacqui also liked thewgetsharing, “I don't like too much of a
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closed classroom and stuff like that, so when | #asvl was like ... because he’s four,
and the five-year-olds are right next to him. Agdehe can interact with them in a sense.”
Jacqui also highlighted the security door and tlvech-code system as making her feel
more comfortable. Alayah also liked the set-up; felitethe open windows enabled her to
“see everything that’s going on. Alayah also apted that they taught multiculturalism
during holidays and that there was a psychologisttaff. Fanta was happy that the
center was clean, mentioning her satisfaction watlcleanliness three times. And finally,
Missy called the center “life savers” and liked thet that they provided children with
the opportunity to use computers.

Education and learning environment were also ehésnef satisfaction
highlighted by one-third of the mothers, includiRga, Kathy, Rhonda, Tamara and
Kim. Rita explained, “I really like it. Just ovela&ducation, everything | think he should
be learning is what they're teaching him. I'm hah@a it's not just a daycare where
they're just being watched and not learning orlangt” Kathy thought the center
balanced the mix of learning through play and ipooating academics well. She
mentioned that her family took “a lot of pride” rer children attending Celebrate Kids
Academy. Rhonda reported that she loved the cantéthough it was fantastic. She
shared, “It lived up to my expectations and it el my expectations. | didn’t expect
my son to be learning foreign languages at thregsyeld. It was good. It’s really a good
experience for him.” Tamara and Kim spoke moreenmts being satisfied with the vision
for center’s educational model, but did not necelysieel satisfied with the education
their children had received. Tamara explainedikd the CEO's vision for the academy

and his vision was basically to bring good quaditiucation and outside resources into an
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urban community and continues to do that. | relétly that.” Kim echoed Tamara saying,
“His vision is very education based and ... what widuday ... | think it’s progressive in
thinking about education.”

And finally, the greatest number of mothers, nm#otal, weighed in on their
satisfaction with the teachers and staff at Ceteldika&ds Academy. Trinity described the
staff as “really attentive” and appreciated theedaey took of her son with Sickle Cell as
well as the efforts that were made to keep herméal. Alayah felt it was the best school
her son had been in so far. She talked about heywwlere very organized and nice; she
also appreciated that they contacted her if thenewssues and that they sent home a
daily sheet informing her about what he did eveay.dissy appreciated the fact that the
staff seemed to be really engaged with the kidsiewlanta liked that Mr. Martin was “a
pretty open door” and she could “skip the middlemahen she had a problem. Fanta
also felt the staff was generally knowledgeableoitta and Dawn too appreciated that
whenever they had issues or questions, they haddi#e to get them answered. Rhonda
described her experience as “good,” while Dawn Bbagmfort in that as a first time
mom, she could always get staff advice. Tanya fgbgted how well the teachers worked
with the kids and appreciated that the staff hdddteher potty train her daughter. She
felt the staff would always take care of her claifl she was well supervised. Gina also
thought the teachers worked well with children; slas satisfied in how they took time
to interact with her and how they would let her knbsomething was going on with her
daughter. Finally, Jacqui liked the fact that hé teachers were required to continue their

education in childhood development.
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A number of mothers discussed their satisfactioiims of what their children
had learned and how happy or comfortable theidohil seemed at the center. In terms
of learning, Gina, Tanya, Missy, Rhonda, and Alaghinighlighted the academic
progress they had seen their children make. Girsaphesased her daughter was writing
her name, knew her birthday, and could count tarte3panish, Chinese, and English.
Tanya felt she had no idea what she was doindiest-ime mom and the staff had
really helped her. She appreciated that her daugatee home singing the ABC'’s and
was learning numbers; she felt her daughter wasgetell prepared for kindergarten.
Missy relayed her satisfaction with the staff taaglchildren sign language because she
had been passionate about it when she was in sdfissly also talked about how her
son produced work on a daily basis and was “alvgagsving [her] something he made.”
Alayah also appreciated the projects her son briougime. She shared, “If | don’t see
these things, that means he’s not doing anythinghBre, he’s bringing home things all
the time. I'm always seeing his work hung up indiassroom all the time. So | know
he’s actually doing things.” And finally, Rhonda svalso happy with the progress she
saw in her son’s reading skills.

In terms of children’s comfort levels and happs)eaothers such as Tanya,
Felisha, Keisha, Rhonda, Jacqui, and Alayah, spbket their satisfaction. Specifically,
Tanya and Keisha were thrilled that their daughtesse always excited and couldn’t
wait to go to school. Keisha further described mouch her daughter loved being with
her friends, singing, and eating the food providlgdhe center. Jacqui’'s son had been out
of school for a period of time due to subsidy issaed asked her every day when he

could go back. She was happy because her son atlgdmves everything about
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Celebrate Kids” and talked endlessly about hishteexzwhen he got home. Felisha had
initially been nervous to transition her speciata® daughter into the setting, but was
highly satisfied when her daughter “took to it likeluck to the water.” Rhonda was also
nervous after her son had a rough first week acémeer. However, she was pleased
when he grew to love it and she felt extremely caable leaving him every day. And
finally, both Alayah and Rita felt satisfied becaukeir children were shy and had started
talking more, or “coming out of their shells” asafhh put it.

With 12 out of 15 parents addressing aspectsrefttey felt dissatisfied with, the
maternal primary caregivers at Celebrate Kids Aoadexpressed the most
dissatisfaction. While complaints remained subyectin many levels, a number of
parents, though not all, had issues that overlappethmon grievances included parents
who were upset with teacher turnover and the shgfiround of children for ratios, the
learning environment, and a lack of communicatiorilee part of teachers and staff.
More individualized complaints stemmed from themaisdling of two incidents,
languages not actually being taught, and the cemgsly not being one mother’s
preferred setting.

Teacher turnover and the shuffling of childrenusa for ratios was a highly
referenced complaint. Keisha, Kim, Gina, Fanta, ilag and Felisha all took issue with
what they described as a daily occurrence at theeceKeisha was dissatisfied because
her daughter would get acclimated to one teachetlaen struggled with the transition
when she was switched. Keisha explained, “The timhg | think | would change would
be that they change teachers sometimes. You knanthmkids have their favorite

teacher? Sometimes they have a really good teamhethen they leave.” Kim echoed
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her sentiments and elaborated to say she felthdtigh turnover led to breakdowns in
relationships and communication, while Gina cordidbe considered pulling her
daughter out after a teacher left and her daugtgethe bed during nap for a week
straight. Fanta was the most emphatic about heatis$action with turnover, sharing,
“My daughter had six teachers her first year. | way dissatisfied. | was disgusted.”
Fanta met with both Ms. Kiera and Mr. Marshall atitl thought seriously about pulling
her daughter out because “the situation was sotefrbut decided against it.

Rhonda and Felisha were also dissatisfied wittsthefling of their children for
ratios. Rhonda did not understand why her son wasding around from teacher to
teacher every day, while Felisha recognized thatstd enrolled her daughter in a
daycare, not a school and that it would have “gnawglitches.” After three years there,
however, she remained unhappy with the shufflirdisRa relayed, “You don’t feel like
there’s a stability. Kids like stability. Pareniisd stability. We can accept change a little
bit better than they can, but kids need to be stabilying to guess what classroom
they’ve got to go to that morning or whatever beeaof lack of staff...I'm not with
that.”

In addition to issues of turnover and ratios, reathincluding Gina, Jacqui, and
Missy, took issue with the academic environmerthefcenter. Gina, an employee of
Celebrate Kids Academy who worked on the first fladth toddlers, felt the Pre-K age
rooms were too chaotic and lacked creativity. Girglained, “Upstairs is way different
than downstairs. My room is closed in, so it's moabre calm. We have more peace and
more creativity.” Jacqui and Missy, who both ddsed themselves as “traditional,” also

were dissatisfied with aspects of the environméstqui was concerned that there were
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“no tables and chairs, no classroom setup for y@ar- olds to be ready for kindergarten.”
She worried that her son was acting out in theruogtred environment because the
teachers had been telling her he wasn't listeriigsy also mentioned wishing there was
a more traditional classroom set-up in the Pre-& @gssrooms. She had made
arrangements to take her son out of care for therer due to lack of a curriculum.
Missy shared, “I talked to a couple of the teaclenre and | just asked them pretty much
what is it that you guys typically do throughoue summer. | didn’t get a great response.
| just said, ‘Well I'm just not going to keep hinete then.” Missy also spoke about
dissatisfaction with the academic learning envirenmsiting she wished they were more
aggressive with reading, writing, math, and sightds.

A third aspect of dissatisfaction related to isswé&h communication. Kim,
Tamara, and Trinity each shared their frustratidth what they perceived to be repeated
breakdowns in communication between center staffpaments. After being told first that
the upcoming graduation for her daughter woulddld n the morning then being told it
was actually in the evening, Kim was blunt in hesessment. She shared, “The
communication is just bad. When you have childneah ygour life revolves around their
life and you're trying to make plans based on tleem what's going on in their life, it
can be ...frustrating.” Trinity felt similarly aftex recent miscommunication about the
center’s picture day. She relayed that she had pite outfit on him to take his picture
for three days in a row and he still hadn’t gottéspicture taken. Trinity explained that
while it “wasn’t enough to get the center shut dgwvitrhad started to add up for her.
Tamara was also frustrated over a lack of dailyroomication about her daughter with

special needs. She had found the teacher had eoffitleg out her daily report
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properly. Tamara lamented, “If the daily reporagking you a question, | expect that to
be completed and that's not happening all of the.ti don't need generalizations, | need

my child's daily report to be individualized. Tisad' big concern of mine and | think

about it.”
Table 6.4
Satisfaction Levels at Celebrate Kids Academy
Satisfied Dissatisfied
Parent e Teachers and Directors e High Teacher
e Learning Environment Turnover
and Curriculum ¢ Shuffling for Ratio
e Accommodations and e Chaotic Learning
Resources Environment

e Poor Communication
e Foreign Languages

Not Offered
Child e Children’s Growth and ¢ Incidents of Putting
Progress Children At-risk

e Comfort and Happiness

Kim and Trinity also relayed specific incidentsevé they felt their children were
put at-risk. Kim described an instance in which Baeame very upset after her daughter
was not properly administered asthma medicatiomdwa flare-up. She felt the staff had
been neglectful of her child and the incident “skeivher feelings towards them. Trinity,
on the other hand, described an instance in whiela@éher was play fighting with her son
and made him cry. The teacher, no longer employatido center, had her son for part of
the day and would tell him he was a “disrespedifild boy.” Trinity lamented, “I
couldn’t even believe it, that was our teachetefnonth too.”

In addition to these incidents, a handful of moghexpressed more individualized

grievances. Both Missy and Kim brought up the that while the school advertised
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children learning Spanish and Chinese, in redlitg,foreign languages hadn’'t been
taught in months to their children. Alayah alsogted in on foreign language,
expressing her disappointment that they didn’trdfieench instead. And finally, though
Kathy was not dissatisfied with specific aspectthefcenter or its care, she was blunt in
stating that it was far from her ideal center aadlopes that sooner than later, she
would “get out to suburbia as fast as possible.”

At all three centers, mothers described aspedisthf satisfaction and
dissatisfaction. Maternal primary caregivers at Thgistian School were most overall
satisfied with their center and spoke about satigia in terms of their feelings and those
of their children. The only area of dissatisfactwas related to the program’s ability to
work with students with special needs and was esgae by one mother. Mothers from
Children’s Town were generally satisfied as walihtighting the good learning
environment and curriculum, interactions with teadhers and Ms. Linda, their comfort
levels, children’s happiness and comfort, childsalationships with the staff, and how
much progress they saw in their children. Areadisdatisfaction were related to
classroom transitions, religious practices, thamiaess of the facility, and the drop off
procedure. Finally, the maternal primary caregiyess Celebrate Kids Academy were
also generally satisfied, though they had the lghamber of complaints. Mothers
spoke highly of the center’'s accommodations anduregs, the education and learning
environment, the teachers and directors, how mioein thildren had learned and how
happy or comfortable their children seemed. Aspetthssatisfaction were related to
teacher turnover and ratio shuffling, the learrengironment, a lack of communication,

the mishandling of incidents, and foreign languages
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Networks of Trust Revisited:
Would mothers recommend their centers?

Networks of trust were hugely influential durifgetsearch process when mothers
were looking for childcare. In fact, thirty-nine tbfe study’s forty maternal primary
caregivers described hearing about their curremiecdrom a trusted source within their
own network. | became interested to know whetheradbthe women had recommended
or would recommend their current center to fellawemts and if so, why. | hypothesized
that another way gauge satisfaction and betterrstated how information about
childcare gets passed along would be to ask mothesg types of questions. Despite the
varying degrees of satisfaction and dissatisfactidren | asked this question, almost all
of the mothers from all three centers answeredipebi, sharing that they had or would
recommend their center to family, friends, or coskers. Some mothers, however, had
reservations and shared those as well.

Maternal primary caregivers of The Christian Sdhresponded in one of two
ways when asked if they would give their recommigredcenter. The first set of mothers
had already recommended the program and did sowitleservations or conditions,
while the second set either had not recommendedeter or did so with conditions.
Included in the first group of maternal primaryegivers were Drea, Barb, Denise, Faith,
Tameka, and Vi. Denise and Vi stated simply thaythad recommended the program
and did not elaborate further. Drea recommendegithgram to her sister, who had
missed the enroliment date. Barb had suggestadralfenroll her child, but the situation
did not work out. Faith and Tameka had both recondad multiple fellow parents in

their networks, including Faith’s co-workers andnieka’s co-worker, cousin, and really
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“anybody who will listen.” Both mothers reportedattihose they had recommended were
on the waiting list.

The second set of maternal primary caregivergeltiad not recommended the
center or did so with some reservations or conastidule, for example, explained that
she would recommend the center “if a child’s bebawias ok” and that she had spoken
to fellow parents about the school. Anessa alsaréeaimmended the center, but did so
with reservations due to the lengthy waiting I&ie shared, “I have some friends that
I've raved about and they've tried to get theirkid who are maybe in kindergarten or
first grade. I'm like, ‘I'm sorry. We don’t have gropenings.’™ Vera, on the other hand,
said she had not recommended the center, thoudimstlet have talked to others” and
encouraged them to see if the program fit theildcén.

The mothers of Celebrate Kids Academy also haari@ty of responses to the
guestion of whether or not they would recommendcrger to family, friends, or co-
workers. The majority of mothers shared that thay or would suggest other parents in
their networks enroll their children. Gina and Ble& had both recommended families
who had enrolled. Gina suggested her godson a#teddhe did, while Felisha joked that
Ms. Kiera told her “to stop recommending becaugg there overflowing here.” Trinity
relayed that she had recommended “a lot of pafekessha suggested the center to a
couple of people she knew who were looking for dagcand Alayah had just been
talking about the program to a neighbor. Dawn, Rlagand Rita had all also
recommended friends enroll their children, butldeation was not convenient for them.
Tamara and Tanya both explained that they “hadnandd” recommend the center, but

did not elaborate, while Jacqui thought for a monbefiore saying only “probably.”
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Kathy did not say that she would or would not renmend Celebrate Kids Academy to
fellow parents; instead she simply stated, “I'm ti@tt kind of parent.”

Kim, Fanta, and Missy, all private pay parentspmnded that they would
recommend the center, but with reservations. Kigtsied, “| wouldn’t not recommend
it but it's one of those things you recommend wébkervations. You wouldn’t say, ‘I'm
going to give you five stars’ but you would sayll give them three stars and here’s
why...”” She went on to say that she was not sushé& could “live” with the center for
three more years and therefore had not yet enrbbegounger daughter. Fanta, on the
other hand, had recommended other families, butashspecified that she only
suggested the program to those of a certain “aeedagiographic.” She qualified that
she would not recommend “peers or colleagues.” hradly, Missy was coy in
answering the question and covering her mouth befdrispering, “I would recommend
it only if they could get Ms. Clarkson as a teadhecause she’s been here awhile.” These
three private pay parents, the only parents paythgrice from the center’s participants,
each expressed hesitations about recommendingdlyeap to mothers in their
networks.

Finally, the mothers at Children’s Town reportétier having recommended
parents in their networks who had enrolled or stathat they would recommend the
center without reservations. Mothers who recommerieldow parents and those parents
then enrolled included Margaret, Tasha, Zedra, &drare, Tiffani, and Genesis.
Margaret talked about telling all her friends aaliking about the center on Facebook,
while both Tasha and Zedra shared that they mddeats “all the time.” Genesis

relayed how much closer she became to Ms. Linéa sstommending the program to
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family and friends, recalling the times Ms. Lindawd say “Thank you! Thank you
Carpenter family, we love you!” Tiffani too had eefed “a couple of parents” who had
subsequently enrolled their children and were @édagth the center. Fae and Sanaa both
shared that they had recommended friends who haé emd they would continue to do
So.

The remaining half of the participants, Kendrierénce, Samira, Tami, Maya,
Kadijah, Trina, and Chanel, shared that they haslaxld recommend the center to
parents in their networks who were looking for dbdre. Florence, for example, had
recommended a friend look into the program, whikeyilalso suggested Children’s
Town to a friend and Kadijah had suggested an tyinrolling her children. Tami and
Trina “absolutely” recommended Children’s Town trgnts in their networks. Tami, an
employee, was confident the center offered bettatity than competitors and went as
far as to suggest parents to visit competing csritgrcomparison. Trina recommended
both parents and those in her network who wereasted in teaching at the early
childhood level. Kendria had not yet recommendeggaa enroll, but definitely would if
it was “something that floats them in this way.’n8& and Chanel also had not yet made
recommendations, though they both expressed tagttbuld. Lisa too would
“probably” recommend the center and went on toteaywhile new to the program, she
didn’t see anything wrong her daughter’s experighas far. Unanimously then, the
mothers of Children’s Town agreed that they woelcommend the center to parents in
their networks looking for childcare. Further, nafehe mothers qualified those

recommendations with reservations or conditions.
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Conclusion

In this chapter | argued that childcare managenseatargely unacknowledged
consequence of choice and that maternal primaggoasrs continued to monitor and
assess centers post-enrollment. My interviews mibthers demonstrated how and in
what ways management was required. Specificallfhers described paying attention to
the perceived comfort levels of their children, gegception of whether or not children
were “progressing” physically, socially, and cogrety, and the perceived receptivity of
teachers and providers to parent concerns. Iniaddit remained important that centers
make logistical sense for the family and mothexsfieal as though they were able to
build relationships with teachers and providerdaienship-building with fellow parents
from a center was not as important of an aspechitdcare management.

| then argued that while childcare satisfactioa isell-researched effect of
childcare choice, to meaningfully and realisticat a picture of all that satisfaction
entails, research needs to ask open-ended, ndtdyéso” questions. While mothers
reported feeling generally satisfied with theirremt centers, open-ended questions were
met with numerous and subjective complaints. Mattiem Celebrate Kids Academy
were the unhappiest with aspects of care, follolethothers from Children’s Town.
Maternal primary caregivers from The Christian S#hi@ad the least number of
complaints. Mothers from all three centers alsadlesd the post-enrollment effects of
satisficing behaviors. Though they did not usetémm, a number of mothers referenced
the negative effects of satisficing when, withoeing asked, they talked about their
dream or ideal centers and criticized the lackiable alternatives in their high-poverty

neighborhoods. Finally, | was able to get a moraplete picture of satisfaction and
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better understand how information cycles among ersthy asking if participants would
recommend their current center. The majority ofmeat from all three centers shared
that they would recommend their settings, thoughesbad reservations and explained
those as well.

This study was informed by two research questidvtsen the study was
designed, | became interested in understandintatiters that most influenced maternal
primary caregivers when they chose to enroll tbkildren of color in high-poverty,
urban center-based childcare arrangements. | edsted to get a more complete picture
of how structural, parental, and child-level fastorhich have been consistently
identified in the literature as salient, intersédtethe choice process. | was interested in
exploring the effects of choice post-enrollmentiandered in what ways the choice
process continued to affect parents once initiedlénent decisions had been made and
how satisfied mothers felt with their current agaments. The significance of these

findings, as well as those presented in Chaptersdds, are addressed in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 7
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

This qualitative interview study has explored gatiildcare settings and the
parental enrollment process from the perspectivaatkrnal primary caregivers who
enrolled children of color in one of three high-pay urban centers. The study focused
on two specific aspects of the enroliment prockess; mothers experienced finding care
and making childcare choices and also how thoseebcontinued to affect mothers
after enroliment. The perspectives offered in Caegpb and 6 were those of mothers with
children attending The Christian School, Celebkatls Academy, or Children’s Town.
All three centers were located in high-poverty heigrhoods of a large metropolitan city
on the East Coast and each was participating istdte’s quality rating system.
According to that rating system, the programs hmequality. The Christian School was
a one STAR Pre-K program housed in and affiliat&tl &w non-profit K-8 religious
school located north of the city center. Celebkatis Academy was a two STAR for-
profit daycare center located in a large storefeds north of the city, while Children’s
Town was a three STAR for-profit daycare centeraguhof a row home on the city’s
west side.

Data for the study was collected through obseonatat all three centers and
through interviews with 40 maternal primary caregsy nine from The Christian School,
15 from Celebrate Kids Academy, and 16 from Chilékel own. Analysis of data shed
light on the complex and fractured nature of thiédchre system. Data illustrates that
navigating this system is a difficult and frustngtiprocess for most mothers and the

demands of the system do not end with enrolimerfladt, maternal primary caregivers
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continued to monitor and assess their childcatengst which in turn yield feelings of
satisfaction and dissatisfaction towards aspectaud. The purpose of this chapter is to
summarize the findings of the study and discusdioajons of this research for the
literature, for parents with children in childcaamd for policy reform. | will also identify
areas of need and directions for future research.

Understanding Early Childcare Settings and The Parstal Enrollment Process

To understand early childcare settings and therpal enroliment process is to
understand how parents navigate a system thathscomplex and fractured. The
experiences of the maternal primary caregivers fidva Christian School, Celebrate
Kids Academy, and Children’s Town contribute a laykdepth to current conversations
around childcare choice. These experiences sufimirearly childcare enrollment is a
process, not a static one-time decision, and onadlment choices have been made,
they have to subsequently be managed as the Inksicumstances of families, parents,
and children change.

Quialitative in-depth interviews on this procesgeéhaot been conducted since
before Welfare Reform in the late 1990s. More régethe literature on the decision-
making process has suggested that three leveltotfactors have roles in influencing
choice. Those levels include: structural factake the availability of care, the
availability of subsidies, and the supply of caralifferent neighborhoods, which parents
largely cannot control; parent factors, or aspettsare that parents will look to align
with their needs or preferences and may includelyaralues, parents’ positionality in
society, parental agency, and family structure; @mtiiren’s qualities, which may or

may not be unique, and may require or lead to paur@ake certain choices. In the
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literature, these three sets of factors have lgrigeén examined in isolation. Within the
last year, however, Grogan (2012) began a convensatound choice that challenges
examining choice using the multiple, distinct categs that previous research has relied
heavily upon. The perspectives of the maternal gnyncaregivers interviewed for this
study have added to this emerging conversatiorshodn childcare choice to be an
intricate, complex, and nuanced process.

As beneficial as it might be, early childhood eahian is not a mandatory
education level in the United States. In orderdierisk children to actually reap the
benefits of good childcare, they have to attendynms day-to-day and stay in settings
over time. So why has attention not been givenhatwappens after enrollment from the
perspective of parents? Literature on childcareagament and the lingering effects of
childcare choices is sparse. The focus of mostarebéhas been placed on the
circumstances and events that precede enroliméentfon has, however, been given to
satisfaction levels and has found parents are giyeatisfied with care (Cryer, Tietze,
& Wessels, 2002; King, Teleki, & Buck-Gomez, 200&;William et al., 1995;

Holloway & Fuller, 1992). Generally high satisfaxtilevels, however, reflect responses
to “yes” or “no” questions. Asked open-ended questj childcare satisficed proved to be
just as nuanced and fluid as the choice processnamg mothers shared their
complaints.

The Christian School, Celebrate Kids Academy, @hddren’s Town were
located in high-poverty neighborhoods and had racapositions that were almost
entirely African-American. Examinations of childedrom the perspective of mothers

from these centers therefore cannot be dissocfedatdthe distinct sets of circumstances
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within which and the resources by which this popafamade and managed decisions.
To fully understand parental choice processes,iihportant to consider that parents
have bounded rationality, or limited cognitive reszes, information, and time, and call
upon heuristics or shortcuts to make reasonabtegptomal decisions (Simon, 1986). It
was not possible for this group of mothers to hawesidered all 683 childcare
possibilities in this one city. Simon (1990) woadyue that mothers would have
satisficed. In satisficing, they called upon thresources and experiences to evaluate
centers and to construct expectations of how ofigmential choices might be. They
enrolled children in these three centers becawsewere perceived to be reasonable,
rather than optimal choices.

The context within which this population of moth@onstructed their choices
was also constrained by the limited resources pitalehat they brought to the decision-
making process. In the childcare search processsado valued resources matters
greatly, but mothers of children of color living igh-poverty neighborhoods had fewer.
Consequently, the process became more complex $etaeir resource-related
considerations were extensive. Such considerasipasned from contextual questions,
like how did mothers view the purpose of early dtdlre and what were parents’
educational backgrounds, to logistical questiaks, how they would get children to and
from care everyday and how would they pay for eaeekly. While Bourdieu (1977) and
Coleman (1988) posited theoretically useful model®ducation and separately
addressed aspects of human, social, cultural, emabenic capital, their theories
individually could not answer the extensive numtferesource-related considerations

this population faced when making childcare deasio
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This study needed a theory of capital that at amcerporated economic, social,
cultural, and human capital and offered a broadaceptualization of a capital-based
framework. Family capital, though newer and nowvately used, accounts for the
intersection of all four resource bases and hadaqusly been applied to work around
parents and school choice (Diamond & Gomez, 2004ik theoretical framework
offered a lens with the latitude to look at onceage and class, social position, power
dynamics, values, the intersection of competingpia¢ and could also account for all of
the nuances and intricacies that made navigatiiidozine setting pre- and post-
enrollment the complex process that it proved to be

The circumstances and contexts within which maidgorimary caregivers made
their childcare choices did not disappear or chaudpstantially after decisions were
made. Post-enrollment, bounded rationality andéseurces that mothers relied upon to
navigate the choice process remained just as r@l@iaen they managed their childcare
situations day-to-day. Though responsibilitiestslifafter enrollment, family capital
continued to offer the latitude to account for nes# on-going realities, like the fact that
they still had to secure transportation to dropaoidl pick up their children, stay up to
date on paperwork, pay for care weekly, submitgiaips to keep subsidies, get to know
providers and teachers, monitor how children wangg, and make sure that the centers
they chose were fulfilling the expectations theldwed they would.

Overview of the Study’s Findings
Factorings Influencing Choice
When | interviewed maternal primary caregiversrfrohe Christian School,

Celebrate Kids Academy, and Children’s Town, eaoman described what their
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experiences finding childcare had been like sihegr tchildren’s births. An
understanding of the influences that led to chdiastrates how the same four factors
shaped the decision-making processes for all mether

Networks of trust and maternal instincts.

Networks of trust and maternal instinct emergedasmon themes across all
maternal primary caregivers and were an unantiegpinhding of the study. Networks of
trust refer to the trusted persons, almost alwals\ maternal primary caregivers, who
women spoke with during their childcare searchderCfamily members, close friends,
neighbors, or co-workers, mothers described relgimgeople they perceived to be
knowledgeable within their individual networks f@commendations and advice on
childcare settings. Thirty-nine of the study’s foparents described talking to trusted
sources during the decision-making process andibar about their centers from
someone in their networks. When mothers touredsited centers for the first time, all
40 described relying on their maternal instinctageess them. Maternal instinct was
frequently spoken about in terms of “gut feelingsd “comfort ” levels.

Lessons learned: Past childcare experiences.

All of the maternal primary caregivers who papated in this study also had past
histories with other childcare settings, which beea second unanticipated finding of
the study. Margaret and Tami, who were employedswarsthers from Children’s Town,
had taught in other centers. The remaining womeinskat their children to different
childcare arrangements before their current ongseliences with relative-case, home-
care settings, other centers, and Head Startsecrehtldcare histories for all mothers.

When mothers described their histories, they dited primary reasons for switching,
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which could be attributed to one of two things hEitarrangements no longer met
children’s needs or there was a traumatic or neg&xperience. Issues with
socialization, supervision, safety and cleanlinesigstionships with teachers and staff,
communication, and a lack of education and strecivgre most often as described as
reasons for leaving prior arrangements.

Educational values and next steps.

One of the more anticipated factors that influeheeternal choices was
educational value and the consideration of childrértures. All mothers described being
influenced by the fit between their own educatioralies and center environments
during childcare searches. Though ideal fits wdtenadifficult to find in their
neighborhoods, maternal primary caregivers hadgilsen thought to their children’s
educational next steps, kindergarten and beyomat, for childcare enroliment. Often
citing negative lessons learned navigating thedchile system, mothers became
influenced by the overlap between centers’ teachmgjlearning environments and their
own educational values. Mothers most often evatuegater structure or daily schedule,
class-sizes/ratios, curriculum and learning malteaiad teacher or staff
knowledge/experience during assessments. LongHepes, dreams, and goals for their
children also influenced the decision-making precé&sothers in this study most
frequently referenced plans for kindergarten aedheintary school, educational
attainment expectations, and general hopes fodremis futures when discussing

educational next steps.
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Logistics and cost.

The most practical, yet constraining factors thitienced choice were the
logistics and cost of care. Logistics and costespnted what mothers considered to be
the more practical matters in their searches. ltigisefers to considerations of the
center’s location, hours, annual schedule, anéwadability of infant-toddlers rooms or
school-age programs. Cost, on the other hand,sept® out of pocket payments and
subsidy-related considerations. Factors impactosg often related to family
demographics such as the number of children arehfsin the household and parent
employment status. A handful of parents who weterurewed described experiences
with lower wages and/or job loss as the resulhefrecent recession. Consequently, the
effects of the recession were incorporated iniaab cost.

Intersection of Structural, Parental, and Child-Level Factors

Salient factors influencing parental choice hamesistently been identified and
described in terms of three sets or levels of factd) structural characteristics and
policy contexts; (2) parental characteristics aratfices; and the least researched (3)
perceptions of child characteristics. Building be tvork of Grogan (2012), this study
described what the intersection of all three skétaaors looked like during the search
process by described how mothers constructed $b&srof choices. As the process
began, the first barriers that mothers encountesese in the form of structural
constraints. Those constraints were related toihdwidual parents perceived centers’
accessibility, availability, regulation, and affafdlity. If centers were not perceived to

be accessible, available, regulated, and affordhiele they were not considered
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reasonable and they were not included in choice S¢tuctural barriers were largely
perceived to be outside of parents’ control.

With choice sets narrowed significantly due taistural barriers, choice set
construction became largely parent-level driverag®@able choices for participants
arose when centers made logistical sense for thiéiéa and when mothers felt
comfortable leaving their children under the cdrproviders. At this stage in the
process, the majority of mothers stopped theirckeahen they found a solution that fit.
For some maternal primary caregivers, howeverséaech continued because their
children had certain needs. When parents were coed@bout children with special or
exceptional needs and when children were perceigad need of an environment that
would provide structure or socialization, the sharentinued until this level of needs
was also met.

The Demands of Childcare Management

Childcare management is a largely unacknowledgedequence of choice and
speaks to the ways maternal primary caregiverdrussato have to manage their
childcare decisions after enrollment. Post-enrafitmeothers described continuing to
monitor and assess centers, paying particulartaiteto the perceived comfort levels of
children, the perception of whether or not childvesre “progressing,” and the perceived
receptivity of teachers and providers to their @ns. Perceptions of progress or growth
were subjective and varied mother-to-mother, buegaly fell into one of three
categories: physical growth, emotional/behaviorappess, and cognitive/academic
growth. It also remained important that centers erlagistical sense for the family;

mothers also had to feel as though they were alideitd relationships with both
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providers and teachers. Relationship-building vietlow parents from a center was not
as important.

Continued assessment.

Post-enrollment, mothers continued to monitor thestincts and assessed centers
on a regular basis, sometimes daily if they droppiédnd picked up their kids. Often
given the lessons they learned the hard way wekipus childcare settings, mothers
paid particular to the comfort levels of their clnén. Maternal primary caregivers spoke
about the importance of monitoring their childrectsnfort and happiness day-to-day as
an indicator of centers’ conditions. Mothers moratband assessed these conditions on a
daily basis through observations during drop off pick up and through conversations
with children about the day’s events. Another watemal primary caregivers continued
their assessment of centers was by monitoring tiglidren’s progress. Some mothers
monitored their children’s physical growth and/wref motor skills, while others paid
attention to their children’s emotional and behaai@rogress. Mothers of children with
special needs were particularly in tune with thesgects of development. A number of
mothers also monitored children’s academic or dognprogress as an indication of
center conditions.

Logistics.

In addition to continuing to assess centers, allemmal primary caregivers who
were interviewed for this study also described rtiooed need for their chosen centers
to make logistical sense. For this population, Ci@t8rruptions, job changes,
relocations, and the addition of siblings werecalnmon occurrences across all sites and

for all women. While financial limitations and aptance of subsidy greatly impacted



312

choice, the need to pay for and financially manzgklcare week-to-week did not end
upon enrollment. As parents continued to managethewwere paying for care, the two
most common types of financial strain were reldatefb disruptions or increases in cost
and interruptions in CCIS. Across all three centangopulation of mothers had also
recently moved, which made their current choicegsstically easier for some and more
difficult for others. There was also a populatidmmthers who shared their plans to
move in the near future, which also would impaeirtmanagement of childcare. Finally,
mothers experienced change to their family strectlihe two most common changes to
structure were the births of younger siblings dredivorce or splitting up of parents.

Relationship-building.

Relationship-building with an emphasis on good samication was a third way
that mothers managed their childcare settingsmaliernal primary caregivers who were
interviewed for this study highlighted the importarof providers and teachers’
willingness to communicate with them on a dailyibaslothers expressed that when the
communication was good, they felt good about retetiips with providers and staff. In
instances where communication broke down, howee&tionships were no longer
perceived as in good standing. According to mothretationships with center providers
were the most significant; relationships with indival teachers, especially at Celebrate
Kids Academy and Children’s Town were also impartédmugh not as critical.
Relationship building with other parents, familiaad center-based community

members, on the other hand, was not a significamagement priority.
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The Nuances of Satisfaction

Mothers felt generally satisfied with their curreenters, which supports
literature on the subject (Cryer, Tietze, & Wess2(2; King, Teleki, & Buck-Gomez,
2002; McWilliam et al., 1995). Generally high stion levels, however, could not be
dissociated from the journeys parents took to firer centers or from the value of the
experiences and knowledge they had accumulated #&henway. In fact, center
satisfaction proved to be just as nuanced and 8sitheir childcare management and the
search and enrollment process. Asked the “yeshot Guestion, are you satisfied with
your center? The majority of mothers respondedraéitively. Probed deeper, however,
mothers made it clear that they were by no meamgplaiely satisfied with all aspects of
their current settings.

Specifically, all mothers remained extremely dis$&d with and frustrated by
the structural barriers that continued to plageé texperiences. Mothers typically
described specific aspects of satisfaction or t&fsation in terms of either how they felt
and or in terms of how they perceived their childie feel. Maternal primary caregivers
from The Christian School spoke most highly abbetrtcenter, followed by mothers
from Children’s Town. Though mothers from Celebiéigs had many good things to
say about the center, they had the most complaints.

Accounting for the Findings

Many of the frustrations mothers experienced whéaeigating childcare can be
attributed to the way the system operates in dehnited States and in the city where
the study took place. Early childhood educationijewncouraged, is not mandatory and

parents are not required to enroll their childmreamy settings prior to elementary school.
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Within the early childhood world, there are manfyadient avenues parents can choose
for care, including non-relative care, relativeeganformal care, center care, daycare,
family or home care, preschool, learning centers;K¥ Head Start, Montessori. Even the
different names for settings and arrangements eatobfusing. While parents are able to
choose the arrangements that work best, so mampasédreeds disconnect across the
system. Absent any true governing body, parengglghave to rely on their own
resources to accumulate knowledge about how wailks and those with fewer
resources are at a disadvantage.

In the city where this study took place, agenaied institutions with their hands
in center-based care only, excluding most othenaes, include government agencies
like the state, the department of welfare, the C&LiBsidy offices, the school district, the
early childhood education office, school distriatiatives like the Pre-k Counts program,
and the STARS rating system, and private agenge<hildLink and Elywn, who
manage special needs services, and associatiooBilidcare providers at the national,
state, and local levels. In the high-poverty neahlbods where The Christian Schooal,
Celebrate Kids Academy, and Children’s Town werated, both daycare and homecare
options, often opened as private business ventapggared abundant. And so, in
addition to accounting for the various avenueshilficare and the agencies and
institutions with hands in center-based care gaueea, we must also remember that
childcare centers are largely operated and rumusiséss enterprises. According to Mr.
Marshall, lucrative ones too. Therefore, it becomgsortant to consider who opens

childcare settings and why.
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Young children also represent a vulnerable pomraifter children’s births,
many parents, including all of the mothers in #gtisdy, looked for childcare out of
necessity, as they had to work to support theiilfasa Many parents in this study spoke
about the relief they felt when their young childieuld finally talk and share with them
what they did day-to-day in care. Though childrerésbal abilities were comforting,
mothers indicated that the sense of worry that sofmeen leaving such young children in
the hands of providers, sometimes strangers, Haelgigoes away. Complicating matters
is the alarming number of women from The Chris@ahool, Celebrate Kids Academy,
and Children’s Town who recounted illegal actiwstiehildren coming home with
injuries and no incident reports, children watchielgvision or doing nothing all day are,
and other negative experiences with childcare. &lygses of incidents call into question
the regulation of childcare settings and they lgagknts to become suspicious of and
fearful of childcare for good reason.

Implications for Literature

This qualitative interview-based study added andayelepth to understanding
how maternal primary caregivers chose to place teidren of color in urban high-
poverty childcare centers. The study also expltnedextent to which mothers remained
actively engaged in managing their choices afteolenent. Nearly all of the research
that has been done on parental choice and eaftticane settings is informed by rational
choice and/or social exchange theories, guidedpmsdivist epistemology. In the
literature, when parents make childcare choices; Weigh various elements of a
childcare decision against one another before ngekistatic, one-time decision (Blau,

1964 and Hofferth, et al., 1996).
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Childcare choices, however, are not static, ome-tilecisions; they are part of an
on-going process. When parents start looking fddcére, they often talk to other
parents, assess potential choices by relying dmats, consider what they have learned
from past histories with other settings, think atibeir children’s educational futures,
and consider both the cost and the logistics reduis make centers work for their
families. As parents become engaged in this protiesg construct choice sets with
centers that are viewed as reasonable to congldeznts have to determine which
centers are accessible, available, regulated, ffmdiable to them and which centers
make logistical sense for the family. Parents atsst feel secure leaving their young
children in the care of the providers. In some sasenters also have to provide
environments that fit children with special, excepal, or additional needs.

This process is demanding, frustrating, and diffito navigate for many parents
and it does not end when a choice is made. Infia@hy of the elements of the search
process, like logistics, cost, and parent/child fmmcarry over after enrollment because
mothers continue to monitor them on a regular bd$isough monitoring settings,
mothers start to identify aspects of care that feel/happy with and aspects of care that
they become unhappy with. If unhappiness reachs&tsgpeertain threshold then in most
cases mothers will remove their children from tleeasrangement, and take up the
search process all over again, except this timmgusieir dissatisfaction to inform the
new search. Describing how these processes wogosishe need for literature to
examine the childcare system using methods andefremks that support deeper and

more realistic understandings of it.
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Implications for Parents

Given experiences navigating the childcare systeemumber of mothers asked
directly for support during their interviews. Chngho was out of work, had a special
needs son, and was a single mom with two childrksaded, “It’s like a struggle for
moms like me and then | got two sons and I'm oniyntyself. They take a lot of
programs and different stuff away from us. It'slieenaking it harder for us. I'm just
trying to make it work and stay strong.” Based aotimers’ experiences and feedback, |
feel parents could benefit from the following: (fgreases in neighborhood-level
resources for moms from children’s birth throughdeargarten; (2) Neighborhood-level
forums for sharing concerns; and (3) An increassoimesion across city-based childcare
agencies.

If this process can feel demanding and frustraging is both complex and
ongoing, it could be beneficial for mothers who égoung children to see an increase in
neighborhood-level resources. As new moms, mothiirikely always talk to fellow
parents in their networks and will always trustitimeaternal instincts, but the addition of
resources could supplement or formalize that reBaom networks of trust and instinct.
Because frustration with agencies and fear of soroeiders at times breeds mistrust,
resources would be most beneficial if offered witfamilies’ communities. During the
search process, such sources could be local daltfhhood representatives or offices
available to answer questions, community servisaswould offer seminars or distribute
checklists detailing what parents should look autduring tours of potential centers, or

orchestrated mother’s groups or mom-to-mom menggeinograms.



318

After enrollment, the demands of childcare corgind number of mothers shared
anxieties over children’s progress, educationat s&eps, and incidents or situations with
providers. Parents then might also benefit froro@dinated effort at the community-
level to support what happens after enrollmentd@ace on the search and enrollment
processes for kindergarten, resources for workiitly kids at home, and assistance
navigating the referral process for children wiplesal needs are current areas of need.
Mothers of children with special needs would aleaddfit from guidance or resources to
help them transition those special needs servicas Elwyn, the agency that provides
services for three to five-year-olds, to the pubtibool system, the institution that takes
over the distributions of special needs servicesifkindergarten on.

Parents could also benefit from a meaningful foraach as a hotline or office,
where they could voice concerns about providersracéive follow-up information
when they file complaints. Though parent accouffeyed only one-side of the story, the
number of traumatic events that preceded changdsloicare seems problematic. Many
of the parents in this study recounted incidentshich their children were not cared for
properly by childcare providers during their intews. Children coming home with a
black eye like Anessa’s daughter, a hickey likeaLgaughter, and bleach on his clothes
like Missy’s son were just a few of the traumaticidents recalled by mothers. While
mothers from the current study recognized that teeyd have reported traumatic
incidents or negative experiences with providerth&ostate, the overwhelming majority
did not because they did not feel anything wouladdme of their report. Instead, they

removed children from care and searched for beties. A handful mothers, however,
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did mention using internet sites or blogs to pdssgor gather information about
experiences with providers.

In addition to effectively reporting concerns, grais might benefit from increases
in the regulation of daycare providers and thedang of trust within the local childcare
system. The mothers who offered their perspectwethis study showed little faith in
the system in general, many for the reasons thelesgbout. Incidents with providers
and issues with the Department of Welfare and G&Gubsidy have led to the greatest
frustrations. Easier means of reporting and striegulations for providers could help, as
could stricter requirements for the education aanhing of childcare directors and staff.
The CCIS offices and some daycare providers, ligkelirate Kids Academy, face high
employee turnover. Incentives or incentive-basedjfams, continued education, and
higher pay could possibly help retain staff membEusther, though the STARS rating
system was instituted to aid parents in their ach@iocesses, the majority of maternal
primary caregivers of the study did not use théesysas it was intended. A more
cohesive partnership among the STARS and othalladrié agencies could help bolster
the system'’s legitimacy among urban maternal pyngaregivers living and working in
high-poverty neighborhoods.

Implications For Policy Reform

In a word, the childcare system in the city whéiie study took place is fractured.
The greatest area of need, which would stand td besgefit all parents, is for the major
agencies and parties with stakes in the early lobdd education system to bolster
communication and partnerships via initiatives task-force. Undoubtedly the situation

is a complex one and there are many parties indpineluding government agencies
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like the state, the department of welfare, the C&LiBsidy offices, the school district, the
early childhood education office, school distriatiatives like the Pre-k Counts program,
and the STARS rating system, and private agenigie<hildLink and Elywn who
manage special needs services and associatiookilidcare providers at the national,
state, and local levels. From the perspective odita, the governance of the childcare
system feels highly disjointed and it is parent®whffer the effects. With each agency
seemingly in charge of overseeing different aspefcthildcare, mothers were easily
frustrated by the time, effort, travel, resources] energy it required to find and
coordinate care.

Many maternal primary caregivers had hoped theylavget advice about finding
childcare when they went to access funding fronDbpartment of Welfare and the
CCIS offices. While there is a computerized refesyagtem provided by the offices, none
of the women interviewed for this study used istéad, they applied for subsidies and
turned to friends, family, and co-workers for guida on finding good care. When the
Department of Welfare wasn’t helpful, some mothersluding Chanel, Felisha, and
Kadijah, turned to the School District for help,ielintook additional time and effort.
Parents who had children with special needs orchddren waiting to be evaluated
carried an additional burden. Because ChildLinkyyi#, and the School District seemed
to work independently to provide services for cteldin certain age brackets, parents
had to submit and resubmit requests for servicegttimes before kindergarten
enrollment. Maya from Children’s Town, for examgbad waited over a year for her
son’s speech therapy services to return after imeduthree and transitioned from

ChildLink to Elwyn.
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The exact degree to which these agencies aneépadmmunicate and work
together for the benefit of the early childhood @tion system and high-need families
remains unknown. However, it is clear from talkingoarents with children who would
benefit greatly from quality early childhood eduoatprograms that there is a substantial
need for increased cross-agency efforts. Perhapig toward other states’ models for
insight would make a coordinated effort possibkreRts like Jacqui, Rhonda, and
Samira specifically mentioned they were consideraigcating to nearby states in part
because of they had more efficient, better chilesgstems.

The fostering of partnerships among agencies @aay childhood education
initiative supported by community leaders couldphslth the coordination of such
efforts. In the meantime, however, basic informamod resources should be made
available to parents early and often. Even soonetorothers would benefit from
support, resources, and information, especiallysictating the majority of children enter
the childcare system within weeks or months ofrtheths. Hospitals, maternity wards,
and pediatric offices could all be vehicles throwdtich parents gather information or
receive support. The public school system and tkléave offices, though unfavorable in
the eyes of many mothers, could reach out andrisdtee new parents by increasing
their efforts to support them. And more generalgce a significant population of
mothers from the study reported changing childsaténgs for “socialization” purposes
when their children were between two and threesyedt, there appears to be a critical
window during which guidance toward school readsresd curriculum-based programs

could make a profound difference for many children.
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Suggestions for Future Research

Future research related to early childcare settmgisthe parental enroliment
process should continue to understand the workhdf childcare as a complex one with
many levels and layers. There is still much to er@nand explore, but the stakes for the
children and families engrossed in the system rernigih in the meantime. And so,
though this study was small in scope, its findisgggest areas of need and directions for
future research.

Specifically, we need to better understand thaneadf early childcare settings in
high-poverty neighborhoods, particularly those ldemters, home, and family care
settings where providers have the most latitudetermining day-to-day activities,
setting curricula, hiring staff, etc. Having a leettinderstanding of the relationship
between the natures of these settings, their gualid the short and long term cognitive,
behavioral, and social outcomes for at-risk chibdne®uld enhance our understanding of
how significant of a role these settings play ifdrien’s academic experiences.
Additional research on such childcare settingsadaigo shed light on best practices and
practice-based areas in need of improvement ouress.

Access to high quality programs for urban paréuitsg and working in high-
poverty neighborhoods proved particularly problamtr the population of participants
in this study and also warrants further exploratidiso problematic were the
relationships or lack thereof between parents,igdeyg, and stake-holders in the early
childhood education system in this particular diypanding the scope of this type of
research could garner deeper insight into how tphesigdlem areas affect different

populations in different settings. Comparative s#8@&cross socioeconomic,
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races/ethnicities, and contexts could yield insigtd how finding and managing
childcare arrangements vary across those linesp@mative studies across
socioeconomic groups would be particularly intengsbecause they could speak in more
descriptive terms to the roles that bounded ratitynaatisficing, and family capital play

in parental choice processes. Comparative studres@metropolitan regions and states
could also prove beneficial, especially if theyotwed cities or states that operate their
childcare systems more efficiently.

Given the difficulty | had in securing three cest® participate in the study, |
also continue to wonder what the best and mostteffeways to access childcare
settings from a researcher’s perspective mighttheok many months and some
convincing to be able to observe in the centersitta. Though | understand completely
that providers want to protect young children,sloalvonder to what degree, if any, some
might want to protect themselves or their practeesvell. If access were possible, |
think it would be interesting to learn if paremisother parts of the city had similar
experiences with their childcare settings of ifitlexperiences differed in any significant
ways. Regardless, we must continue to deepen aarstanding of choice and center-
based care in urban, high-poverty neighborhoodusecthe stakes for families and at-
risk children are high and because academic aamients in all levels of education are

built upon the outcomes of this one.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A
TWELVE ASPECTS OF QUALITATIVE RESEARCH INTERVIEWS

Kvale and Brinkmann (2009)

Life World-the topic of qualitative interviews is the everydiaed world of the

interviewee and his or her relation to it.

Meaning-the interview seeks to interpret the meaning ofreéthemes in the life
world of the subject, the interviewer registers aridrprets the meaning of what is

said as well as hit it is said.

Qualitative-the interview seeks qualitative knowledge expressewrmal language,

it does not aim at quantification.

Descriptive-the interview attempts to obtain open nuanced gegmns of different

aspects of the subjects’ life worlds.

Specificity-descriptions of specific situations and action seges are elicited, not

general opinions.

Deliberate Naivetéthe interviewer exhibits openness to new and urerge

phenomena, rather than having readymade categorieschemes of interpretation.

Focusedthe interview if focused on particular themess iheither strictly structured

with standard questions, nor entirely “nondirective

Ambiguity-interviewee statements can sometimes be ambiguefiex;ting

contradictions in the world the subject lives in.

Change+the process of being interviewed may produce nevglnts and awareness,

and the subject may in the course of the interdeme to change his or her
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descriptions and meanings about a theme.

Sensitivity-different interviewers can produce different statats on the same

themes, depending on their sensitivity to and keadgé of the interview topic.

Interpersonal Situationthe knowledge obtained is produced through thepetsonal

interactions in the interview.

Positive Experiencea well carried out research interview can be aaackenriching
experience for the interviewee, who may obtain mesights into his or her life

situation.
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2012-2013 KEYSTONE STARS PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FORNTERS

STAFF QUALIFICATIONS & PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

PERFORMANCE A Ao | ; |
STANDARDS | GTAR 1 STAR 2 / STAR 3 | 'STAR3 |
1. Performance Standards,
Performance Performance Standards Performance Standards or
Standards |2, NAEYC/NAA
Accreditation and
bold fitalicized
y | Performance Standards
Ganeral Must maintain Regular Must meet all standards for STAR 1 Must meet all standards for Must meet all standards for
Certificate of Compliance | and maintain Regular Certificate of STAR & and 2 and maintain STAR 1, 2, and 3 and
and/or meet pragram Compliance. Regular Certificate of maintain Regular Certificate
| standards. | Compliance. _ of Compliance,
Director Complete professional | 1. Complete professional development | L. Complete STARS Level V1 or above on the
Qualifications” | development on the on Continuous Quality Improvement Orientation Part 2. Career Lattice.
Core Body of {C0Q1L), the Facility Professional 2. Level ¥ or above on the
Knowladge/ Development Plan {FPDP), and the Career Lattice.
Professional Learning Standards’
Development Record 2. Complete professional
(CBK/PDR) and development in the ERS scales
Foundatiens of thae appropriate to age groups in the
Environment Rating facility.
Scale {ERS). 3. Attend child abuse mandated
reparter professional development
that refiects tha most current laws in
_____ Pennsylvania. R o
Director 1. Annual professional development 1. Annually participate in 2 1. Annually participate in
Devalopment” plan is developed based on needs professicnal growth and 3 professional growth and
identified In the Professional development ackivities. development activities.
Development Record (POR).” 2. 21 annual clock hours of 2, 27 annual clock hours
2. Annually partdcdpate in 1 prafessicnal development of professional
professional growth and development | based on the PDR, Including development based on
activity, the Directar’s section. the POR, including the
3. 15 annual dock hours of 3. Complete the PA Director's | Director’s section.
professional development based on Credential.®
the PDR, induding the Director's
sectiom,
STAFF QUALIFICATIONS & PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
PERFORMANCE | | A f \ Ty
emams, | SR STAR 2 / STAR 3 / STARS
1. Performance Standards,
Performance Performance Standards Performance Standards or
Standards Z. NAEYC/NAA
Accreditation and
bold/italicized
- | Performance Standards
Staff 1. New Staff Orentation® completed 100% of Teachers/Group 100% of Teachers/Group
Qualifications” oy all aides and new staff within 90 Supervisors (G5} at Level v Supervisors (GE) at Level ¥

days of start of employment.

2. 50% of Teachers/Group
Supervisors (GS5) at Level V or above
on Career Lattice; 50% of Assistant
Teachersf Assistant Group
Supervisors (AGS) at Level 11 or
above on Career Lattice; and 100% of
Aldes at Level | or above on Career
Lattice.

or above on Career Lattice;
754 of Assistant Teachars/
Assistant Group Supervisors
(AGS) at Level 111 or above
and 25% of Assistant
Teachers/Assistant Group
Supervisars [AGS) at Leval IV
or above on Carear Lattice;
and 25% of Aides at Level 11
or above on Career Lattice,

or above and 504 of
Teachers/Group Supervisors
(G5} at Level Vi or above on
Career Lattice; 50% of
Assistant Teachers/Assistant
Group Supervisors (AGS) at
Level IV or above and 25%
of Assistant Teachers/
Aszistant Group Supervisors
[AGS}) at Lewel V or above an
Career Lattice; and 50% of
Aides at Lawvel I or above on
Carzer Lattice.
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PERFORMAMNCE " A hooA "
STANDARDS | GTAR 1 STAR 2 STAR 3 STAR 4.
1. Performance Standards,
Performance Performance Standards Performance Standards or
Standards 2, NAEYC/NAA
Accreditation and
bold/ italicized
| Performance Standards
Staff 1. Annual professional development 1. For each Teacher/ Assistant | 1. For each Teacher/
Development® plan is developed for each staff Teacher"', 1B annual clock Assistant Teacher, 24
member based on needs identified In | hours of professional .| annual clock hours of
the Professional Development Record | development based on POR™"; | professional development
{PDR} and documented on the each Alde 12 total hours based on PDR'"; each
Professional Development plan in the | based on PDHR. Aide 15 clock hours hased
PDR. 2. Anmually, all staff involved | on PDR.
2. 12 annual dock hours of in 1 professional growth and | 2. Annwally, all staff
professional development, based on development activity. involved in 2 professional
PDR, taken by each staff member.™ 3. Al staff must have current | growth and development
3. Cne staff member from each pediatric first aid certification. | activities.
classroom must have current pediatric | 4. Teachers/Assistant
first afd certification. Teachers must atbend at least
4, All staff must have two hours of two hours of professional
health and safety professional development annually an
development annually,** curriculum, program o child
5. Al staff must attend at least two assessment, the age-
Rigurs of professional development appropriate Learning
annually on child cbservation, Standards and/or ERS.S
inclusive practices, andfor ERS."
LEARNING PROGRAM
PERFORMAMNCE T 4
STANDARDS i ) T W, Y N, S
sTaNDARDS . | STAR1 STAR 2 "STAR 3 - STAR4 |
Performance Performance Standards Performance Standards 1. Performance Standards, or
Standards 2. NAEYC/MNAA Accreditation
and bold/italicized
Performance Standards
Child Eite obtains and 1. A deveiopmentally 1. All demographic information, Program wtilizes a curriculum
Observation; maintains copies | appropriate screening of the | including child, program and staff that has been allgned to the
Curriculumy of the appropriate | child Is completed and information, is recorded timely and Learning Standards for Early
Assessment Learning shaﬂad with family within 45 | accuwracy is maintained in t.'re Early Childhood. If the program’s
Standards for all | days'™ of program entry. Learning Network (ELN) " cunrculum has not been
age groups in the | 2. Learning Standards are 2. Based on ongoing child chservations, aligned, the provider must
program. used as a resource for staff | developmentally aporopriate authentic crosswalk the cum-:ulurn to the
in dassroom planning and assessments of the child are completed Leaming Standards. *
documentation of children’s | and reported electronically into an OCDEL
learning. approved assessment tool fnlinwmg the
3. Provider selects an OCDEL | tool’s specified timeframes. *
approved assessment tool, 3. Results from authentic assessments
are used for corculum, individual child
planning, and referral to community
resgurces,
4. Implement a leaming curriculum that
Imcorporates the Learning Standards,
imcluding a written curriculum statement.
LEARNING PROGRAM
PERFORMANCE A / Ao YR Y, /
STANDARDE | evia's shialiy Y, W, T, T A i
STANDARDS | STAR 1 STAR 2 STAR 3 STAR 4
Performance Performance Standards Performance Standards 1, Performance Standards, or
standards 2. NAEYC/MAA Accreditation
and bold/italicized
Performance Standards
Environment Complete the 1. ERS self-assessment of 1. The average facllity score of all 1. The average facility score
Rating Learning every classroom/fage group | sampled classrooms/age groups assessed | of all sampled
Environment must be completed annually | by a STARS ERS assessor must be 4.25. | classrooms/age groups
Checklist. oy the director or 2 staff 2. Each individual sampled classroom/age | assessed by a STARS ERS

member who has completed
approved ERS Prufessmna-
development.”

2. A written Improvement
Han is developed ko address
any ERS subscale score
below a 3.0,

group must have an ERS score no less
than 3.50.

3. A written Improvement Plan is
developed to address any ERS subscale
score below a 3,50,

assessor must be a 5,25,

2. Each individual sampled
classroom/age group must
hawve an ERS score no less
than 4.25.

3. A written Improvement
Plan is developed to address
any ERS subscale score
below a 4,25,
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PERFORMANCE | ' F _. N ' :
STANDARDS | STAR 1 STAR 2 /STAR3 STARA
1. Performance Standards, or
Performance Performance Standards Performance Standards 2. NAEYC/NAA
Standards Accreditation and
bold fitalicized
Performance Standards
Community | 1. At enroliment, 1. At a minimum of once per year, 1. A plan is written and 1. If applicable ta the child,
Resources, famifiies are written information on tapics implemented describing provider, [n conjunction with
Family provided with including heaith and human procedures to refer famities to families and service prowviders
Involvement information services, wellness, nutrition and appropriate social, mental health, | from public social and
regarding public, fitness, and/or child development is | educational, weliness, and community service
sodal, and given and explained to families and | medical services. crganizations, implements
community staff. 2. Coordinate a minimum of one | activides appropriate to meet
services, ™ 2. If applicable o the child, provider | annual group acbvity to involve 1EF or IFSF goals and/or special
2. The program requests from families copies of famifies In meeting program needs plans and oojectives.
collects chifd- chiid's 1EF or IFSP, writken plans, learning goals.™ 2. Program has polides that
centerad and/or specal needs assessments 3. A minimum of two family demonstrate engagement and

informatian at
enroliment to
facilitate responsive
care that is mindful
of the needs of
Iindividual children
and families. A
family meeting is
offered within 45
days of enroliment
to encourage
program-family
partnerships and
share Initial
observations and
goals for the child.

completed by professionals to
inform classroom practice.
3. Individual child infarmation is

shared in written form with families

on a daily basis for Infants and

toddiers, and there is a format and

procedure for use on an as neaded
basis for other age groups.

4, Specific group or classroom
Information Is shared with families
daily using & visual communication
format.

L. & minimum of one family
conferance s offered per year to
discuss the child's progress and
behavioral, social and physical
needs.

conferences are offered per
year to discuss the child's
progress and behavioral,
social and physical needs.
Authentic assessments of the
child are shared with the
family a minimum of two
times per year.™

partnership with families in
pragram planning and decision
making.

PARTNERSHIPS WITH FAMILY & COMMUNITY

1. Performance Standards, or
2. MAEYC/NAA

Accreditation and

bold /italicized

PERFORMAMNCE " N h A
STANDARDS A - - T A
STANDARDE | STIAR 1 STAR2 'STAR3
Perfarmance Performance Standards Performance Standards
Standards
Transition | Pragram providas 1. Program transfers child records, | 1. Families are offered a groug

general information
o families rE‘%ardr'ng
transitioning”
children to anather
classroom or
educational setting.

at the request of the family, when
the child transitions to another
educational setting.

2. Program creates, with input from
farnilies, a list of community/schoot

stakeholders regarding child
transition.
3. Program includes age-

appropriate activities for children to

prepare for transidon.

| meeting to provide information
| regarding a chiid’s transition to

anather classroom or higher

| educational ssftting and to

encourage familles and their

| children to connect ta the school
| setting by visiting.
| 2. Program sends fetter of

Intreduction to appropriate

| community/schoo! stakeholders
| outining goal to partner in child

transidoning efforts from

| childcare to schonl setting.

3. Program participates in

| community/schoal transition

activibies as available.

1. Program offers families an
individual meeting to share
spedfic information regarding
the child’s transition to another
classroom or educational satting
and to give familles written
Infarmation about the child's
developmental progress.

2. Program develops and shares
a written plan for child transidon
with families and community,’
school stakeholders.
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PERFORMANCE AR Y " Ak
STAMDARDS = e N
BIANDARES. STAR 1 STAR 2 /STAR 3 - STAR 4 |
Performance Performance Standards Performance Standards 1, Performance Standards, or
Standards 2, NAEYC/NAA Accreditation
and bold/italicized
- | To— 2 | Performance Standards
Business Program develops | L. Program creates a projected 1. A policy and procedure 1. Annual pperational business
Practices and distributes a one-year operating budget, manual™ is developed and plan to address organizational
Family Handbook, | including a statement of income | availabie to the staff at all times, | stabiiity and to Implemant
and expenditures. 2. A finandial system with quarterly reconciliation.
2. A financial record kesping guarterly comparisans of 2. Program establishes a written
system for revenue and expenses to revenue is code for professional conduct of
expenses s in place. Implemented. staff,
3. Organizational structure and | 3. The program crestes a mission | 3. Annual Independent finandal
job descriptions’ are included in | statement review by a CPA, is conducted, ™
a personne policy manual that 4. Risk management plan™ is
Is shared with staff, written and developed that
identifies potential operational
risks and specifies ways to reduce
or eliminate risks.
Continuous 1, Annual site- 1. Camplete and provide an Provider develops and A Strategic Plan iz aligned with
Quality based professicnal | annual Fadiity Professional implements a Continvous the program’s mission
Improvement development plan | Davelopment Plan (FPDP) {or Quality Improvement Plan statement and put in place.
completad, equivalent). using multiple sources™,
2. Program uses 2. System of site safety review
documents for Including strategies for
tracking llinesses supervising children and
and injuries, corresponding plan of action are
Indluding plans of Instituted.
action to prevent
further occurrences.
LEADERSHIP AND MANAGEMENT
PERFORMANCE A " ) ) A oA \
STANDARDS | e L
STANDARDS | GTAR 1 STAR 2 /STAR 3 | (STAR 4
Performance Performance Standards Performance Standards 1. Performance Standards, or
Standards 2. NAEYC/MAA Accreditation
and bold/italicized
S L S S | __Performance Standards
Staff 1. Program 1. Each staff person must 1. Teachers and Assistant 1. Teachers and Assistant
Communication provides participate in a staff meeting at | Teachers are provided at least Teachers ane provided at least four
and Support documentation of a | least once per month, Staff two hours per month™ of paid hours per month of paid
staff mesting held = mesting must include curnculum and lesson curriculum and lesson
within the last six | discussions of quality and its planning/preparation time away planningforeparation tme away
manths. impact on the Leamning from children. from children. ™
2. Director develops Program. 2. Annually, at least two 2. Staff members are offered a
and annually 2. Director meets with each staff | classroom observations™ are minimum of 15 minutes with no
Implaments a plan | member using the plan conducted and feedback program responsibilites for each 4
for sharing developed in STAR 1. For new regarding job performance is hour period worked.
information about | staff, this meating is held within | provided to the staff member.
Heystone STARS, 490 days of start of employment. | 3. Annual performance evaluation
continuous quality provided in written format co
improvernent, employee, ™
strategies for
suparvising children
and professional
development with
staff members.
Employee 1. List of all staff by positions, 1. A salary scale based on level of | At least 4 emplovee benefits given
Compensation salary, and tenure. education/training and years of to staff'and explained In the

2. At least 2 amployee benefits
glven to staff, **

ECE experience is documented.
2. AL least 3 employee benefits
given to staff®” and explained in
the Policy and Procedure Manual,

Policy and Procedure Manual.




APPENDIX C
CENTER AND CLASSROOM PROTOCOLS/FIELD NOTE GUIDES
CENTER: DATE:

KEYSTONE STARS RATING/ADDITIONAL ACCREDIDATIONS:

OBSERVATIONAL PROTOCOL: CENTER, FIRST OBSERVATIONNLY

Neighborhood Description-

Physical Description-

Reception/Security-

Atmosphere/Hallway Displays-

Personnel/Staff Interactions-
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OBSERVATIONAL PROTOCOL: CLASSROOM

OBSERVATION #
START TIME:
END TIME:

CLASSROOM NUMBER: TEACHERS:

STUDENT AGES:

# OF STAFF PRESENT:

# OF STUDENTS PRESENT:

RATIO:

SPACE AND FURNISHING
Indoor space

Furniture

Room arrangement

Privacy

Children’s displays

Outdoor space

Gross motor equipment

PERSONAL CARE
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Greeting/Departing

Meals/Snacks

Nap/rest

Bathrooms

Health and safety

CLASSROOM RESOURCES
Fine motor
Art
Music/movement
Blocks
Sand/water
Dramatic play
Nature/science
Math/numbers

Technology

TEACHING AND LEARNING ENVIRONMENT
How are students spending time (SCHEDULE)

Group learning/Individual learning/Free play
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Language/Communication

Literacy/Books

Math

Students with disabilities

INTERACTIONS

Learning interactions

Staff-child interactions



Supervision

Discipline

PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

Evidence of parental involvement

Provisions for parents

Parent/Staff Interactions
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APPENDIX D

INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

1. Introductory Questions

Can you tell me about your son/daughter?
Can you tell me about your family?

Do you have other children?

Who lives in your house?

Do you work? Who is the primary provider for ydamily?
How long has your child been enrolled in the cehte

How would you describe this center? What feelingydu get when you come
here?

2. The Process

Thinking back through the past few years, cangdescribe your experiences
with childcare?

What was your search like?
Follow up: Did you research the center? If sasyho

How did you come to pick this one?

Did your child attend any other childcare arrangeta before the center?
Follow-up: Why did you switch?

Does your child go somewhere else besides thercelitso, when and for what
reasons?

Can you talk about some things you consideredaught about when you were
looking for a center?

What did you consider to be really important?
Follow up: Did you have any must haves? Deal kes?

Why did you pick this center?
Follow up: Who had input in the decision? Did ysmek advice from
anyone?

Did you talk to other parents or family membersewlyou were deciding?
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3. The Intersection of Structural, Parental, Chidattors

Structure-based Questions:
Thinking back to your process, did it feel likeytou that there were many
centers to choose from?

Do you receive funding or subsidies to attend teister?
Follow up: How did you go about accessing fun@ing

Was your childcare choice impacted by the reca8sio

What was the paperwork like to enroll your child?

Were ratings or accreditations important to yoewlkou were choosing?
Parent-based Questions:

As your child’s mother, what felt most importaatyou as you were

looking for centers?

What drew you as a parent to this center?

Were there any other centers you knew somethingtabut didn’t consider at
all?

Did you visit other centers before you settledloa one?
Why did you not choose them? What made this dnetter fit?

Child-based Questions:

You've told me a little about your son/daughted &mvould love to hear
more...

What are your child’s favorite things to do at temter? Outside of the center?

Did you consider your child’s gender when you detbhere?
If applicable, follow up with race and language

Have you thought about kindergarten at all?
What would you like your son/daughter to do omideen he/she grows up?
What is your child good at? What are his/her gjtles at the center?

Does your child have any special needs or exhibitworry some behaviors?
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Is there anything you would like to see your chiork on or improve while they
attend the center?

What skills do you hope your child learns at teater this year?
What skills is your child working on right now?
What skill do you hope your child learns by thadithey leave the center?

4. Satisfaction Level and Management Concerns
How do you feel about the center?

How does your child feel coming here everyday?

What is your relationship like with....
The staff?
His/her classroom teachers?
The other parents?
Does your child see other children from the ceatdside the classroom?

As a parent, what is your favorite thing aboutdbater?
What do you think your child’s favorite thing is?

Are you unhappy with anything or is there anythyog would change about your
experience?

Has there ever been a time when you have consigetesending your child
anymore for any reason?

Have you or would you recommend that other parentsl| their children
here?

Are there days you don’t sent your child to theteg?
Where do they go?

What do you do if your child is sick?

Do you have back-up care?
What is it? How reliable?

5. Follow-up
Is there anything else you would like me to kndvew your child?

Is there anything else you would like me to kndwat this center or your
experience in choosing it?
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Is there anything else you would like me to kndwt how satisfied you are
with the center?

Additional Question (Added to reflect preliminargtd analysis):

1. What advice would you give mothers such assaltitrying to find childcare?

Site-Specific Questions

The Christian School:
Did religion have anything to do with your decisitm enroll here?

Celebrate Kids Academy:
Do you live or work locally/in this neighborhood?

Children’s Town:
Do you live or work locally/in this neighborhood?
Was the Pre-K Counts Program a factor in yourgiec?
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APPENDIX E
INFORMED CONSENT FORM

Title of the research study: Early Chilcare Settings andhe Parental Enrollment
Process: Insights from the Maternal Primary Caregiwers of Children Attending
High-Poverty Urban Childcare Centers

Nameand Department of investigator:
Erin McNamara Horvat, Department of Teaching andrhing, College of Education
Kaitlin Moran, Department of Teaching and Learni@gjlege of Education

This study involves research. The purpose of teeareh is to understand how short-term
study abroad programs impact community collegeesitsd

What you should know about a research study:

Someone will explain this research study to you.

You volunteer to be in a research study.

Whether you take part is up to you.

You can choose not to take part in the researatystu

You can agree to take part now and later changemmd.

Whatever you decide, it will not be held againai.yo

Feel free to ask all the questions you want bedoiafter you decide.

By signing this consent form, you are not waivimy af the legal rights that you
otherwise would have as a participant in a resesitady.

The estimated duration of your study participai®one to two hours total

The study procedures consist of one interviewolf ggree to participate, you will be
asked to participate in one one-hour interview alyour experience finding early
childcare for your child.

There are no reasonably foreseeable risks or digetsyassociated with this study.

The benefit you will obtain from the research i®Wmg that you have contributed to the
understanding of this topic

If you agree to take part in this study, we willgiyou a $10.00 gift certificate for your
time and effort.

The alternative to participating is not to partat. If you agree to take part in the
research now and you stop at any time, it willlm®held against you.

Please contact the research team with questionsgows, or complaints about the
research and any research-related injuries byngaii0-304-1908 or e-mailing
kaitlin.moran@temple.edu.
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This research has been reviewed and approved biethele University Institutional
Review Board. Please contact them at (215) 707-88@0mail them at: irb@temple.edu
for any of the following: questions, concerns, omplaints about the research; questions
about your rights; to obtain information; or toafinput.
If you agree to participate, your interviews wi#d budiotaped and transcribed so the
information provided can be analyzed by the researcyou may be asked to provide
additional information to clarify your answers ificdlow-up interview.
Are you willing to be audiotaped?

U Yes

O No
Confidentiality: Efforts will be made to limit thdisclosure of your personal information,
including research study records, to people whefzameed to review this information.
However, the study team cannot promise completesgcFor example, although the
study team has put in safeguards to protect ydarrmation, there is always a potential
risk of loss of confidentiality. There are sevayejanizations that may inspect and copy
your information to make sure that the study teafoliowing the rules and regulations
regarding research and the protection of humarest#jThese organizations include the
IRB, Temple University, its affiliates and agentemple University Health System, Inc.,
its affiliates and agents, and the Office for HunrRasearch Protections.



Signature Block for Capable Adult
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Your signature documents your permission to takeipdhis research.

DO NOT SIGN THIS FORM AFTER THIS DATE - 12/30/2014
Signature of subject Date
Printed name of subject
Signature of person obtaining consent Date

Printed name of person obtairiogsent
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APPENDIX F
PERMISSION TO AUDIOTAPE CONSENT FORM

Permission to Audiotape

Investigator's Name: Kaitlin Moran

Department: Department of Teaching and LearnindieGe of Education

Project Title: Early Childcare Settings and thedp&al Enrollment Process: Insights from
the Maternal Primary Caregivers of Children AttergdHigh-Poverty Urban Childcare
Centers

Subject: Date:

| give permission to audiotape me. This audiotape weill b
used only for the following purpose (s):

(Choose one)

CLINICAL

This audiotape will be used as part of my treatméinivill not be shown to anyone but
my treatment team, my family, and myself.

EDUCATION

This audiotape may be shown to education profeatsayutside of
for educational purposes. At no time will my nabeeused.

X RESEARCH

This audiotape will be used as a part of a resganagjlect at I
have already given written consent for my partitgrain this research project. At no
time will my name be used.

MARKETING/PUBLIC INFORMATION

This audiotape will be used to promote to educational or
health professionals, referral sources, and/ogémeral public. At no time will my name
be used.

OTHER

Description:
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Permission to Audiotape - Page 2 of 3

WHEN WILL | BE AUDIOTAPED?

| agree to be audiotaped during the time periog@ril2013 to September 2013.

HOW LONG WILL THE TAPES BE USED?

| give my permission for these tapes to be useahfrépril 2013 to May 2014.
Data will be stored for three (3) years after cagtiph of the study.

WHAT IF | CHANGE MY MIND?

| understand that | can withdraw my permissionmgtt@me. Upon my request, the
audiotape(s) will no longer be used. This will affect my care or relationship with
Kaitlin Moran or Temple University in any way.

OTHER

| understand that | will not be paid for being antdped or for the use of the audiotapes.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION

If I want more information about the audiotape¢s)if | have questions or concerns at
any time, | can contact:

Investigator's Name: Erin McNamara Horvat
Department: Department of Teaching and LearnindijeGe of Education
Institution: Temple University

1301 Cecil B. Moore Avenue
Philadelphia, PA 19122

Phone: (215) 204- 6178

This form will be placed in my records and a coply ke kept by the person(s) named
above. A copy will be given to me.
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Permission to Audiotape - Page 3 of 3
Please print

Subject's Name:

Date:

Address:

Phone:

Subject's Signature:

(Or signature of parent or legally responsible peii$ subject is a minor or is
incompetent to sign.)

Relationship to Subject:

Subject cannot sign because:

but consents orally to be audiotaped underctralitions described above

Witness Signature Date

Witness Signature Date



ESTIMATED TIME LINE
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Phase

Methodology

Duration

Phase |

Recruitment from multiple
centers with varying ratings
on the Keystone Stars qualit
assessment measure

Approximately 1
Month

Phase I

Site Observations- to coinc
with recruitment,
approximately 5 visits per

Observations will be recorde
in field notes guided by

has developed.

center, each lasting 2-3 hour

protocols that the researche

d

-

deApproximately 1.5

Months

Phase llI

Approximately 40 in-depth
interviews with the materna

primary caregivers of

children who are poor,
minority, and are enrolled in
center in the metropolitan
region; an even distribution ¢
boys and girl, racial and

ethnic distribution of
participants will reflect the
racial/ethnic composition of
the center

a

nf

Approximately 3
Months

Phase IV

Follow-up
interviews/observations, if
and when necessary

Approximately 2
weeks




ACTUAL TIME LINE
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Center Phase Methodology Duration
The Christian
School
Phase | Recruitment from multiple centers withyiray Approximately 2
ratings on the Keystone Stars quality assessment ~ Months
measure January-February
2013
Phase| Site Observations- to coincide with recruitment, Approximately 2
Il approximately 5 visits per center, each lasting 2-3 Weeks
hours. Observations will be recorded in field sote  April 2013
guided by protocols that the researcher has
developed.
Phase Approximately 40 in-depth interviews with the | Approximately 1
i maternal primary caregivers of children who are Month
poor, minority, and are enrolled in a center in the May 2013
metropolitan region; an even distribution of boys
and girl, racial and ethnic distribution of pantiants
will reflect the racial/ethnic composition of the
center
Phase Follow-up interviews/observations, if and when Approximately 1
v necessary Week
June 2013
Celebrate Kids
Academy
Phase | Recruitment from multiple centers with gy Approximately 2
ratings on the Keystone Stars quality assessment ~ Months
measure April-May 2013
Phase Site Observations- to coincide with recruitment, Approximately 2
Il approximately 5 visits per center, each lasting 2-3 Weeks
hours. Observations will be recorded in field sote ~ June 2013
guided by protocols that the researcher has
developed.
Phase Approximately 40 in-depth interviews with the | Approximately 1
i maternal primary caregivers of children who are Month
poor, minority, and are enrolled in a center inthe  June 2013
metropolitan region; an even distribution of boys
and girl, racial and ethnic distribution of pantiants
will reflect the racial/ethnic composition of the
center
Phase Follow-up interviews/observations, if and when Approximately 1
v necessary Week
June 2013
Children’s
Town
Phase | Recruitment from multiple centers with \ragy Approximately 1

ratings on the Keystone Stars quality assessment

measure

Month
August 2013
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Phase Site Observations- to coincide with recruitment, Approximately 2
Il approximately 5 visits per center, each lasting 2-3 Weeks
hours. Observations will be recorded in field sote September 2013
guided by protocols that the researcher has
developed.
Phase Approximately 40 in-depth interviews with the | Approximately 1
i maternal primary caregivers of children who are Month
poor, minority, and are enrolled in a center in the September 2013
metropolitan region; an even distribution of boys
and girl, racial and ethnic distribution of pantiants
will reflect the racial/ethnic composition of the
center
Phase Follow-up interviews/observations, if and when Approximately 1
v necessary Week

October 2013




