DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 299 035 PS 017 553
AUTHOR Leavitt, Robin Lynn
TITLE Invisible Boundaries: An Interpretive Study of

SPONS AGENCY

Parent-Provider Relationships.
Spencer Foundation, Chicago, Ill.

PUB DATE 87
GRANT 1-5~-37217
NOTE 43p.; An earlier version of this paper was presented

at the Annual Conference of the Chicago Association
for the Education of Young Children (Chicago, IL,
February 19-21, 1987).

PUB TYPE Resorts - Research/Technical (143) --
Speeches/Conference Papers (150)

EDRS PRICE MF01/PC02 Plus Postage.

DESZRIPTORS ¥Chi'd Caregivers; XCommunication (Thought Transfer);
¥Cooperation; Early Childhood Education; ¥Family Day
Care; Interpersonal Relationshig; Interviews;
Observation; *Parents; xParticigant Satisfaction;
Quality of Life

IDENTIFIERS Interpretive Research; ¥Parent Provider
Relationship

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to develop a
preliminary understanding of the nature of provider-parent
relationships in family day care homes, as revealed through
interviews with providers and parents and observations of their
interactions in a small number of day care homes. The study relied
primarily on the theoretical and methodological perspective of
interpretive interactionism: an approach that illuminates themes, as
they emerge, in the experiences and perspectives of social actors in
everyday situations. Included is a discussion of the perspectives of
both parents and providers regarding their satisfaction with each
other and the extent and content of their communication and
collaboration. Findings suggested that there may be little
communication or collaboration between providers and parents that is
related to their expectations and the children's ongoing experience
and development. Possible explanations for this finding and the
implications it raises for quality care in family day care homes are
discussed. (RH)

£332333233323223233333323333333333333332333333333333333333333333333333F233

3 Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made %

b3 from the original document. 3
£3.333.3333.33333333333333333333333333333333333333333333333333333333333333

- ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI




Farent-Frovider Relationchipe

U S DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
a

Ottxce of € sl R 0d Imp
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTER (ERIC)

T This document nas been reproduced as
recewved rom 'ae person Of O/gaNnization
onginating 1t
Minor changes have been made Lo improve
eproduction quahty

Invisible EBoundaries: ® POints ol view Oropinions stated in tms docy-
ment do not necessanly represent Othicial
OERI position of pohcy

An Interpretive Study of Farent-Frovider Relationships

Fobin Lvnn Leavitt

Universitv of Illinociz at Urbhana-Champaign

£D299035

Chiridren’'s FRecsearcnh Center
31 Gertv Drive
Champaign, IL 61820

(217) Ud44-5110

at

(Farent-Frovider Relationship

Thre studv was funded. in part, bv grant #1-5-27217 from the
Spencer Foundation. An earlier version of thiz paper was
nrecsented at the .937 Annual Conference of the Chicago

Ascocration for the Education »f Young Children.

I wich to thant Brenda Frause Eheart. Martha Rauman Fower, Feqggy
L. Holmes, Li1llian tatz and Douglas Fowell for their helpful

commente and contributions.

Running head: FARENT-FROVIDER RELATIGNSHIFS

"PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

Rooin

L ot

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."

PS 017553

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

_L

ERIC - | 2

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Farent-Frovider FRelaticnships

tJ

Irvisible Boundaries:

An Interpretive Studv of Farent-Frovide. Relatiomshins
Abstract

This study ise a description of provider-parent relationships
1in familv day care hoemes, as revealed through interviews
with providers and parents, amd observations of their
ntaractions 1n & small number of day care homes. Includea
1€ & dirscussron of the perspectives of bhoth parente and
providers regarding their satisfactren with each cther and
the euwtent and ccontent of *their communication and
zallsberaticorn. This study suggeste that theres may be little

communication or ccllaboration between providers and parents

that 15 related to their eupectations ana the children’'s
cngeing experi1ence and development. Fossible exolanations

for this and the 1mplicatiane it rarses for qualitv care 1in

tfamiiy de care homes are discussed.
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Inviceible Boundaries:
an Interpretive Study of Farent-Frovider Relationsh:ipe
[ntroduction

Farent i1nvolvement has long been considered an important

comporent of earlw childhood programs, primarily because of the

bene+i s such i1nvolvement 1< understocd to have on children s
developmnent (Szlect Committes 1954, Hon:ig, 1932:; Fecher, 198e0!.

Farent involveaent is a brecad term which car encompass manvy

aspects of the parent-carsgiver relaticonship. Higtor:ically, the

R 29

ha o

effort to manimize ard maintzan the bernefits children gain 1o

ocus of carent involvement has been on esducating gparents 1n an

exrlv childhood programs. Farent i1nvoelvement programs also arcse

ocut of a recognition for sar

m

2nte’ rights 1n regard to their

children’'s programe. Sometimes parent i1mvolvement refers to the

active participation of parents :n their children’'s programs.

For the meost part, as Fowell {1978, 1980) and Shapiro (1977)

point out, studies cof parent involvemsnt have focused or: two
aspects: parent education and the rele of parents i1n policy-

making. Little, hecwever, has besrn bncocwn about the e.itent tce

which parents really do participate in their children’'s programs,

and the nature of their parkticipation (8mith ¥ Rebbins, 1987),
the perceptions of parents as child care arrangements are mede
and mainitalned (Fein, 1982). Another dimension of parenk-
involvement that haz been given little research attention

concerns the datly interactions between caregivere and parente,

M.
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and the perspectives of both parents and caregivers on these
1interactions (Fcuwell, 1980).

Concerns about the parent-caregiver rszlationship are based
on the assumntion that a closze relationshipo 15 1n the best
interests of the child, as good communicatior alleviates
discontinuitvy between home and dav care (Fewell. 19803 Zigler and
Turner, 19€2). Such a relationship is perceived as a partnership
between the parent and caregiver ——- a partnership in which each
shares 1nformation and expectations with the cocther. Thas

partnercship depends on frsauent and ongoing communication

With few encentions {Davicor, Ellis, ¥ Colliver, 1930:
Hugheg, 198ZI). studies of parent-caregiver relatiomships have
focused on center-baced programs (e.g. Zigler and Turner, 1932;
Fewell, 1975, 1980)., It is not clear to what euxtent findings
from these studies can te applied to familv dav care hcmes, vyet
the maloritv of children i1n dayv care are 1n fam:ly dav care homes
(Ad Hor Dav Care Coalition, 1985: Divine-Hawlinms, 1981). an
estimated 1.5 to 2 million providers care for about six million
children {(Children’s Foundation, 1986}. Further, 1t 31s thocse
least able to communicate about their day care experiences -
infants and toddlers - who are in thece day care homes. Fence ¥

Goelmarn (1987) csuggest that family day care parentc are

s gnificantly different from parents who use center-based dav

(OH
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care. These facts make attention to the parent-prov.der
relat:onship craitical.

The characteristics, needs, preferences and satisfaction of
parents using dav care homes were eramined 1n the National Dav
Care Home Studv (NDCHS) (Fesburg., 1981). The authors found,
overall, a positive and high level of invelvement between |
providers and parente (Fosburg, 1981: Singer, Fosburg, Gocodson %
Smith, 1929). The nature of this i1nvcolvement was rnot dedired,

but the report focused on parent-carsgiver communicatioen. Hughes

~
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0 ga red informatiorn on communicatiorn betweer
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providers and garentsz and concluised that providers are a source
of i1nformaticn and support for parents but need i1nformation on
how to tall with parents. Eoth these studies reiied on
interviews with parents and/cr providers for data about the
relationship. Neither study, however, i1mvolved actual
observations and descripticns of parent-provider interactions or
compared the perspectives of parents with the perspectives cf the
prroviders.

Fowell has suggested that "parent—caregiver relat:ions are
embedded in a highly comple: day care-family relationship,’" and
that this "relationship is becst understoed within 1ts
socioecological context® (1989, p. 222). For parents and family
day care providers, part of this context is the day care hcme
csetting 1n which the i1nteractions between parents and providers

occur. Therefore, an understanding of the parent-provider

a»
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relationship necezscsitates observing and recording what actuallv
transpires betwesn parents and providers in the day care home
setiting.

The purpose of this study, then, was to develop a
preliminarvy understanding of the nature of parent-provider
relaticonships, regard:ng the extent and cortent of their
communicatian and collaberation and which would 1ncorporate the
percpectives of both parents and providers, as revealed through
1interviews and cbeervaticonzs of their deilv 1nteraction=.

Method

Thie =tudy relied primarilvy on the theorestical and
methodological perspective of interpret:ive interactionism,
developed by Norman K. Denzin (1988, 1987). Interpretive
interactionism builds upon the traditions of svmbolic
interactionicsm, 1nterpretive phenomenclogy and hermereutics. The
primary foctis of interpretive investigations :1s to describe,
interpret, and understand the ongoing euper:ences and
perspectives of others in everyday situations, illuminating
themes az they emerge. For the purposes of this study, thie

encompassed describing and interpreting the perspectives of

parents and providers, as revealed by them during open—-ended
interviews, and observed interactione betweern them.

The data for this report were collected in three phases, ac
part of a larger study of family day care (see and

______ _ 17284 b7 , in press). The first phase
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involved open-ended interviews with day care home providers. The
seccnd phase i1nveolved immersion ° to the day care home setting,
as participant-cheservers. The third phase included :i1nterviewus
with parents of children errolled 1n these day care homes.

Flhase I: Intervigws with Providers

Frovider selection. A total of 31 providerz were

interviewed regarding their relationships with parents. They

were representative. with respect to race, income, and education

of a sample cf 157 providerz who had previously participated in a

telephone survey isee & 19846). The sample

of 130 providers included 94% of all practicing l:icencsed day care

home providers in a midwest university communitvy {population

100,090 .. (See Table 1 for demcgraphic characteristicz of the 3t

providers.)

Insert Table 1 about here

Interviews. The interviews were open-ended, ranging from 30 .

minutes to just over an hour. FProviders were asked what

experiences they thought parents wanted for their children, about

the frequency and content of their communication with parents,

and their feelinge 1n general about the parent-provider

relationship. Each interview waz tape-recordec and itranscribed.

Interview responses were clazs)fied according to themes which

emerged from a review of all the responses. These themes are

presented 1n Tables 4 and S, and will be discussed later.
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Phase II: Observations
Participants. Given the preliminarv, exploratory nature of
this i1nterpretive study (see ___ S . 1n press), onlyvy six

providers were selected for the observaticnal phase from among
the 31 providers who were interviewed. Selected providers cared
for a minimum of four children, at least two of whom were under
the age of three. We attempted to select providers who were
different from each other. but still representative of the range
of euperience, education, race, training and age among the
orig:inal 31 providere {(see Table 2.

Data collection and i1nterpretat:on. Over a 12-month period,

four researchers, as participant-observers made approximately 20,
two—~hour visits te each home. Times of the vicits varied
systematically to make possible a description of the entire davy.
0f particular relevance to this report., an effort was made to
schedule a number cf visits during transition points when most
parent-provider interact:ions were lil=2ly to occur (Powell, 1978).
Over the 10-month period, more than 45 children and 690 parents
were observed.

Detairled descriptions of each visit were recorded by the
researcher, as she reconstructed and reflected on the day’'s
events. Thus, collection and interpretation of descriptive data

were ongoing and interrelated processes.

(d@]
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Fhaseg III: Interviews with Parents

Towards the end of the 10-month observational phase,
researchers approached parents whose children had regularly
attended1 o ask their participation in i1nterviews. These
parents were familiar with the researcher s presence in
their children’'s day care homes, having si1gned concent forms and
frequently having seen the observer during their arrivals and
departures. From a total of 22 famrlieos that were asked to
participate, 17 families agreed to be i1nterviewed in their homes.
(Characteristics cf these parents are precented 1n Table 7.)

interview ogrocedures and analvsis were the same as for providar
interviews. GSee Tables 4 and S for parents’ responses to uestions
regarding the day care euperiences they desire for their

children, the freguency and content of communication they have

with providers, and their attitudes in gereral about the parent-

provider relationship.

Understandings from Interview and Observation Data
Over time, understandings related to parent-provider
relationships were revealed upon analysics of both the i1nterview
and observational data. These understandings are presented 1n

the following pagecs.

FA
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Desired Experiences for Children

A comparison of i1nterview responses of providers znd parents
(see Table 4) regarding what eiperiences parents want their
children to have in care, and what providers thinl parents want,
revealed few differences. Both, although more cften providers,
wanted the children to receive "mctherly attenticon” and general
supervision while in the day care home. These themes were
revealed by providers with such comments as. "tc give children
the tender, loving care thelr pareats would give them at home,"
and "to keep children safe and well-fed." Parents, although less
often, expressed these ideas similarly: "to be supervised, have
time to play., have a good, hct lunch.”

Farents emphasi:ed opportunities for social interaction
and play considerably more often than providers: as suggested by
responess such as "mostly Jjust learning how to get along with
other childrern.” A few parents believed the amount of attention
and developmental stimulation was inadequate, but none thought it
was important to teach academics, although a small number of
providers did.

All parents expressed the belief that thesr children were
having the euperiences their parents desired for them, with
comments such as "I think the care there 15 exactly what they
would get at home." Some parents elaborated, stating that their
children benefited by being 1n a "family" environment and having

the opportunity to interact with other children. Parents
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upressed bel:i1efs that their children ¢ development was enhanced
by atternding the dav care home., as typified by these responses:
"Jamie has learned to do more or her own," and "Chris has
increased social ability.®

Observation in the dav care hom

Spending time in the day care hame may be one wav
parents learn about the nature of their children’s care.
Yeh zlmost half of the parents gaid thev npever visit or chbserve
the nome duwring the dav: those that did. did so onlwv
"occassionallv" or only at arrival/departure times. Given that
parents reported thav rarely, if ever, observed i1n their
children’s dav care homes, a question emerges regarding the
basis for their confidence 1n the care their children were
recerving. How did parents cain awareness of their children’s
experiences™ Reports on and observaticns of the communication
between parents and providers were looked at for possible
esplanationzs of how parents arrived at understandings about their
chiidren’s ongoing enperiences, as well as their confids=nce in

the providers’ care.

Attitudes toward communication

During interviews, 827 of the parents said they felt 1t was
very 1mportant to talk with the provider, "to ksep informed"
about their child’'s day and ongoing development. Consistent with
this were the reports of the majority of par=ants and providers

that whenrn conversations did take place, the focus was on the

O
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children. F -ents alse reported more general conversation and
sichanges about day care business, for erample, schedules and

fees, than did the providers. Farents who felt talle with their

4

chrsidren’s provider weren’'t vervy important said this was "becauce

,

we | now what each cther’'= doirg."

Amount of Communication

Farents and providers differed in their reports on thre
amount of time thev gpent talling with each cother. Whoyie

all the parents eported thev soent at least some time

Q.

taliking with providers =2e&ch dav., 127 of the providers say
they didn’'t tall much with parents at all. A number of
parents and providers said the time they spent i1n distussion
"varied" from day to day. Some '.aid they spent 19 minutes or
less per dav talking. More than half of the parents reported
they talled as much az 20 minutes each day wnith providers, out
only about & third of providers agreed with this estimate.

The observational phase of the studv provided ancther
perspettive on the time parents and providers spent talling.
Although th<re was some vari1atiorn. as reportec, observed
interacticns between parents =snd providere typicallv were brief,
rarely lasting more than a few minutes.

Content of Communication

Ongoing cbservations during arrisal and departure times
revealed, in spite of what parents and providers reported,

that very little 1nformation may actually be eichanged about

o Ky
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the children. Most often a brief comment on the day. the
child’s health, or progress in toilet training was the
entent of the observed eichanges. The following field notes
provide some typical enamples.

Emilv s mom, smiling., arrived and began to dress

Emilv (21 manths). She asled the provider how Emilv

was todav. Emily’'s mom was toid that Emily onlv wet
her pante twice todav. Mom reacted pleased, "That's
good!'" While Emilv’'s mom looted for her coat., the
provider plaved with Vachk: (25 months). Mom returned
from the tedroom and commented that she lited how the
children’s cots were arranged. The provider did not
respond. Emilv’'s shee was missing arnd everyone but the
provider. who di:d not get up from the couch, looked for
1t. Mom said the car was running. The provider left
the living room to go .o the bathroom: meanwhile Mom
began to lool for a tissue. Just then the provider 's
teenage daughter came upstairse and gave Mom a naplin
because the tissue was in the bath-oom. Mom then
dressed Emxly, <saying, "You used the potty today,” in a
pleased tone. As they left they called, "bye-bye, sees
you tomorrow.”" The provider, out of the bathroom now,

responded and smled.

Fatrick’'s Mom dropped him off at 8:20. She seemed

very at ease wilth the provider. She told the provider
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that Fatrick (22 months) hadn’'t slept well the night

before and that he hadn’'t had a bowel movement. She

also =zaid she had given him €ome coucgh medicine. Tne
provider said that he hadn’'t coughed much vesterdav,
mavbe 1t was just when he gets 'p in the morning.

Fatriclk ‘s mom sald goodbyve and left without further

discussion.

YVery rarelv were providers observed talling to parents
about their orgoing goals and the euperiences provided for
the ch:ldren. When such conversaticne did occur, thev were
also brief, as the following field notes illustrate.

Maggie ‘s Mom commented that Maggie (3Q months) was
starting to count. The provider said that thev work on
counting and naming colorese evervday. I have not seen
this yet, although 1t sesms the provider does name
colors and count when an i1nformal occacs:ion arises to do
s0.

Some providers rarely initiated tal¥s with parents;
morever when parents imitiated conversations, these
providers’ responses were limited. The following field
notes 1llustrate:

Roberta’s father arrived tc pick her up. While he
waited by the door for Roberta (5 vears) to put on her
coat, he talked to the provider about lice. She replied

"vea, well,” and smiled. Dad asled if Mario (? months)

Y
Ut




was walling now or just
replied. "holding aon."”

conversational, showing
provider did not get up

him from the couch.

Farent~-Frovider Relationshipe

able to hold on. The provider
Dad was soft spolen and
1nterest in the other children. The

while he was there., and talled to

In this same home, 1t was often observed that neither parent

nar child was greetea upon their arriwval:

Fachael " mom arrived

while the provider was i1n the

mddle of a zonversation with me. The provider did not

greet ths mother. The mother loohked at us while she drecsed

Rachael (18 months). Whan sh: was readv to leave, shz had

Fachael give the provider a bi1ge goodbve. Then FRachael

hugged me and went into

the ti1tchen to sav goodbve to the

adulte 1n there. Then Fachael and her mother left, with no

words having been eichanged between the mother and the

prowvider.

Other times, 1t cseered i1nteractions were limited because the

parents ceme and go 1n & hurrv.

The babv’'s mother came in and asked the provider, "ic

cshe 1n the playpen™" She went to her child and =aird

"Hi, seny,” and "Hi, beautiful."” She got her diaper bag

together, piclted up her

baby, and left with no further

exchanges between her and the provider.

Shortly after I arrived a mother came i1n and dropped

off her lLinde.gartener.

The provider stayed i1n the
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kFitcher while tlom was at the door. The child undresced
himsel+f without help. He told his mother he didn’'t want
to stay. Mom 1mpatiently said "Come on'"” and left.

The boy cams in the living room and i1mmediately began
taliing to me, whom he had never seer before. The
provider staved i1n the hLitcren.

Farent—-Frovider Felat:onship

Although net apparent i1nm the abcve descriptions of parent-—
provider interact:ions, both parents and providers reported
positive feelings about their relat:onshios. Moest parente
described the relat:eonship as "friendly." describing the
provider as "a person I'm comfortable with and that 1 feel lite
she s real responsible, somecne I can trust with my tids." Some
went so far as to describe the relationship as lilke "familwv,"
savying of the provider, "i1f she were a relative, she’'d be lilte a
grandmother to me, or an older csister." Fewer providers described
the:ir feelings aboul parents this way, but the majoritvy
characterized the relatienship as "good." No parent or provider
reported negative feelings during interviews, but, as will be
discussed later, during the participant—obeservation phase of the
study some providers did reveal negative feelings.

Farents’ feelings that the relationship was friendly or
family—-lilte were often revealed in the interest parents
demonstr ated 1n children other than their own. Even during short

transitions parents frequently acltnowledoged and often tool time
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for friendly i1nteractions with other children who were present in
the dav care home. The following field notes provide an e:.ample.
Cindv {27 months) arrived with her mom and dad. Thev

had brought a lot of toys and handed them out to the

different children as thev talied to each. Thevy

brought three play phones and gave one to Danny (9

menths) , one to Ed (24 months), and the last to Lorrie

L3 vears). The parents also tecobl out three plastic

herses and three books. The children plaved w:th &all

these things and the parents tallted to each of the

chirldren.

Farent-Frovider Fartnership

Although neither parents or providers described their
relationship as a partnership, emphasis 1n the literature on
parent-carsgiver relaticnships stressing such & partnership
influenced us to look for evidence of such during ocur
observations. In only one home, hecwever, di:d the positive
feel:ings between parents and provider seem to fit the description
of a partnership. In this home, the parents regularly stayed and
talted for several minutes when they arrived. The provider often
asted questions about the families and seemed to hnow about theair
daily activities. For example, she knew all about one family’'s
adoption plans and regularly discussed the child’s evening and
weelend activities with his parents. This provider also hnew how

another child got a blacl eye and how his mom broke her antle at
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a softball game. Discussions with families also i1ncluded
children’'s eating and sleeping routines at home and at the day
care.

Farente from this day care home alzo enpressed
considerable perscnal concern for the provider:

The provider ment:ioned that the parents were very
concerned over her illness. Thev cooperated when she
wag really feeling bad by conly brimging the children
wher absclutelv nec=z=sszarv. Thev called to find out how
zhe was doing and remembered when she was to get her
lab resullszs bacik: and asted about them.

When the provider was fegling pressured and overwhelmed
parents communicated their concern:

They suggested that maybe she had too manmy part-time
children coming 1n &nd out and that 1t made 1t
difficult on both her ana her full-time children. Thewv
offered to pay her more monev ¥ she’d consider tairang
fewer children.

Providers’® Problems With Par~snts

Farents in thie studv concistently enpressed satisfaction
with their children’s caregivers and the quality of care. Few
parents enxpressed criticisme of the provider. although some
desired more attention and developmental stlmulatlpn for their
children, or wished that the provider had more space or tove.

In a survey of 130 prowviders, which i1ncluded the si1:: homes 1n

-
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thie gstudv, onlv 10% reported dealing with parents as one uf the
least satigfying aspects of their job (__ & , 198¢6).
S50 :t would appear that., on the whole, parent-provider
relaticrnships are positive. During the i1n-depth interviews,
however, onlv 267 of the I1 providers said they has no problems
with parents; some said this was due to clarifying expectations
and pelicies at the beginning of enrollment. The other 74% of
oroviders reported problems with parente related te pavment,
scheduling., procedures when children were 111, and personality
conflicts. @A few reported proklems i1nvolving differences of
opinien over child rearing 1ssues, e.g. discipline.

Obsarved irteract:icons between parents and previdere dad
nct reflect these conflicts or disagreementes eupressed
during 1nterviews. An understanding of the tenousness of
the parent-provider relationship was revealed., however.
during the observational phase of this study. During the
researchers’ visits, providers often eunressed to the
observer resentment towards, and attitudes critical of, the
parents. This finding 1s consistent with recent studies (see
Fontos ¥ Wells, 1986) revealing negative attitudes of center-
bagsed caregivers towards parents and contradicts Hughes (1983)
conclusion, based on interviews alone, that providers were
sympathetic, supportive and encouraging towards parents. The

resentment of providers i1n this study cometimes seemed due to a
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perception that the provider was being talen advantage of, as

explained 1n the feollowing field notecs.

The provider related a story abcut how Shellv’'s Mom

owed her monev for a period of tws or three weels that
Sheilv was at her grandmether ‘s houce (the »rovider charges
for hel:davse and vacations!). After a few phore calls bach.
and forth to find out when Shelly would be returning to day
care, the dav came when Shelly was supposed to return to day
care, and the provider hadn’'t heard from the parent. She
wai1ted until the next day and then called the place where
the Mom wortea. She was teld that the parent ne longer
worked there., and had left town last weel. The provider was
upset that the mother hadn’'t told her that she was leaving,
that Shelly was net coming back, and that she owed her
monev. The fact that the mother wasn’'t considerate about
lettimg her know she was moving seemed to be the most

irritating.

Some of the providers’criticisms of parents reflected their

disagreements with their view of the parents’ child-rearin
[

practices, especially as these practices affected the providers’
care of the children.
The provider suggested that David’'s parents procmoted a
dependency with which she did not agree. She complained

that they reinforced his "whining behavior” and said
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twice that she couldn’'t wunderstand whv he sti1ll toah.

two naps a dav at his zge (19 months).

The previder complained that Cindv’'s parents let her
run their houvse and get awav with evervthing. Thevy
gnn’'t make her =at brealfast and then let hsr tale it
to the dav care home to eat later. Cindy (2 vears)
deesn’t have a bedtime so =he gets different amounts of
slesc each night, and 1s often tired the nevt dav at
the day care heme. The provider caid she wouldn’'t put
up with a bi1d running & house — that’'s o different
from how she wxs brought up. The provider said she
doesr: 't let Cindv control things — that 1if Cindv is 1n
one af her moods she just i1gnores her and that she
can’t just 1t and hold one Vid all the time.
These revelations of providerz’ craitical attlt&des
towards parente’ child rearing practices are significant 1in
li1ght of the NDCHS finding that parente felt, in general,
that they were i1n agreement with their caregiver on
important aspecte of child rearing (Singer, et al., 1980).
It 15 also gigmficant because 1t seems providers are unable
to discusse and resolve these feelings with parents. Fontos and
Wells (1986) suggest that these negative attitudes may affect the
content of provider-parent communicat:ion, and the degree to which

the day care program is a family supoort service.

o’
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Discuscsion
Interviews with this small number of Lroviders and parents,
and obecervaticns of the i1nteractions between them, suggest that

there mav he little communication, collabgoration, or cecordination

between these providers and parents that 15 related to the

#pectations of both groups and the children’s ongoing euperience

and development 1n these day care homes. Why aren’t these

providers and parents becoming partrners in caring for the

chilgr

M

nT Fosgible answers to this gquestion may emerge from an
elamination of some of the charactericstice and i1ssues 1nfluencing

.

providers’ and patrents’ perspectives. as well as the :1nfluence of
the dav care home setting 1tcsel+.

Frovideres ' lachk of training

Froviders’' negative feelings about parents and their
reluctance to discuss differences of opiniton with parents may be
exacerbated by the fact that few providers have anv gpecialized
training in child care (the majority have a high school education
or less) which might prepare them for working with parents. And
s, as Almy (1982) found, providers do not find collaboration ard
communication with parente easy. The i1dea of most providers that
their major responcsibility 1s to "mother” and to provide
supervision of a custodial nature f(csee ____ and ___ _ ______ '

1987) may also eiuplain the lack of collaboration. Froviders may

be relvying on the expertise they ve gained through e:perience as

jatw)
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mothers. This experience may make collaboration with parents
seem unnecessarv — providers alreadv tnow how to do their iob.

Parents’ Feorsoectivses

Consicstent with other studiesz (e.g. Fosburg, 1981:; Fugua ¢
Labesohn, 1986 the parente i1n this study i1n the main enpressed
satisfaction wnith their children’s care. The positive
impressions parents have of the care their children receive 1s

difficult to understand given parents’ li:mited communications

o

with providers and the limited time spent cbserving. Eramining

percspective may provide come poesible enplanationg
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atisfaction with their providers’ care.
Farents’ 1nitial percept:ons of the qualitv of care i1rethese
homes at the time thev decided to place their child mavy i1nfluence
their =zubsequent perceptionec. uring 1nterviews parents reported
that i1nitirally they chose their day care home because of specific
provider character:stics, for erample, her superience and her
apparent love for children., as well as perceived program
characteristics e.g. a clean house, the agez of other children 1in
attendarnce. Those parents who knew providers previously mav be
relving on the:ir prior understandings. Others might =t:111 be
relving on prowvider ' 's reputations and the recommendations of
others, as almost half did when making their i1nitial decision to
place their child. It is still unclear, however, what, over ti e
time their children are in these homes, reinforces these positive

1mpressions of the providers’ care.
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Brazelton (1972) has noted that as time goes on,
parents trust their children’s caregivers, and assign more
and more responsibllity to them. This mav be because
parents are not clear ahout what informaticen to ask
caregivers (5inger, et al., 1980), lachking vhat Fugua and
Labeschr (1986) call child care corsumer shkills. Fein (1980)
has also suggested that parents mav be naive, unassertive, or
uninfcrmed. In these cases, parentes mav bz relwving on the
providers’ perceived eupertise. This eipertise, for parents.
ceems to come from the providers’ experiences as mothers. Most
parents in this study, as i the NMDCHS (Singer, et al., 1980
felt that experience, not training., was the most i1mportant
gualification for caregiving. Very few thought any training was
necessary. Froviders’ experience, as mothers and providers, may
gualify them as experts 1n the parents’ eves. Thus parents trust
the caregiver, malting collaboration {and monivoring) seem
unnecessary.

In addition to their percepticns about the guality of care,
parents also tended to consider cost and cenvenience when
chocsing and maintaining day care arrangements. Given tne
straine on working families ' budgets and time, perhaps parents
are "choosing their i1ssues” when refraining from broaching child
care concerns with providers.

Some of the satisfaction felt by parents 1n this study

may also be due to their perceptiorse that their children are

>
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happy 1n the day care hcme and have positive feelings for

their caregivers. During interviews parents often made comments
such a< "he’'s happy to go there," and "thevy love her *to death,"
"thev even want to go there cn weeiends." For parents,

their perceptions of the:ir children’'s feelings and development
may be the ultimate criterion.

The Day Care Home Setting

The fact that child care 15 tabling place in a percson’s
private home. rather thao a public center or school, may
have an 1mpact on parent-provider 1nteractions. When child
care 1s provided in somecne’'s home, where and how are the
beoundaries drawn between public and private territories” During
thexr arrivals and departures parents usually staved by the doar,
seldom entering the living space of the home. Did they sence
they would be 1ntruding i1nto another person’s private home?™ The
reluctance of parents to enter homes, arnd the lack of 1nvitations
to do so by some providers may contribute to the brevity of
interactions.

Froviding child care 1n a home rather than a center also
contributes to the conceptualitation of the provider ‘¢ job, on
the part of both parents and providers, as a "babvysitter," and
not that of a "teacher" or child developrent specialist. This
perception, and the 1nformal environment, may 1nfluence the
nature of parent-provider discussions. Farents eupect

teachers to i1nform them about their child’'s develooment, and

™D
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most trzined teachers consider this part of their role.
Most providers. on the other hand, view themselves as second
mothers ( b/ « 10 presc!, and may not see themselves

as child care professionals with this respons:ibilitv. Thus, the
dav care home sett:ing i1tself influsnces not onlv the nature of
care provided, but how parents and providers perceive their rcles
and how thevy communicate with each other.
Implications
This studv explored trne nature af parent-provider
relat:1onghipe 1n a small number of dav care homes. The
undercstandings which have emery 'd are certainly particular
to these si1u homes, yet may apply to many more homes; at the
least, they raise questions and call attention to the need
fer more research designed to examine and reinterpret the
contentual constraints on the parent-provider relationship. For
vample, how can one provider attend both to arriving parents and
a group of verv voung children? Can, cr should, what has bheen
learned about parent inveolvement i1n center~based programs be
applied to day care homes” If we learn, as I believe we might,
that the si homes in this study are "=vmbolic of the larger
child care milieu" ({(Suranshty, 1982), we must addrecss this
critical question: UWhat doecs the lack of a partnerzship between
parents and providers i1mply for the children in care”
Fein (1980) suggests that parents’ lack of i1rformation

about their children’s lives 1n dav care severely limits

™
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their ability to monitor their children’s well~beinc.
Fowell {1978) believes that a lact of ccllaboration between
parents and caregivers is detrimental to children’s
development, because of the +ragmentation and discontinuitw
between the children’'s worlds of home and dav care. The
understandings which have emerged from this studv emphasice
these concerns for the children 1n all day care homes.

As stated 1n the begrining of this paner. more —hildren
are cared for 1n day care homes than anv othsr setting.  Yet

2]

W
in

verv little attention has been given to the care thsce

children are receiving, how providers can offer gualitv care

i & home setting, and hcow parents can 1nfluence this care.

The private nature of the dav care home setting contributes

to the invisibilaity of these 1ssues. Yet, 1f millions of
chaildren are spending hours a dav in family dav care homes,

it is craitical that efforts be talen to help both parents

and providers learn to collaborate with each other. it 1s
especially critical that thece effortz tate i1nto consideration
the urigue environment of the family dav care home. Fublic
1information campaigne and child care resource and referral
agencies can help parents bnow what to enpect from providers as
well as to eupress their own enpectaticons. Training day care
home providers can help them learn to communicate and collaborate
with parents, as well as to see how such partrmerships can benefit

themselves, the parents. and most itmportantly, the children 1in

care.
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Table 1

Characteristics of Froviders Interviewed (N=T1)

Fercentages

Age
20-29 vears 29
30-39 vears 29
40+ vears .

Education

< high scrool 26
high schicel Sz
- high schosol 29
college graduate 172

Training
Some 2
None 68

Years of E:perience

1 vear 16
1-4 vears 26
4-9 vears 47
P+ years 16

Marital Status

With partner 74

blithout partner 26

(table continues)
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Nonwhite 29

White 71
Combined Family Income

LOER, 000 )

¥8,000-%12,999 10

FIT,000-%19,999 29

F20, 000+ 5
NMumber of Children in Care

-4 =2

S-6 o2

7-8 16
Ages of Children 1n Care*

Under 12 months 55

Under 3 vears 5

Older than 3 vears 61
*Percentages do not total 100 because most providers cared for

children 1n all three age ranges
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Table 2
Characteristics of Si; Dayv Care Home Froviders
Combined Years of Marital
Frovider Age Race Education Training Family Income Experience Status
1 45 Blact 11th grade Nore F20,000-70,000 4 Married
2 24 White FAscoc. A.D. 1n F20,000-30, 000 2 Married
Degree Child Care
= 28 White High None 20, 00020, 000 S 1/2 mMarried
School
4 61 Rlact - High Mone 20, 000~T0, 000 Z Married
School
& 27 Whi1te College Mone F135,000-20,000 1 Married
Grad.
13} 30 White High None F20 ,000=T0, 000 2 1/2 Married
School
n—‘
o o
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Characterictics of Farents (17 mcthers,

Marital status
w/partner
wiout partner
Ethn1c1t\,’1
white
blact
other
Ages of children 1n
under 12 months
12-27 months
24-75 months
3=9 vears
JI-o vears
over 9
over &

Family Income

L0 12,000
12-17,99°9
18,000+

1Two of the parentes

relationships; race

care

interviewed were in

of the particular cspoucse interviewed i1c i1ndicated.

_,.7
-t

fathei-s)

1007%

%

7.

88%

inter—-racial

{(table continuecs)




Farent—Provider Relationships

Education
“hs

hs

MS or more
Farents previously had children
in dav carez home
ves
e
Parents previously had children 1in
day care center
ves
no
Day care home ig parents first day
care gyrperience
ves
no
Age of child when first enrolled
under 12 months
24 months-23 mornths

3-3 years

over I vyears

Table 4

Q&%

2%

4%

&%

'J l
o
™~

18%

g%

627

197%

Q9%

0%

I8
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9
Comparison c¥ Frovider and Farent FRecsponces
Farente Providers
|
How parents learn about providerss
Newspaper ad 18% 1AYA l
Already knew each other I5% 16%
Referral fword of mouth 417 77%
PCFS referral 6% S2%
Feasans for selecting particular homes
Feputation/recommendations 47% Ny
Procaram characteristics S9% 477
{clean hcuse, age of children, tovs,
nutrition, individual attention,
social-emotional environment)
Frovider characterictics 70% Ry
parent (experience, affection,
training)
provider {love of children,
dependability)
Convenience 47% A=A
(location, schedule, cost)
Don 't know Q% 22%

Attitudes toward provider experience
and training
Meither considered 12% Q%

(t.able continues)
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Experience 1s 1mportant;
training is not

Training necessary only 1f
laclting experience

Training 1s helpful, but not
necessary

Training 1s necessary

Mo response/other

uhat parents want for children=

soci1al interaction/development
1irdividual /motherly attenmtion
supervision and general care
plav experiences

teaching or academics

Don't btnow

Time per day., on average,

providers and parents tall

none, "not much"”
2-19 minutes
up to 29 minutes

variable

MY

Farents

S9%

477

0%

A

07

247

S53%

QT

Lo /e

Froviders

26%

19%

Q2%

4z%

9%

16%

13%
15%

—re
't e

9%

(table continues)
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Topics discussed between parent and
provider#
the chiidren VA-YA 71%
general conversation 417% 19%
day -are business {(fees, vactions, etc.) 18% i A

Felaticnship between parent and

providers¥

lite family 17% 057
businesslitbe 18% Q%
frrendlw &% 13%
""gocod*® 23% 71%
neutral/og 0% UNYA
MNF Q% Q&7

*Some providers and parents gave more than one response
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Table S

Farent Interview Responses

Child 1s having desired euperiences 1n
day care home

ves

no
Best liled of child’'s experiencess
Lnowing child 15 well-cared for/as

mother would

chiid’

[}

1interacrtions with others
~hi1ld 1¢ happv
activities proviaer does with child
Least lilked about dav care home
nothing
lacl: of appropriate attenticrn and
develcpmental stimul ation
child having to be there, not
with parent
other f(e.g. play space 1€ limited)
How child has benefiteu from dav care home
being 1n a famly environment
soci1al 1nteraction with others
enhanced development
Child’'s feelings toward caregiver

as a child towards mother/affecticnate attachment

40
o

1007

YA

S

(table continues)
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lilies provider
No response
Importance of talts with provider
very important
to obtain i1nformation about child s dav/
childs bensf1t
to tall to experienced caregiver, get
advice
to get to !lncow provider
no reason
Aot verv important
because already know what child 1¢
doing/no problems
no reason
Frequencv of visits or obserwvations
never
only at arrivals and departures
occassi1onallv
regularly
How day care homes have helpad parents meet
needs
able to worl without worry

recel1ved support and advice

(table contirnues

2T
12%
H4%
Q7%
U7
Q1%
187
b7
417
S5%
247
)
717
29%
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Most difficult part of parenting and using

day cares*

finding good dav care 12%
missing child/leaving child 1n someone

else’'s care A
managing roles and conflicting demands 1n

limrted time 29%
nothing 177%
Reasone for choosing home over centerx

prefers a home enviroment IS YA

{converience, age of child, attention

for child)
center care not available 18%
cost (lower) ~Ty

Will child =tay at dav care home untal

school age”™

ves, becauses ey
chirld needs :1ndividual attention Ky
don 't want to rush schooling 3T
centerse are inconvernent 507
no reacson 177%
no, because 47%
want to prepare child for school S0%
no reason SO%
undecided 18%

*Some parents gave more than orne responue
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