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ABSTRACT

This study sought to analyze the messages beingyged through the discourse
utilized in presenting the public face of The AnzoEarly Childhood Development and
Health Board, popularly known as First Things HFSEF) and to reveal how the
different discourses and ideologies within FTF hbgen in the past and currently are
"contending and struggling for dominance (Wodal)?20' FTF is located within the
policy realm of Early Childhood Education and CEEEC). The people and the system
have been very influential in guiding the coursd palicies set forth in Arizona since the
citizen initiative, Proposition 203, passed in 20@&ich allowed for the creation of the
Early Childhood Development and Health Board. Lékdéchniques for analyzing
frames of discourse were utilized in conjunctiotiwdritical discourse analysis in order
to tease out frames of reference, shifts in batbalirse and frames, specific modes of
messaging, and consistencies and inconsistendiemhe public face presented by

FTF.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION
I ntroduction

Political responsibility requires that one read at® that one

analyze situations, that one pay attantp the rhetoric of the

demagogues and the medHlizabeth Rottenburg
This study sought to analyze the messages beingyged through the discourse utilized
in presenting the public face of The Arizona E&hildhood Development and Health
Board, popularly known as First Things First (FBRY to reveal how the different
discourses and ideologies within FTF have beehamast and currently are “contending
and struggling for dominance (Wodak, 2007).” F$Hocated within the policy realm of
Early Childhood Education and Care (ECEC). Theppeand the system have been very
influential in guiding the course and policies ®gth in Arizona since the citizen
initiative, Proposition 203, passed in 2006, whadbwed for the creation of the Early
Childhood Development and Health Board.

Education has become the primary arena where ggoitd power operate to
create spaces of social and political asymmetrgctly influencing the lived culture of
the individuals within the arena, specifically teacs and students (Mohanty, 2003).
Education is a culturally and historically constagcarea with direct ties to families as
well as parenting which are unique from other adasocial interaction (Stambach &
David, 2005). The very nature of educational gnaace creates asymmetrical

relationships of power to those dominant in thecational policy realm who are able to



control and maintain a system that favors a fewsbibbrdinates many due to gender,
race, age, position, culture, and language (Ol&&3uintana de Valladolid, 2005).
The power of language wielded by media, politicjarsl school boards directly
influences the language used and thoughts gendrateshchers and administrators.
Language serves as a tool of domination and seegiallation (Kincheloe &

McLaren, 2000) and the views which dominate eahnijdbood policy discourse are
those of a child who is “at-risk” who requires sayso society will benefit economically
and socially when the child enters adulthood (Swadand Lubeck, 1995; Rose 1999).
A turn needs to be made away from seeing childseamanvestment from whom society
deserves a monetary return. We do not want ty@@eger human beings reorganized
into yet another interest group (Charkiewicz, 200Rglationships should not be seen as
items on a balance sheet, constantly viewed frgargpective of a cost-benefit analysis
(Moss & Petrie, 2002). While put forth as humarmedepment, Early Childhood
Education and Care interest by both business amelrgment runs the risk of becoming a
more direct yet subtle technology of control (Clewkcz, 2007).

A lesser view is of the child as a resource netassy support as well as
education so the future of society can be shap&ddiinell Rust, 2003; Lakoff 2006).
In the United States, researchers at the Natiorssituite for Early Education Research
(NIEER) are working in conjunction with the Pew @lable Trusts on a project
emphasizing the legal right of all children to attgoreschool beginning at the age of
three. This program is working to support polickers and activists who are working

toward mandated pre-K in their respective statdEER, 2004).



The present study utilized critical discourse asiglyn conjunction with
qualitative methods of participant observation,lgsia of records, artifacts, archives, and
environmental print. The aforementioned methodelogvere chosen in order to tease
out the discourse that has served to guide, framéshape FTF.

Background/Context of the Study

Early Childhood Education and Care (ECEC) systentee United States vary in
both structural form and areas of oversight froatesto state. Variance in structural
arrangements allows for greater flexibility witteach system but also creates
possibilities for highly fragmented sub-systemsahhtonsequently become political
pawns rather than educational assets. The fietlG#C is plagued by tremendous
fragmentation (Beatty, 2004). There are a vastberof disconnected programs running
as well as initiatives that are overseen, fundgdnsored, and run by a myriad of
NGO'’S, private foundations, and public agencieonby disbursed by the federal
government, foundations, non-profits, and privaieats is carefully guarded by
receiving agencies that can sometimes appear nwobe concerned about their political
turf than collaboration and the bottom line for ggar human beings (Cannella &
Swadener, 2005; Smith, 2004; Cannella 1997).

The state of Arizona’s early childhood progranes@o exception to this systemic
fragmentation problem. The fragmentation of therent system, as well as a lack of
legislative commitment to funding for early childitband 0-5 programs, led to the
development of Proposition 203 in 2006 also knowitha “Arizona Early Childhood
Development and Health Initiative” (Brewer, 2006proposition 203 was a citizen
initiative whose design and implementation washgan affluent woman actively
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involved in the Arizona child advocacy and politisaene, and a public relations leader,
who later became the Executive Director.

The passage of Proposition 203 provided a unigperunity for the state with
regard to ECEC. Funds accrued through this infea¢nabled an array of child
advocates across Arizona led by Nadine Basha tiec(at the state level) the Arizona
Early Childhood Development and Health Board. Bbard “adopted” the name First
Things First because they agreed that the heaéitagldpment of young children is what
lays the foundation for their future success irosthlife, and the work world.

Over the past six years, First Things First haehigped and marketed a very
public face. From the initial stages as a boartthéogpresent, the word quality, by itself
and attached to people, institutions, and systapysears to be a driving force/focus of
the board. So much so that their other goals@kimsed access and equity appear both in
the public arena and internally to have taken & Isaat so to speak to an over emphasis
on quality.

Theoretical Framework

Theory helps to frame our knowledge and guide otioas. Theories may serve
as lenses, filters, and as orienting devicess ithportant to remember they are open to
reworking and not to be taken as technologiesuthttMoss & Petrie, 2002).

But theoryproducesarticular questions as well as possible answers, i

influences what we constitute as problems as vgeltzat we think might

be suitable solutions, what evidence we seek andwmseek it, how we

make sense of evidence and experience, the olgeptdicy and practice,



and how we conceptualise, organize, and name teevantions of public

policy.
(Moss & Petrie, 2002, p.18)

How a researcher both constructs as well as velki®wledge statements is
heavily influenced by their ontological beliefs aeding the composition and operation of
the social world (Bennett & Elman, 2006). The depeent of knowledge takes place
through enculturation and socialization. Thesegsses directly impact our conceptual
frameworks regarding the lenses utilized to vieaworld (Hawkesworth, 2007; Wodak
in Seale et. al, 2004).

The primary theoretical lenses utilized in thisdstare multiple feminisms, and
critical theory. Qualitative researchers often aseicolage of theory and method in
order to tease out intricacies within our reseamh.l consider qualitative methodology
and how | can resist the dominant view of apprdpmasearch, my thoughts are
immediately drawn to bricolage and then beyondheoarts and the technique of collage.
Why shouldn’t research methodologies and theothiequalitative realm act as the
materials of a collage? Collage is often the pretemedium of artists who are
considered “revolutionary” because of a freedorfjurtapose” materials in order to
construct pieces that “jarr or shock” viewers (IMCA2007). Within this realm a
singular, privileged method is not found as fiedaisl disciplines are transversed (Denzin
& Lincoln, 2003).

Collage can begin with a flat surface and whemelets of varying material are
applied/assembled, the resulting piece becomes tlineensional. What was simple
becomes an intricate piece holding many dimensidgsths, and is open to innumerable
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interpretations. Collage is also applicable terity works composed of both original
and borrowed material (Answers, 2007). Diversenelets come together in both unity
and conflict. Since power is multidimensional (Eault, 1994; Sandoval, 2000;
Swadener & Cannella 2005), research as a constaudt benefit to be so as well in
order to counter the dominant. The researchertias$, @raftsperson sees research as
telling a story, relaying information about the Vasrthey have studied. Such a person
finds research a process of interactions of hist@age, class, gender, ethnicity, age, etc.
(Denzin & Lincoln, 2003). History can only be umst®od through multiple lenses such
as those of gender, sexual preference, race, tgaciey, class, and religion (Hesse-
Biber, 2007).
Purpose and Objectives of the Study

The purpose of this study was to analyze the messaging conveyed through
the discourse utilized in presenting the publiefat First Things First (FTF) and to
reveal how the different discourses and ideologigisin FTF have been evolving and
currently are competing and struggling for domire\@odak, 2007). The creation of
the system First Things First by the Early Childthdtealth and Development Board has
been highly publicized throughout the state asva system/framework that will
decentralize governmental control while simultarspincreasing community and
regional control of funding and programs directhpiacting Early Childhood Education

and Care.



Resear ch Questions

This study sought to analyze the messages beityisetne discourse utilized in
presenting the public face of First Things Fir§tvo questions, with their respective sub-
guestions, guided this study:

1. How has the discourse utilized by, in, and throkght Things First shifted
or changed since its inception?

a. How does this initiative/agency portray their piags?

b. What assumptions about knowledge, young childrmijlfes, and
teachers organize the discourse of FTF?

c. What particular views of young children, familiesd teachers does the
text reveal?

d. What are the messages being conveyed and whaegaon®an?

2. What power relationships are achieved through toeishents and how are
children, families and teachers constructed asualtref these power
relationships?

a. What values are revealed in the text and how dp émerge?

b. What discourse is absent from the texts?

c. Are there contradictions or inconsistencies présent
(adapted from Fairclough, 2003; Mac Naughton, 2@t Pacini-Ketchabaw, White, de
Almeida, & Armstrong, 2006). Also to be taken imtmnsideration are the abilities of
First Things First to expand, improve, and increaseess as well as equity and quality in
Early Childhood Education and Care in Arizonathis policy being implemented as
originally stated? Will populations and regions\pously not provided opportunities see
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positive changes? Are communities being drawntimoarena and new voices being
heard?
Rationale for the Study

Citizen initiatives in the United States are a duthe process of direct
legislation. The process allows both citizens iaterest groups to draft as well as
propose legislation and submit it directly to veteiThose who are critical of the process
feel it is yet another tool controlled by the whglivho are able to push their own
agendas through interest groups (Boehmke, 200@jbyRTarrant, and Neuman (2007)
state the design of policy ultimately privilegestmaular conceptions of child care both
socially and politically. This privileging serveslegitimate the specific role government
serves in the lives of young children. Policies similar to institutions in that they serve
to structure how resources, authority, and agereyiatributed (Rigby, Tarrant, and
Neuman, 2007).

First Things First does serve a privileged roléhia state of Arizona with regard
to the delivery and regulation of services reldteBCEC. The policies the program
institutes stem from particular discourses franmesgluch a way as to legitimate specific
conceptions of caregivers, teachers, facilitiessise providers, young children, and
families. The program serves as a technology wfgpavithin the ECEC realm in our
state and is looked to by the community and busk®to create and prepare responsible
citizens who will eventually benefit our state @mrhs of economic productivity.

Over the past several years many consistenciesiaodsistencies have appeared
within the discourses of FTF. Their messagingowgrful and some of the language
they utilize can be considered problematic whedistlicarefully. My hope was this
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study would bring to light some of the complicasdhat arise when too much emphasis
is placed on notions of quality, readiness, brawetbpment, and young children’s
human right of care and education as an opporttnityeate an ideal citizen or as an
investment in the future with regard to economiedoictivity and thus create a space for
a new type of conversation that does not reinserdimns of the normal child, the good

teacher, and the five star facility.



Chapter 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

Overview
The literature reviewed for this study is intendegrovide in-depth coverage of the
theories utilized throughout the course of stuByrther, it offers a snapshot of
governmentality and how this technology affectdgyohnd language as well as the
function of governance on institutions and indinatlu The idea of ECEC as a
development tool is addressed and finally an exaraptritical discourse analysis in
educational policy research is provided.
Feminist Theories

Feminist methodology as a construct includes aedasssortment of strategies
toward research, methodological stances, and ctuadegpproaches (Fonow & Cook;
2005; Wodak in Seale, et. al, 2004). There is metfeminism or feminist methodology;
rather, there are multiplicities of lenses not lgadefined by particular theoretical claims,
methods, or propositions (Hesse-Biber, 2007). H@andeminist research by nature
does have some themes in common due to its natureealisciplinarity (Hesse-Biber,
2007). Within feminist research, “more is examiaed less is assumed (Hawkesworth,
2007, p. 488).” Always aware of power hierarctaad the authority that lies within
them, even in the field of research, feminists worlkexpose colonizing methodologies as
well as those that aid in the perpetuation of theus quo (Hesse-Biber, 2007). Inquiry
in the feminist realm involves issues regardingaaeality, the function and practice of

research, and “emergent questions” (Hesse-Bib&7)20
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Feminists challenge the notions of universality abgbctivity (Hesse-Biber,
2007). Hesse-Biber (2007) cites Haraway who dagtsdbjectivity in feminism is
‘situated knowledges’. An important concept to eenber is truth and knowledge are
subjective, only partial, relational, and filledtlvpower. Arrogance can be directly
attributed to an ideology of “correct thinking."o®e academics put on the rigor mask
and as such become primary contributors to whatrbes a reduction of knowledge to
bits and pieces which directly influences the actiovolved in knowledge construction.
This is not to completely discount the importantegor, self-criticism, and skepticism
due to the fact that all of these elements area@rtw critical pedagogy. However, it is to
say the positivist view of the possibility of objetty or neutrality is impossible. We
must be careful in our own progressivity not todigselves to our own “truth” (Freire,
1997). As with other theoretical perspectivesjifests are not all in agreement about
the direction to head and tensions exist as to lteest conduct research that clearly
challenges hegemonic power relations while reptesgthe concerns and issues of
women (Hesse-Biber, 2007).

Feminist theories are not perfect and they arefedgpnented (Hesse-Biber,
2007). However, feminist theory, particularly ThWorld feminist theories provide
strength with regard to research in their recognitf multiple perspectives. Inherent to
feminist research is an understanding of differemi#e highlighting the significance of
power issues, ethics, authority, and reflexivitytia& while remembering these are
socially constructed (Hesse-Biber, 2007). A festiperspective challenges power and
knowledge claims made by those in positions of paamel privilege. It challenges
knowledges that are exclusive while portraying teelves as inclusive (Hesse-Biber,
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2007). New questions are raised by feminists deioto center women and those who
are marginalized including people of color anddf@h. Feminist research aims to be
disruptive to what are regarded as ‘traditional svalyknowing’. Multiple perspectives
are considered and negotiated (Hesse-Biber, 20807 Jmportant element of feminist
research is to work against, across, and withistepiologies as well as utilizing various
elements of varied perspectives (Fonow & Cook, 20@sse-Biber, 2007). Feminists
are continually altering and reinventing methodsvaB as creating new ones.

There are commonalities among feminist approadiegsfonow and Cook (2005)
have delineated as ‘guiding principles’ within tlealm of feminism as methodology.
First and foremost is recognizing and reflectingstantly on how significant gender is
and how gender inequality is evident in all sotifal They remind us to recall this
inequality exists within the research realm as whléxt, they cite the crucial aspect of
‘consciousness-raising’ as an element of the metlogital tool box as well as a way of
orienting perception. Third, it is imperative weatlenge the notion of objectivity as a
norm where there is a possibility for the reseadbject and object to be separate from
one another and the idea of ‘grounded experiens@gdunscientific’. Next, they
highlight the importance of ethics in our reseaanld finally how women are able to
transform patriarchal institutions through thesearch. Another important element in
the feminist realm of research is the ground igabsle and always shifting and evolving
(Charkiewicz, 2007). Itis only here we can mabem for the unexpected where reading
for difference rather than dominance can occur §&ikbGraham, 2006; Sandoval, 2000).

One area of emphasis feminists underscore is reftgx Reflexivity can be
defined as a process through which the researchpogefully addresses, analyzes, and
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tries to understand how their individual locati@ciglly as well as their own assumptions
impact their research. It also involves lookingedally at how an individual’s research
agenda affects the research process from begitmiegd. This constant interrogation of
location is significant for the individual as batheminist and a researcher (Hesse-Biber,
2007; Cannella & Viruru, 2004).

Villenas and Moreno (2001, p. 685) remind us tbhatfomen of color “...
surviving and creating lives full with meaning medaveloping other mujer oriented
pedagogies of rebelliousness and ‘subversion ttathie of the culture.”” Chicana
feminists utilize la facultad which is an ability $ee what is on the surface as holding
much deeper meaning, to recognize the depth of ketge and experience that lie below
the surface (Anzaldua, 1987; Elenes 2001). A doaosaoess of opposition is not new in
gualitative methodology. Resistance has “quietiiuenced” Western thinking
throughout history (Sandoval, 2000). Feminismathta social movement and critique
which places itself in the “larger power/resistatagscapes (Charkiewicz, 2007, p. 8).

Gloria Anzaldua has said new theories are neededttpst study the particulars
of situations but also what lies behind the sitraithemselves (Chicana Feminist
Homepage, 2007). Research must serve as a bradigedn varied histories and origins
and should work to support a qualitative shift istdrical as well as political
consciousness (Charkiewicz, 2007). It is politiwark and women of color theory
provides a critical lens from which to work asakées into account intersectionality
(Collins, 2000) of race, gender, age, ethnicitytwe, sexuality, and other indicators of a
diversity of identities (Latina Feminist Group, 200 Scholars should recognize the
views of individuals will be significantly differeérbased upon their social location and
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plurality is a very relevant aspect of the humapesgience (Hawkesworth, 2007).
Difference, plurality, and multi-vocality and thelevelopment are a commitment of
feminist theorists (Hawkesworth, 2007).

New knowledge should impel us forward, to crossakerknown and
comfortable into unknown territory where we grappith new hows and whys. To
know for ourselves means we encounter greater tamer, face uncomfortable
ideas/thoughts, but it also begs us to repositiosaives (Anzaldua, 1987). Latina
feminists realize that an anti-colonial criticat&d science is “theory born of an activist
need” (Morales in Latina Feminist Group, 2001, $). 2How we as academics speak and
write provides a window for others to discern whe ave as researchers, the intent of our
research, and exactly who the audience is we atmgvfor or speaking with. Useful
content and theory is directly linked to languagd & our work is to be activist in nature
as well as democratic, it must not be decipherablg by those in the academy (Morales
in Latina Feminist Group, 2001). We need to remaweselves from our isolation and
put our specific communities first and our resea®etond. If our work is disconnected
from daily use it is no longer activist in nature.

The ability of Latina Feminist theories to bordesss disciplines and theories
allows them to become strong elements in the qiaié collage. Border crossing
creates new materials/spaces when consideringtibartheories (Hurtado, 1996).
Latina Feminist theories accept areas of linguetnbiguity and resistance in an attempt
to create openness in discursive spaces whileeadaime time pushing for further
inclusion. While rules of research have been egeptimarily by white men, they can be
easily un-made por las Chicanas. Difference cabadaken on or off, it is a crucial
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element of who we are as women, academics, andsasti We are situated within a
multiplicity of intersecting power systems as peowho are placed in a variety of
histories (Latina Feminist Group, 2001).

Mestiza theory is theory of inclusivity, of constahifting, and divergent
thinking. It is characterized not by specific patits and ideologies but by a perspective
of wholeness that is inclusive rather than exckig¢Anzaldua, 1987). The New Mestiza
crosses borders and refuses stasis; she congtreoty out of life experiences (Elenes,
2001). Critical qualitative research should ndiyoralue /recognize border crossing, it
could see such a method as strength. Mestiza icussess calls for a new perception of
reality, others, a development of new consciousné#ssecessitates a deconstruction of
paradigms and is characterized by flexibility, tal&ce for ambiguity, and contradictions
(Elenes, 2001; Anzaldua, 1987). The ability to maecross research domains and draw
from strengths in other fields should have a sigaift positive impact on our research
giving it a broader, more inclusive foundation (Afldua, 1987). Feminist logic can
unravel “rules” of research and recreate a morigne anti-colonial perspective
(Anzaldua, 1987).

When we live, work, write, and think only from diteses received from the
outside excluding the knowledge we hold internalyimmediately limit our lives,
work, writing, and thoughts to the external anddbyng so conform to a structure outside
of human/individual need. Feminist standpoint tiste argue that there are a variety of
factors mediating knowledge and an individual’salic@n in the sociopolitical time/space
continuum (Hawkesworth, 2007). When we allow aueinal knowledge and power to
inform our lives, work, thought, and actions, tivem start to deny satisfaction with the
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dominant structures of our lives giving place tealatives and empowering ourselves
(Lorde, 1984).

As researchers, educators, and human beings, wéddb® open to the new with
regard to research practice and theory for “reabegyend mere novelty” but it is crucial
to remember that we should not discount nor refeattwhich is old simply because it is
old. Even as researchers we are subject to liat@mnesia. There is validity in old and
new alike (Freire, 2005). Latina Feminist and WarnéColor Theories are traditionally
marginalized and relegated to their own realmf(#ss is a positive thing) at the margins
of the research arena. However, they are purplpgefiitical practices constructed and
utilized to disrupt those discourses dominant isdaenia yesterday, today, and tomorrow
(Mohanty, 2003). Border pedagogies move to crieteretical and political
positionings/movements constructed upon a foundatfdhe understanding of the
multiplicity of dominant ideologies, identity manisg and forms of resistance (Elenes,
2001). One’s ideological position can serve theazifproduce or pierce ideological
positions or obfuscations (Hawkesworth, 2007).

There are commonalities of feminist inquiry not elegent upon specialization.
Some of these characteristics include the chalhengi assumptions, interrogation of
accepted beliefs, and an effort to reframe questomsed for research. Feminists’ desire
and work toward transformation of society throulgé tevelopment of ‘alternative’
practices of research (Hawkesworth, 2007). Thitybd conduct a multi-perspective
analysis allows a researcher to consider voicepanspective of actors involved as well
as the interactions between both the actors isyeEeEm and their interactions with other
groups/systems of actors (Tellis, 1997). Jushgsogher method of research, feminist

16



research is also subject to political influenceowdver, feminist researchers do not deny
or ignore the political nature of their work buthrar acknowledge that it is precisely the
political that has brought them to their reseamhvictions (Hawkesworth, 2007).

Critical Theory

A critical perspective is of relevance due to thet fone must address the power
issues in the aforementioned methodologies andderdo recognize one’s own
limitations, cite them as frequently as possiblel o realize research and the
methodologies employed in doing said research aueded in many senses. Critical
thought involves a ‘constant checking’ (Foucau#94). The term critical theory is one
which is often misunderstood. It is a theoretagbroach to cultural criticism which was
developed by several writers known collectivelytas Frankfurt school. This form of
social and philosophical thought was influencedhgyeffects of World War 1l on
Germany and German philosophers such as Hegel, amhtMarx (Kincheloe &
McLaren, 2000).

Early critical theorists studied capitalism asvbed in conjunction with the
ever changing aspects of domination accompanyintnithe United States, Marcuse’s
work gave the New Left a ‘philosophical voice’ gnaled in political freedom (Kincheloe
& McLaren, 2000). The ‘60’s gave rise to acadenfilegding critical theory was a
continuing conversation with how experience wasadkycconstructed and they saw how
their particular disciplines had grown out of sdlgihistorically constructed relations of
power and its related discourses (Kincheloe & Meba2000). If theirs was socially
constructed, then it could also be reconstructeidiwheld possibilities for a society that
was more democratic as well as egalitarian (Kinmh& McLaren, 2000).
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There are multiple critical theories within whidtete is an avoidance of
specificity and a state of continual evolution ahdnge (Kincheloe & McLaren, 2000).
The issues of concern in critical theory are reldtepower, class, economy, race,
gender, religion, ideologies, etcetera and howstiaeal system we find ourselves in is
constructed through interaction of all of theseiéss(Kincheloe & McLaren, 2000).
Critical theory actively works to reveal dominangeppressive power relations and
knowledge construction (Hesse-Biber, 2007). Pgwdls us in and attempts to draw us
ever closer to its center; it continually seekbridge the gap between control and
resistance. It drives us to speak but allows wteo on its terms, thus giving us “voice
without influence (Charkiewicz, 2007, p. 12).” Agsils of power among and between
individuals, groups, and institutions is a centealet of critical theory. Analysis in turn
helps to reveal those who benefit and those whioadoelative to the social situation they
apply to and how power influenced these outcomedlaam processes that led to the
outcomes (Kincheloe & McLaren, 2000). “Speakinghrto power does not just imply
making visible the abuse. It also implies makimgbte how power is organized
(Charkiewicz, 2007, p. 12).” A critical pedagogyoinpels us to acknowledge” and look
past the common tactic of placing blame on theviddial while looking to broader
societal issues, particularly capitalism which teeaircumstances that are laden with
inequities and ultimately allows them to exist aeproduce (Olivos & Valladolid, 2005).

An understanding of contemporary early childhoodessitates critical analyses
of the broader overarching forces that influencangie both globally and locally
including but not limited to the political, econamtechnical, and social (Dahlberg &
Moss, 2005). Critical pedagogy recognizes anyréttezal analysis cannot be collapsed
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into a singular entity because a myriad of factanstribute to all situations. As Henry
Giroux (Williams, 1999) states, it is a “panoranfanarratives”. Critical thinking does
not suggest power can be eliminated altogetheeraite need to be aware of it, the
mechanisms through which it operates and manifessti$, and then endeavor to reveal
assumptions made, question them, and try to sugestatives seeking to do things
differently than in the past ultimately aiming tawa reduction in governance (Moss &
Petrie, 2002).

Foucault emphasizes the importance of critique wleaaling power relations.
He reminds us institutions, dominant discoursed,ideas are results of historical
processes which can be changed (Moss & Petrie,)2002 analysis of power
necessitates we work to problematize assumptionshwvare commonplace as well as
how these assumptions are sustained. This thersdpe door to possibilities for change
(Moss & Petrie, 2002). If our studies are discateeé from socio-cultural reality, they
are flawed from the beginning. Research in orddaet critical has to include the
historical as well as the social.
Governmentality

Foucault (1994) said the history of ‘governmeiyalncludes three elements: 1.
Power in a specific and complex form exerciseduglothe processes of procedures,
tactics, etc. utilized by institutions that focus mopulation and use political economy as
the primary knowledge base, and rely on the tedgyobf security. 2. In the West over
many years, this power has taken form and come tmbwn as government. This
government has resulted in the further creatioveoy specific ‘governmental
apparatuses’, and also in the creation of a newfskhowledges’. 3. How the state of
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justice found in the Middle Ages changed and bectmaedministrative state during the
15" and 18' centuries and finally became “governmentalized”.

Foucault (2000) sees three types of governmeniratamental: that which is
linked to morality, ‘the art of self-governmentfig economic link which is ‘the art of
governing family’; the political link which he cowtered ‘the art of ruling the state’.
Foucault (2000) discussed Rousseau’s ideas alaiatggivernance which entailed
setting up at the state level an economy; setfnguch an economy necessitates
surveillance and control toward the inhabitantthefstate with regard to both their
behavior and wealth. In this manner, the stateesesis the head over the family
including its members and material possessions.

...with government it is a question not of imposiag on men

but of disposing things: that is, of employingties rather than

laws, and even of using laws themselves as taitiasrange things

in such a way that, through a certain number aimsgsuch-and-such

ends may be achieved.

(Foucault, 20p0211)

The end purpose of government lies in what andmvhenanages and in the
continual search to intensify as well as perfeoséhprocesses under its direction. Rather
than these processes being laws, there are nowea \and wide range of tactics taking
many forms (Foucault, 1994). Charkiewicz (2008cdsses how the unseen “micro-
techniques (p. 3)” of neoliberalism function in kvledge production with regard to
governing states, markets, and societies. Techniqgtirank and calculation are the heart
of neo-liberal bio-politics.
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The regulatory controls are exercised by way efititernalization of

routines through which human subjects, entrepnealetities, and

client countries permanently adjust themselvabéaequirements

of making the world, its populations, nature agwitories governable

in a coherent manner.

(Charkiewicz, 207 3)
The goal of neoliberalism is to produce human stibjerho remain permanently flexible.
Categorization of human beings in communities a&ggons is a form of governmentality
(Ortiz & Cannella, 2007).

The welfare of population is a chief end of goveemt. The government acts
both directly and indirectly on the population thgh varied techniques. While the
population is aware of government action, it iswhblly aware and at times ‘ignorant of
what is being done to it (Foucault, 2000, p. 21®dlitical economy grew out of the
networking and interweaving relationships of wealénritory, and population. This type
of economy was/is conjoined with economic interni@nby the government (Foucault,
1994). The state was created in such a way agegrate the individual in a particular
form but also to shape that individual into a ‘nierm’ (Foucault, 1994).

Governance through Policy and Language

Power is embedded in local as well as national g@ree systems (Moss &
Petrie, 2002). The governance of children carrdieet back to the sixteenth century
(Foucault, 1994). The increase in different fowhastitutionalization of childhood has
the potential to lead to more stringent means @kgung children. The possibility of
this is very real today in the United States adyHahildhood Education and Care is
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becoming the focus of increased standards and atadality measures which require the
application of specific technologies to achieveidesresults (Dahlberg & Moss, 2005;
Brown, 2007). Government does refer to the marmpginndividual conduct as is the
case with the government of children and famillesucault, 1994).

When considering policy at any level it is impottemexamine both social
processes and social context (Wallat & Piazza, 19%%e words and statements utilized
in policy reports do not merely reference fixedemt$ acting as signifiers and signs but
rather can be seen as “forms of social practicedl(@V/ & Piazza, 1997, p. 4).
Assumptions about families and markets inundateugdsions of ECEC policy and those
assumptions are gendered (Stambach & David, 200%¢. particular child created by
policymaker theory has a significant impact on @glpractice, and provision (Moss &
Petrie, 2002). Policy is embedded with “particulations of families and employment
while focusing on the needs of certain sectorsarf@tach & David, 2005, p. 1653). “For
every discourse that breeds fault and guilt issaalirse of authority and arrogance”
(Minh-Ha, 1989, p. 11).

Frances O’Connell Rust (2003) reminds us poliayeisved from a context of
need. It more often than not becomes a ‘respanaegtoblem’ (p. 154). All too often,
research in the policy realm is inextricably tieddefinitions of “the problem”
constructed by policymakers (Popkewitz & Lindbl2800). Whether a policy is
appropriate or valuable is determined by the assompheld by policymakers and the
degree to which the policy developed accuratelyndsfthe problem.

“Shifts in power and the reframing of discoursedug the various

administrations that govern the US are visiblesyddtle. As each
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administration locates itself politically, wordsaronstructed, meanings are
deconstructed, and policy issues that resonatewaghpopulations are used and
misused to create positionings that facilitateipalar agendas”
(Ortiz, Miller, & Cannella, 2005, p. 2).
The strongest power is that which is invisible owpr whose effects are invisible
(Charkiewicz, 2007). Policymakers as with manyeofbeople tend to make their
theories invisible often even to the individualigteads to a problematic position that
does not constitute democracy or rigor (Moss &iBegR002).

Stambach and David (2005) discuss how policy atslgnd some researchers use
symbolic language when linking markets to males@mal to mothers. There is also
now a tendency to dismiss gender issues and phaphasis on race, class, and what can
be considered a traditional family which, while degstive, still reinscribes or, creates a
normative set of individuals and portrays a patéicsocial order that is not accurate.
Categorization, naming, problematizing, and calindgall serve as technologies of
power creating individuals who need to be contrblleone manner or another
(Charkiewicz, 2007; Cannella & Swadener, 2005).

Foucault discusses how knowledge and reality azated by language practices
which directly impact what it is we as humans thivk know. The ways in which we
view the world are inscribed into methods of comroation as well as language
practices themselves. “Communicating is alwaysg @f acting upon another person or
persons” (Foucault, 2000, p 337). “While no idkakile individual or group creates a
dominant discourse for themselves, the ascenddmuaticular language constructions
creates conditions of power” (Cannella & Bailey9%99p. 13). The role of language is
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crucial in power relations (Foucault, 1994). Itiscourse that creates Truth regimes.
These truth regimes serve to regulate individuatsgroups. This discourse is utilized
by others and the self and directly impacts howgaern (Moss & Petrie, 2002).

There are other risks including a push for “unifagnof thought and practice” as
a singular discourse begins/continues to resoutidmihe field. Language is privileged
in Western culture and research and this privilggsna colonialist tactic (Viruru &
Cannella, 2006; Matua & Swadener, 2005). This &restAnglo-American discourse
produced first in English and then translated tomae the rest of the world is set within
political liberalism and a growing economy. ljiedicated upon developmental
psychology and stems from a “positivistic and emsplranalytic paradigm” (p. vi,
Dahlberg & Moss, 2005). Central to disciplinarynygo is an ability to normalize and
order through categorization and classificatiorcpsses (Moss & Petrie, 2002; Foucault,
2000). One of the foundational premises of devalent is the importance of allowing
everyone to live or become a part of the Americaga in order to improve their lives
and this is rarely challenged (Charkiewicz, 200pwer does not immediately act on
individuals, but rather on their actions.

Foucault (2000) views the implementation of poweadmanagement of
possibilities” (p. 341). Foucault discusses povednidity to shape both the individual and
the collective through both truth and knowledgenstaand the utilization of specific
technologies to do so (Moss & Petrie, 2002). Thevailing discourse in the United
States perpetuates the regime of truth that EdrlidBood Education and Care is a
fundamental technology that can allow for sociglutatory control as well as economic
success. Policy issues have increasingly turnegdaomic discussions regarding justice
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and equity as well as the school’s role to produeerkforce that will be competitive
(Popkewitz & Lindblad, 2000). Such a view plades younger human beings in our
society as pawns in a political chess game wheng dhe seen as the redemptive agents
for current problems at both the state and natiavals (Dahlberg & Moss, 2005).
Early Childhood Education and Care is now beindgéabto as the field to create this
new citizen (Popkewitz & Lindblad, 2000). Dahlbengd Moss (2005, p. vii) see this
discourse as “instrumental in rationality and tecahin practice, and it seeks closure
through searching for the answer to one questwamat works?” The study of
governmentality provides a method for the analgsigolitical technologies which serve
to produce flexible, calculating, fit subjects wéa@ central components of market and
state restructuring. Such bodies easily adapétoforms of capital (Charkiewicz,
2007).
Decentralization of Government

Theoretically, decentralized governmental systellosvdocal governments to
have a major role in governance are advantagedastrol at the local level allows the
citizens to have broader choices regarding senandgaxation. Multiple local
governments are said to encourage competitiongbsisively impacting efficiency as
well as effectiveness of individual governmentatainAt the local level, public policies
can be experimented with perhaps encouraging amopti other local units. Finally,
due to the fact local governments are locally elécthere is a greater chance of them
being responsive to the needs of the communityhi@at 2002).

Decentralization of government has become a demanidwide; however, there
are some serious drawbacks which hold the abdiyat more harm than good
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(Prud’homme, 1995; Cothran, 2002). Societal weltand efficiency may be negatively
impacted due to the ripple effect of surroundingsplictions actions. There are also
potential economic efficiency problems that impamthmunities when services are
fragmented rather than being consolidated at tite $tvel. Equity problems may also
be problematic. Issues such as the quality of &tlut or access to such education are
directly impacted by the wealth or lack thereosofrounding regions. These problems
are heightened in poor jurisdictions whose taxsré&tad to be higher than those in
wealthier districts. Thus, the impact is doublegoor areas. A system that is more
centralized usually does not have such dispaiitisgrvices or taxation among localities
(Cothran, 2002). It is important to consider hdecentralization involves not just
transfer of power from central to local governmdnisalso from the “central
government to local bureaucracies” (Prud’homme5199 209).
Citizen Initiatives

There is a long history of initiatives in the WdtStates. Early in the 1900’s the
first comprehensive community initiatives (CCI'sgdan with social reformers
establishing settlement houses. While many beadfftom services, there were also
corresponding problems. A typical settlement hamas both funded and operated by
people not living in the community who neglectednidude key community players
(Stagner & Duran, 1997). The 1930’s saw the regarere of neighborhood programs as
did the 1960’s war on poverty (Vinovskis, 2005)on@nunity action agencies were
created to federally accomplish neighborhood emplkayt enhancement and the
preparation of the poor both young and old to see& opportunities. Community
Action Agencies (CAAs) were created to provide remmvices but had issues when
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working with other service agencies. There iglittata regarding these initiatives
(Stagner & Duran, 1997).

The late 1980’s and early 1990’s saw a rise in @€W's that also focused on
participation of communities and multi-faceted seg\provision. However, they also
sought to be: family and/or community focusedxitie, comprehensive, universally
available, preventive, and accountable, inclusiveiten participation, coordinated,
integrated, collaborative, and responsive to irtliad difference (Stagner & Duran, 1997,
p. 134).

Direct democracy has experienced resurgence ibiited States and unlike
representative democracy; it allows either legiskabr citizens to have their proposals
on a ballot which in turn can be directly votedynthe public. When such proposals are
presented by citizens then they become known #atiaes or if put forth by legislators
then they are referred to as referendums (Bali820Qascher, Hagen, and Rochlin
(1996) feel citizen initiatives are increasing wpplarity due to the public’s growing
distrust of both politicians and governments.

Two common arguments for initiatives are they eagsvernment officials to
respond to citizen interests and the initiativecpss encourages participation by the
public in the democratic process. Citizen involestnallows for a semblance of public
control over policy and encourages citizen parétign in the project of public policy
making (Lascher, Hagen, & Rochlin, 1996).

The domination of the ballot initiative processtbghly organized interest groups
has been well documented (Lascher, Hagen, & Raochdifi). While existing to create
a more democratic process for citizens, the meshaiiself has several barriers.
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Barriers among states vary but there are commalifThe most common barrier is
acquisition of sufficient signatures to put aniative on the ballot. When the
appropriate number of signatures have been obtainedhuge task of acquiring adequate
monetary sources to campaign for and frame theisegin, thus the expense tends to
dissuade the average citizen (Lascher, Hagen, &lRpd 996).
Minor Politics

A politics of the local can be conducted with magsues including childhood to
open up a place to discuss as well as debate iasdesncourage the support/buy in of
the public. Such critical practice is necessarg democracy (Moss & Petrie, 2002).
Moss and Petrie (2002) cite Nikolas Rose and l@asdegarding ‘minor or minority
politics’. Rose feels such practices created énldlcal allow for greater possibilities to
engage in meaningful dialogues/relationships relet@the specific location. Such
minor politics are devoid of the arrogance of ounrent political practices. Since such
undertakings are experimental, modest, and caytibag are focused on the present/the
everyday, not with some point in a future programimmaniscule details that distract from
the overarching issue at hand. Through exposuparicular power relations, spaces
may be opened for human agency and autonomy (KlioeldeMcLaren, 2000). These
can be new spaces open to movement, change, andiages for the voices of many
(Moss & Petrie, 2002).

Local struggles and resistance to power give sfrangre democratic processes
as they deal with the everyday life issues invajvaifi citizens including children.
Fonow and Cook (2005) state, “...resistance and poagde in many different locations
and arrangements and that agency is always anmapgdianging accomplishment” (p.
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2224). Moss and Petrie (2002) argue it is thesg s;gaces which would include public
provision for all children as well as a locale smch minor politics to occur. This would
be a direct challenge to the already dominantipalitegimes. It offers new possibilities
for thinking and doing what is considered other dindctly challenges/problematizes
what has been seen as normal/acceptable. “Malftbeall, the state is more than a
composite reality and a mythicized abstraction, sehionportance is a lot more limited
than many of us think” (Foucault, 2000, p. 220).

A micro-politics view needs to be taken by governisdo consider the profound
impacts of the wage gap by matching parental and nkeds in disadvantaged areas
with policy settings. Such a view centers on thang child as an individual as well as
considers their immediate family (Queensland Gowvermt, 2006). For years the focus
of intervention has been aimed at children who leikhdevelopmental delays” and often
encompasses socially or economically disadvantaidiren.

Early childhood policy has been and continues ta key issue in social policy
(Queensland Government, 2006; Dahlberg and Mo$%)20Any initiative related to
intervention needs to consider how parents empléyietme or in training/educational
programs or whose schedules involve non-standascshwaill be able to access the
program. Sure Start in the United Kingdom is gdascale intervention that seeks a
balance between national standards and being reiseao the conditions in local
communities (Queensland Government, 2006).

Are parents’ and teachers’ desires for particutdicies considered? The
participation of children with regard to the prawiss they desire as well as the world
they are a part of is important if minor politissto achieve ‘critical democratic practice’.
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The development of a completely different cultulahate would have to occur here in
the US in order for children’s participation to bete an everyday aspect of democracy
(Moss & Petrie, 2002).

One problem with many countries, including the EdiStates and Australia is
that the investment is more often than not readtiseead of proactive. In the United
States we are failing to provide funds for childesmd families before they encounter
difficulties (Friedman, 2005). Policy interestregcent years has begun to focus on
locational disadvantage. A perception of exclugiod crime makes disadvantaged
locales seem to be dangerous places or areas {phaioéeem’ populations are
concentrated despite the data not being availaldepport views of this nature
(Queensland Government, 2006). Most policy invadgwoung children in the United
States is fragmented due to overlapping functionsiaternal strife found at all levels of
governance (O’Connell Rust, 2003). Poverty andtgassues have been “studied,
organized, and packaged for public consumptiondaleulative manner which in turn
serves to increase bio-political controls (Charkeaw2007, p. 3).

For years the focus of intervention has been aiatele children from these
locations who exhibit “developmental delays” antenfencompasses socially or
economically disadvantaged children. However,qyalnterests are slowly changing to
intervention measures that are pro-active withsaarde¢o enhance development rather
than working from a deficit mentality of a needdssen the gap (Queensland
Government, 2006). Children with disabilities asllvas those identified as at risk have
historically been the targets of early interventibhe majority of early childhood policy
in the US has been developed for education targétie poor. Typically these policies
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are centered on education that does not consiaexis such as culture,
social/economic surroundings, and the complexdiesfsities of families (O’Connell
Rust, 2003). The interweaving of gender, clasd,rane are as significant factors in
policy creation as are “gendered identity, (re)douativity, and consumption” (Stambach
& David, 2005, p. 1652). A politics of the localluas difference and recognizes it as
important relative to a politics of transformatioDifference is what allows us to move
meaningfully through new spaces toward social ceanyl it certainly does not imply
inferiority (Hesse-Biber, 2007).

The greater number of risk factors a child expexés, the greater likelihood
there is that they will experience poor outcomeslfBins & Knitzer, 2007, p. 6). Early
intervention has also been linked to mental heailithearly detection of emotional
disorders (Queensland Government, 2006). Reimimasefor diagnosis of mental
health problems is rare. Only five states do $w@r& are only six states providing early
intervention for children identified as at-risk fdevelopmental delays (Stebbins &
Knitzer, 2007).

It is misguided to think that with the appropriat@ount of/availability of public
funds for both intervention and research that gesv@rnment and body of research
professionals, we will have an effect on educaticscial, and health policy that
endures (Wallat & Piazza, 1997). The answers dd& just pumping larger sums of
money into early childhood programs and servicadaoaly. This will not repair the
problems that exist systemically. Agencies firsét to work together cooperatively as
well as in conjunction with community organizaticarsd families (Queensland
Government, 2006).
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While each state’s population of young childrennggue, solutions to the
challenges they face with regard to policy are rdlicymakers consider the “three
legged stool” (p.7) regarding the basis of supfmrfuture growth. The legs of the stool
are positive experiences with early learning, gbedith, and a family that is
economically secure and nurturing (Stebbins & Kait2007). Linking of services is
purported to provide better point of delivery cdoedion so that duplication or excess
servicing does not occur. Needs are not met latism but rather holistically. Keys to
the success of such programs are the ability teggonsive to children above all, their
families, and society (Queensland Government, 2006g questions should not just be
solely about poverty. They need to address caeegiand what is necessary for children
to lead healthy lives as citizens and human bgi@jSonnell Rust, 2003).

Policymakers and governments need to consider deuaf issues including, but
not limited, to the following:

1. What is the government able to do in the early y/garsupport both

child and parent/s in order to assist in increa#iinag child’s chances
of living a happy, successful, and productive life?

2. What is the impact of the wage gap (between thdthneat and poorest

communities) on the course of a person’s life?

3. Are universal programs or targeted programs (deektd a specific

cultural or disadvantaged group) what governmemsilsl be con-

sidering?
(Queensland Government, 2006)
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The government of Queensland (2006) has foundadlferxing components of programs
to have been successful in the past:

1. Ensurance of access, affordability, and availabdithigh quality care.

2. The co-location of a variety of children’s/familgrsices when possible.

3. Coalition building among local providers, whethewgrnment or non-
government related in order to deliver more respandetter coordinated
services.

4. Making sure the mechanisms are in place that wdLiee quality services.

5. Embracing a holistic approach to the child and fathiat meets the needs
related to education, safety, health, parentind,came giving.

Policy for the early years as well as the familystnaddress the following key
issues: mental health in childhood, youth and eriliteracy and educational outcomes,
health issues, abuse and neglect/safety, and ag pgpulation as well as dropping birth
rates. In order to meet these challenges: Spgndihneed to increase, a shift in
thinking needs to occur, the piecemeal approack doework, singular interventions are
not cost effective nor do they make a significaffecence in an individual’s life, the
development of policy needs to undergo a paradigfhfsom best practice to early
intervention and prevention, services need to badacross communities and the policy
initiatives can no longer focus on programs catgtmsingle issues (Queensland
Government, 2006). Three kinds of policies carsaggrents in their relationships with
their children: Those that lower economic strathese that include both health and
mental health treatment provisions, and those wpiokide adequate time for parents to
be with their infant children (Stebbins & Knitz&Q07).
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Sadly, the US does not have a national child-pahey. O’Connell Rust (2003)
cites Olson who describes ours as a ‘non-systemetevhesponsibility for locating,
monitoring, and financing early learning falls ¢ve family. Stebbins and Knitzer (2007)
have compiled a summary of early childhood poliajtgrns emerging across the United
States. They feel that we are in a time when polakers may help to “improve the
odds” for younger human beings regarding provismingpportunities as well as basic
supports which will encourage healthy developmemonjunction with school readiness.
The policies tracked in this report are those phamote healthy development, effective
parenting, and high-quality Early Childhood Educatand Care. However, the reports
data is limited because of gaps in informationgtiperiods, an inability to answer access
guestions, for example, the number of eligibledisitdcare subsidies in each state or the
number of students entering kindergarten who hat®een a part of a “formal early
care experience.” National organizations are bkinged to for support in influencing
national health policies (Queensland Governmer@g20

Health and nutrition are increasingly becomingag pf the policy spotlight with
regard to young children. The majority of statethie U.S. offer provisions for public
health insurance to low-income pregnant women &mdren but most do not include
parents. Arizona is one of only four states tlatec parents who are at 200% of the
Federal Poverty Level. Half of the states exclsidgle parents who receive Temporary
Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) funds from theorking requirements until the
families youngest child is one (Stebbins & KnitZz&007). There are 10.8 million
children in this country under 18 who lack heatthurance (O’Connell Rust, 2003).
While 80% of the states provide low income familigth children’s public health
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insurance, many are not getting the appropriatéhhaad dental screenings pediatricians
call for (Stebbins & Knitzer, 2007).

In the United States, a large number of low so@oemic status children are not
a part of early childhood programs and most sigaitt is the limited access to services
for infants and toddlers (Stebbins & Knitzer, 2Q0Tp be considered “low income”, a
family (of 3 or 4) income must fall at $34,340.00b@low, which is twice the official
poverty level ($17,170.00) (Stebbins & Knitzer, ZDOEven when a family’s income is
below the federal poverty level, less than %2 ofdtages in the U.S. exempt them from
personal income tax. There are only six statesitmation that have paid maternity
provisions (Stebbins & Knitzer, 2007).

It takes two times the federal poverty level toypde for just the basic necessities
and often more than that in order to reach low4medevel, a single parent with two
children would have to work 35 hours a week at genaf close to $19.00/hour (more
than three times the federal minimum wage). |8 tiation, 42% of children are
members of families deemed low-income or belovs ihithe equivalent of ten million
children (Stebbins & Knitzer, 2007). In Arizon&% of children under 3 are members
of low-income families (Stebbins & Knitzer, 2007)rkansas ranks 4%9in family
income yet it has still put forth a program thatulebgive 60% of the children in the state
provision (Urahn & Watson, 2007). While many ssat@ve increased access to
healthcare, 50% have reduced the eligibility cistéor subsidies tied to child care
(Stebbins & Knitzer, 2007). Over twenty years afadhave shown that young children
from low income families with access to high quaptograms are more apt to remain in
school, attend college, and become successfuldis §8tebbins & Knitzer, 2007).
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Policies are a means of working toward increaspdty. The manner in which
states allocate funding and create requisite @iterdo so directly influences who is able
to access support and who is not (Stebbins & Kni2@07). Policymakers are
influenced by the number of children of immigraannilies, the prevalence of poverty,
and other risks found in their particular statescivhinfluence healthy development
(Stebbins & Knitzer, 2007).

Access to quality Early Childhood Education andeCamnd pre-kindergarten
programs also varies widely from state to statehil§\access is growing as of 2006, only
3% of three year olds and 20% of four year oldsevestrolled in state funded programs,
many of which are still only part day/partial y¢&tebbins & Knitzer, 2007). In 2007,
lllinois was the first state to enact legislatibatgave provision for pre-K to all of the
state’s three and four year olds. The programsgas 2006 and aims to serve all by
2011 (Urahn & Watson, 2007). The governor of Teisee desires to have all four year
olds covered and his state saw a 57% expansiod0n @Jrahn & Watson, 2007). In
2006, legislation was unanimously passed in Masssatts for pre-K provision for all
(Urahn & Watson, 2007).

Thirty-nine states fund some type of pre-K progtauhthe investment range is
broad. Some states increase funding to their I%ad programs rather than creating
new state-funded pre-K programs (Stebbins & Knjt2607). States should not draw
funds away from an existing program in order todf@mother (Urahn & Watson, 2007).
Access still remains a problem and it is even nsageificant for children in low-income
families. Even more disheartening is the fact #tatess does not guarantee a subsidy.
Five states have waiting lists due to insufficiemtds. Rhode Island is the only state that

36



has made an entitlement of child care subsidiethfige families who are eligible
(Stebbins & Knitzer, 2007). This report demonssatevariety of policies that only offer
support to varied parts of a child but not thedla$ a whole. Where states provide
increased funding for pre-K they are reducing ineagtigibility for subsidized child care.
Improving the Odds for Young Children suggests gadicy choices need to address the
whole child and family economic security needseqgdined with early childhood
investment. There needs to be a significant irs@@a access to services and supports, a
larger investment needs to be made in infants @adlérs (Stebbins & Knitzer, 2007).
Arizona is cited in the recent developments sedborProposition 203 (the tobacco tax).
The report calls it a “targeted strategy for susgdiinvestments in young children as well
as families with regard to increased funding” (®iab & Knitzer, 2007, p. 13).

Current licensing standards do not necessarilytequigh “high quality” care.
Arizona is one of the states that do not meet §icenstandards recommended by the
American Academy of Pediatrics, NAEYC, and the biadl Research Council. These
standards recommend one adult for every four, eeghtmonth olds with a maximum
class size of eight and a ratio of one adult fargten four-year olds with a maximum
class size of twenty (Stebbins & Knitzer, 2007heTBuccess of outcomes depends on the
integration of services which are universal andude both targeted and specialized
assistance as well as the drawing together of@Es\b meet the needs of child and
family. Those programs that follow through thenpairy years and provide the most
intensive intervention early show the best sustheféects over the long term

(Queensland Government, 2006).
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Other nations have implemented policies where #ne as well as the education
of young children is essential components of asbkeaonomy (O’'Connell Rust, 2003).
The Victorian government sees a focus on earlylbbibd as a wise investment. The
government currently has an infrastructure thagrsff variety of services for young
children. The desire is to continue to build avensal program of services that is more
comprehensive as well as inclusive (Program Overv&®07). The Best Start program
is similar to US early childhood programs in thdtlls under the auspices of both the
Department of Education and the Department of HuBamwices. These departments in
turn work jointly with several other departmente(t Industry and Regional
Development, Department of Justice, and the Depantiof Infrastructure) (Program
Overview, 2007). Best Start is an inclusive goveental early intervention and
prevention program that seeks to improve learriiegth, development, and safety of
children 0-8 in Victoria. The central componentlod project is the partnership
established between local government agenciesrendittorian government. The Best
Start project aims to enhance the life choicedladfats children through a strong,
universal system that encourages community invobrérm all areas of the project from
design to evaluation (Program Overview, 2007). cOnrte goals are utilized to help
guide rather than “prescribe” the efforts of thenoounity with a goal of empowering the
community. Through consultation within the comniyndata can be used to guide
projects and efforts to better serve local famiéiad children (Queensland Government,
2006).

Best Start utilizes community facilitators who wavkh both parents and the
local service providers in determining communaldseesgarding improved utilization of
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the early childhood services that are already acelQueensland Government, 2006).
The government sees the community partnershipsgngvnecessary activities but
doing so in different ways as family needs willfeiffrom community to community.
This is the first principle of service (Program @xiew, 2007). The fulfillment of the
goals of the Best Start program will require tinmel avill have to be implemented in
phases. Phase One began in 2001 and consistegjedtplanning. Phase Two was
initiated in 2002 and dealt with establishing te&estion process for interested
communities. It also included a demonstrationgmijexpansion of consultation, and the
finalization of what the formal evaluation proceasuld be and then its implementation
(Program Overview, 2007).

What is equitable is a question that comes umaofteen the government is a
service provider to some groups and not otheregiBms such as Head Start raise the
guestion of legitimate exclusion, such as “nearorpohildren who could also benefit.
The concept of “drawing the line” becomes a verpamant policy question. Universal
approaches to Early Childhood Education and Caralao considered “population based
interventions” (Queensland Government, 2006).

Services that are aimed at early childhood argktapecific groups are not
always the best policy. If a family has not enghipeservices through pregnancy and
birth, there is a possibility of delayed interventj thus decreasing possibilities of
circumventing possible problems before they ari&kso there is the more damaging
aspect that results from such policies and thdtasffect of labeling. Universal
programs offered to all individuals and familiegyide the opportunity for better support
or additional support if necessitated (QueenslaodeB1ment, 2006).
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There are also difficulties related to policy éggans involving universal support
rather than targeted interventions. In the long targeted support will not remedy a
particular situation if the larger systemic isshase not been dealt with (Queensland
Government, 2006). Governments have done a pbdrigtorically with targeting.
Education falls on a continuum that begins at karld involves factors both inside and
outside of formal education settings (O’Connell R2603). Younger human beings
should be seen as citizens of their particularlowedno as human beings have a diverse
range of needs (Queensland Government, 2006).
Global Policy and Program Trends

Kamerman (2005) conducted a study of the currelt¢yand program trends
particular to Early Childhood Education and Caradvanced, industrialized countries.
She identified three trends with regard to ECEGcyah both the European Union and
in particular countries included in the OECD whichve been referred to as “advanced
industrialized countries.” Two contributing factdo this push to bring ECEC front and
center in the aforementioned countries are theeas® of women in the labor market and
second, the support as well as the admonitiongitwatp interactions at an early age are
positive precursors to social, cognitive, and eoral growth, often enabling young
children who have been identified as disadvantagedmpensate for and overcome
early inexperience.

1. Many have goals for very specific expansion targetisin the field

by 2010.
2. Creation of parental leave policies that are baill pnd extended not
only to reduce need for infant and toddler careabst to provide

40



support for parents who wish to be nurturers/caergi

3. To alter current governmental configurations sa E@EC falls under

the umbrella of education rather than being ungkr governance. For
example: Social and health welfare as well as afilut.

When policymakers address the issue, it is ofteibated to the increasing
numbers of women in the workforce. Why doesnast have to do with being a basic
human right rather than being tied to women? Waitgets have not been reached, there
has been significant expansion of services andigions of ECEC. In nine of twenty-
five European Union countries as well as Icelandl l[darway, 90% of the goal to supply
services to age four through compulsory schoolregebeen met. With regard to the
OECD countries, approximately 90% of children amger fand under are enrolled in free
or much reduced cost ECEC services. It shoulddbedthat the programs may or may
not be offered for a full work day but the averaghool day in these countries does tend
to be longer than in the United States (Kamerm@a5palthough there are exceptions
such as Mexico and Africa (Swadener, personal asatien).

Many countries are hoping that increasing pardagale provisions including
both job protected and paid leave will meet thedsesd those with children three and
under. It is these policies that directly impattatvservices will be needed for out of
home care for infants and toddlers (Kamerman, 20Q8ave policies vary greatly from
country to country in all aspects including eligitlgi length, benefit levels, and
flexibility. A directive issued by the European ion states that its member countries are

required to provide a minimum of fourteen weekslpaaternity leave and if a child has
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a disability, then eighteen weeks. This leave thay be ‘supplemented’ with an
additional thirteen week period of unpaid leavedach parent, again eighteen weeks if a
disability is present. Duration and benefit levais crucial as they serve to replace a
large portion of a parent’s wages. Almost a felayof parental leave may be found in
the Nordic countries in conjunction with a benéditel that very nearly compensates for
all wages. There are several Eastern EuropeanpEan Union, and Central European
countries with two to three years of extended patdeave. However, there is a
significant difference in monetary support in theases (Kamerman, 2005).

Since the 1970’s the Nordic countries have placpdority on policy integration
regarding ECEC. Early on, the move was to creaigcal welfare system of care that
was free-standing. New Zealand, in 1986, wasiteedountry to place the child care
policy responsibility under the umbrella of the ediion department. In 1996, Sweden
followed suit with Spain and regions of northeraytdeveloping similar policies.

Finally in 1998, England and Scotland did so ad.wEhe reasoning behind the changes
in New Zealand was to better integrate care witlication while improving quality as
well as increasing the financial backing of the ggovment. In the cases of England and
Scotland, reparations were sought to fragmente@isissin the hopes of better serving
disadvantaged children. All was done in attempethuce poverty (Kamerman, 2005).

Sweden already had an integrated system of edacatio care, so their focus
became improvement of an existing system. Theyebavere that the schools would
place greater emphasis on quality while the edrijglbood programs would adopt more
educational practices. There were worries that E@Buld become ‘schoolified’
(Kamerman, 2005).
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ECEC as Economic Development

Since 1945, education has played a crucial roteerinited States push for
economic growth. The push has increased with liblgadjzation of the marketplace as
nations seek advantages over competition which @éineyow defining through the
quality of education and training of educatorsat&t are heavily emphasizing the work
and economy relationship demanding a workforceithboth highly skilled and highly
educated (Popkewitz & Lindblad, 2000).

Many countries including the United States se&/edildhood development as a
crucial form of education based upon research.e&eh has shown that ECEC is grossly
underfunded but there are now many individualsath kthe policy and business arenas
who feel that given the appropriate managemenfamding the returns it will yield in
both private and public sectors would exceed theired investment (Lynch, 2004;
Rolnick & Grunewald, 2003). There is a prevailgigcourse in the United States
business sector as well as ECEC that emphasizestied responsibilities of
corporations. This discourse acts as a reinforagent of the current political agenda
thus superseding the possibility for alternativeggarding economic policies
(Charkiewicz, 2007).

The Federal Reserve Bank of Minneapolis feelsedatation as a publicly
subsidized institution has shown convincing resettsnomically for a long time but it is
not until recently that an “economic case” has h@exde for early childhood
development (Rolnick & Grunewald, 2003). Membafrgthe business community see
ECD as a means of creating future economic su¢bessgh human capital investment.
They maintain that a highly educated workforcéhis key to a strong future state
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economy (Rolnick & Grunewald, 2003). Charkiewi2d@7) found in her NGO research
that arguments for women'’s integration based ondrurnghts were given support with
the presentation of cost-benefit analyses justeaane now seeing with ECEC. The
platform has been constructed and is now being bpdn for a business case and the
right of a citizen takes a backseat to the econa®i®lopment driving the machine. The
multinational corporations that steer politiciaissagell as policy appear to feel a need to
view young children as investments perceiving thelue as objects in the future labor
market.

Human capital ideas presently underwriting neobeducational policy

fetishize education and reduce the pursuit of kedgé to the logic of

commodification tied to future employment opportigs, to schoolings’

power of economic return, to investment in huméoofa To ensure

favorable returns, education slavishly prostratesifibefore the dictates

of the labor marketplace and the Brain Lords ofdbeporate elite.

(McLaren, 2005, p. 95)

Rolnick and Grunewald (2003) and Lynch (2004) yvgkcymakers to follow the
literature and invest in early childhood developimcause it will yield the highest
returns for the public sector. They suggest thia¢ iconsidered by both state and local
governments as a measure of economic developmRaihick and Grunewald (2003)
also propose the creation of a foundation to p@gdvernment subsidies so that all
children ages three and four living in poverty cbattend a high quality program.
Government, businesses, private foundations, atididual donors could provide the
economic backing necessary for such a program.initia@ outlay of 1.5 billion would
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have 7% yearly return and if invested in corpolairds, would serve to cover all costs
due to 105 million in annual earnings.

This outlook has devastating effects upon boticparganization and provision
in several countries including our own. Entwineithwhe economic sense of ECEC is
that of early care and education being a humarn (@ECD, 2006). However, this too
can be problematic as a discourse of human rigigsrelers a desire for justice, equity,
and security. Human rights are arguably an impot@ol but when they are
essentialized and placed within a political framewend accepted as universal, problems
occur. The rights of all humans should be consdeas relevant, significant tools to
induce change but that is all (Charkiewicz, 2007).

According to the Queensland Government (2006)egawents around the world
cannot disregard the increasing scholarly evidevitteregard to both the social and
financial rewards gained through investment in paiats dedicated to the early years of
life. The government of Queensland (2006) feeds the benefits of prevention and early
intervention policies are linked to both the soeiatl economic realms. Included in the
social are stronger more interconnected commurasesell as improved education and
health. Within the economic sector there are ¢#ladized benefits of lower
unemployment, a stronger economy, and increasatliptioity.

Neoliberalism tends to emphasize the importanatatation and educational
policy operating as sub sectors of the economy @eh, 2005). This is not to say that
significant contribution from the public is not mssary for equitable, well sourced

systems but it does imply a need for financing auithstrings attached where funds are
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distributed to all young children and their fansligo that collaboration rather than
cooptation becomes the norm.

Looking ahead to further policy changes commonlyg$n, it seems that many
countries see quality, affordability, readinesg] &arly Childhood Education and Care as
a right (Kamerman, 2005). Bloch and colleagueyranothers, have applied the term
neoliberalism to the current prevailing discours& CEC. Neoliberalism here is both a
contradictory and confusing hybrid of classical amaldern liberalism, social
conservatism, and libertarianism. Neoliberalisithsdar deregulation, privatization,
accountability, the operation of governments asrasses, a decentralization of
government functions, and a prevailing adherendkeadogics of the free market, in
conjunction with the pushing of social policiesahgh public policy (Anderson-Levitt,
2003; Morgen, 2001; Swadener & Wachira, 2003). diseourse of neoliberalism
moves through the generalized “global politicedbticational borrowing and lending”
(Steiner-Khamsi, 2004) but critically through maxlef Euro-American ECEC promoted
by the World Bank, the United Nations Educatio&aientific and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO), the United Nation Children’s Fund (UNIQEternational agreements,
requirements related to funding, and a host of neagimental organizations (Nagasawa
& Swadener, in press; Rana 2012; Urban, 2007; Smexde Wachira; Penn, 2000)
Arizona Charter Schools

Garn’s study of Arizona Charter School policy impkntation (1999) reviewed
McDonnell and Elmore’s four distinct methods thah de employed by policymakers to
help gain more successful results in preservationitial policy intentions. Money
could be allocated when specific conditions aressadl, rules could be set, authority
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could be given to specified agencies or individuatgl investments in ‘future capacity’
could be made. Other methods could utilize pulyliand investigation on the part of
legislators following up on implementation processe

Garn’s study (1999), further “sought to clarify thexus between policy
development and program enactment” (p. 3) by lapkipecifically at the process of
implementation. Data for the study came from doentanalysis, focused interviews
with both those implementing policy and those wheated it, as well as observation of
key figures. First he looked at how Arizona’s ildgtive insiders’ communicated the
charter school policy intentions and how they alsbned Arizona’s “problem”. Next,
he wanted to see whether the current program hatlped results that pleased
policymakers. His last desire was to discovemttamner in which original intent was
kept preserved by policymakers. The final reseguastion dealt with how
policymakers in Arizona maintained their originagjislative intentions during the
implementation process despite the fact that matlysomandates were subverted.

Garn (1999) found that those people implementifgpper the statute were
those who held positions of power. Regardlest@®fdct that the intentions of
policymakers were clearly stated, there were naaqniaes that those at the state level
would either promote or support their interestetigh implementation. The state of
Arizona has a history of discontent between letpstaand those at the State Department
of Education (Garn, 1999). This ill will has beamdicated on individuals at the State
Department feeling they are continually asked todoe with less while legislators at

the state level have felt that policy intentions aften misinterpreted by bureaucrats.
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State agencies such as Arizona Department of Edudadve experienced
policies in the past which increased oversightaaspbilities without increased funding.
The Auditor General's office has had the same ssvith regard to the oversight of
public entities utilizing tax-payer dollars as augld (Garn, 1999). Garn (1999) cites
Wohlstetter who argues that educational reformsthen success are directly linked to
both self-interests and political agendas of thespective legislative sponsors. In the
case of Arizona charter schools, Lisa Graham-Keegmtate Superintendent of Public
Instruction, was in a position to ensure that staéimbers “did not misconstrue” (Garn,
1999, p. 10) policy aims. Nadine Basha has hadstane advantage. “Similar to
creating the state boards and appointing handpiciddduals, local implementers were
recruited” (Garn, 1999, p 11). Garn (1999) founak for policy implementation to be
successful, there were four influential variablestl, communication, bureaucratic
structure, and finally financial support.

Policy implementation research shows at both thalland state levels, those
implementing policies often alter or undermine $afive intentions (Garn, 1999).

While intentions of legislators may be expliciteth is no guarantee that said intentions
will be carried out or remain as originally conasivthrough the process of
implementation (Garn, 1999). Those delivering @obften are at odds with or do not
fully understand the purpose of legislative intens and thus the result is undermining of
policy (Garn, 1999). Garn (1999) cites Odden wdald responses at the local level are
more often than not contradictory to the federadtate initiative. Policy initiatives
originating at high governmental levels are notlykto be carried out by educators or
complied with whether it be in regulations, progrdesign, rules, or expectations.
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Critical Discourse Analysisin Educational Policy Research

Ketchebaw, White, de Almeida, and Armstrong (20&lyzed Canadian policy
discourse with regard to racialization and the ag#ions made as a result of early
childhood policies which served to steer earlydimlod services. Early childhood
policies are critically analyzed in the literat@specially those related to welfare reform
(Swadener, 2000), however, the authors found Heaassumptions resulting from the
policies are not. Their purpose was to use ctititracy with relation to race to
“interrogate” policies. Through various interpuetimethods including critical discourse
analysis and post structural questioning, the aatbonducted a review of the policy
documents that had served to guide principles dE® British Columbia. They
emphasize critical analysis of policy discoursated to ECEC is important because it is
more often than note laden with discourses of nbrzaigon which are more often than
not taken for granted.

Popkewitz and Lindblad (2000) highlight reseancinalation to ECEC policy
tends to accept the norms and definitions thatygsicreate. Ketchebaw, White, de
Almeida, and Armstrong (2006) sought to follow Laged Lutz through use of a “critical
literacy of race” to challenge those accepted nantsdefinitions. They also saw
themselves as “interpretative bricoleurs” due ®ftdct they did not emphasize one
particular methodology for interpretation but rathmultiple methodological tactics and
tools.

The study reviewed documents created by the Br@islumbia Ministry of Child
and Family Development (MCFD) during 2004 and 20Gf served to outline objectives
and goals implemented in the creation as well a®geration of British Columbia’s
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early childhood programs. Documents analyzed wpeeches, pamphlets, annual
reports, presentations, briefing notes, and papEng. focus of analysis was on the
particular discourses represented within all doauseTheoretical and empirical
secondary sources were also employed to allowufdhdr insight.

September of 2005 brought an agreement betwededkeal government of
Canada and the provincial government of Britishu@dia for five years that was to
serve in increased coordination between variougigouental entities handling ECEC in
British Columbia. Assorted ministries were to Wwar conjunction with MCFD to
develop policy, fund, and deliver programs relate@CEC. January 2006 brought the
cancellation of this agreement due to changes mitike government.

The authors report on three discourses which wetenified in any way and
resulted in many contradictions. The first dissgudeals with “multiculturalism” and
aboriginal categories. The system in British Cdbiaris divided into three informal
areas which were found to be reflective of a ladjecourse in the area: the dominant
course of early childhood development, aborigiralyechildhood development and a
loose system that work with “multicultural commue#’. When categories are created,
they have a tendency to both “collapse and erasedmplexity and heterogeneity
within, across, and amongst” (Pacini-Ketchabaw, t&/lde Almeida, & Armstrong,
2006) particular groups while also remaining igmbiaf the differences that exist in
cultural contexts.

Another problem encountered was the categoriesdblves were created as
“deviations from the norm.” (Pacini-Ketchabaw, Whitle Almeida, & Armstrong,
2006). The policy and state discourses reganshuligiculturalism were not equal,
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neutral, objective, or a benefit to all, rathentiserved to build hierarchies of ideal
subjects/citizens that were racialized, gendened,cadered. Based upon Foucaultian
theories of the formation of the ideal citizen, gadicies and discourses falling under
multiculturalism serve as technologies to createntiodel citizen (Pacini-Ketchabaw,
White, de Almeida, & Armstrong, 2006).

The second discourse analyzed was of the popanlagalth model meant to
include “all children”. The system in British Cohloia created a discourse that became
dominant with regard to what was considered tchiee'ideal early childhood
development discourse for ‘all’ children” (Pacinet€habaw, White, de Almeida, &
Armstrong, 2006). Children in this discourse @veonstructed as either normal or
deviating from the norm with regard to health. doigrses found were those constructed
around the knowledge various participating agentasksrelated to healthy growth and
development from 0-6 and how that knowledge wdieatl to determine when early
intervention was necessary to allow for healthyaligwment. The authors determined
these discourses were problematic because theybasesl upon assumptions about
universal child development. Notions of univerdald development serve to silence
young children and families, especially those wieodeemed immigrants, Aboriginal, or
minorities. The solutions from participating agescappeared to be particular
populations needed “more” services/interventioatstyies beyond what a typical child
required. Finally the population health model pduated the discourse of all children
assuming colorblindness (Pacini-Ketchabaw, WhigeAbneida, & Armstrong, 2006).

The third discourse studied was the use of cuftura unit of analysis. The
categories of Aboriginality and multiculturalism reeembedded in discourses which
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served to guide policies that assumed homogentitgung children and families.
Programs and services targeted assumed populasondnerable due to income,
education, and language. The dynamics of genalegulge, and race are not
acknowledged often and when they are, they sern@tegorical identifiers’, rather than
categories that have been socially constitutedséndted (Pacini-Ketchabaw, White, de
Almeida, & Armstrong, 2006).

Pacini-Ketchabaw, White, de Almeida, & Armstro2@Q6) suggest there needs
to be a critical examination of policies becaussythre “embedded with normalizing
discourses that are often taken for granted” (8).1@’hey remind researchers of the
importance of questioning discourse that servegtingose of racializing in order to seek
alternatives which go beyond normalizing and esakzihg apparatuses. The discourse
critically analyzed for this study included polibyiefs, publications, meeting notes, and
media pieces, many of which were found to contaimmalizing discourses that have
become accepted as common sense in Arizona. \Meildata was not analyzed for

racialization, it was analyzed for both equity audess.
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Chapter 3
METHODOLOGY
Design and M ethodology
“The researcher-as-bricoleur-theorist works betwasghwithin competing and
overlapping perspectives and paradigms” (Denziniddaln, 2003, p. 9). With regard to
the research question, it is important to consaderad of time what may occur through
the course of study (Stake, 1995). My desire wagitically examine the Arizona Early
Childhood Health and Development board as welhasystem, First Things First,
created by the particular citizen initiative, Prepion 203. A variety of feminist
perspectives were utilized in conjunction withicat and postcolonial theory in an
attempt to reveal how the discourse utilized byamd through FTF has shifted or
changed since its inception as well as how theinre/agency has portrayed their
programs. Power relationships achieved througitydbcuments, publications, and
text were also analyzed in conjunction with abskstourse and
contradictions/inconsistencies. As a feminist agsleer, | utilized a variety of tools and
methods throughout this study to both access addratand the data (Hesse-Biber,
2007).
Methods Employed
Critical discourse analysis, in conjunction witlhét approaches served as the
guiding methodologies for data collection, analyaid interpretation. The reasoning
behind the choice of critical discourse analysis te methods emphasis on the
political, ideological, racial, economic, advertisent/promotional culture, language of
media, gender, institutional discourse, and edoodBlommaert & Bulcaen, 2000).
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Popkewitz has suggested “drawing links between|dpweent research and
policy questions” “may have three enduring conthiims: Providing visibility for
multiple ways of thinking, arguing, and viewing twerld, in essence a sharing of
disciplinary knowledges. Recognizing knowledgehimita discipline creates
irregularities of “explicitness and ambiguity” (Watl & Piazza, 1997, p. 4). The
disciplinary knowledge produced is gathered througgue, constructive processes.
Gains are made through inquiry involving multipletirods (the visibility of policy
practices and research as socially regulated pesesd practices) (Wallat & Piazza,
1997).

From the critical perspective, language serveth Hescribe and construct the
world (Kincheloe & McLaren, 2000). There is a dist relationship between policy and
language so it is important if not imperative tokanto communicative functions as well
as underlying tasks that occur prior to the finablpcation of policy reports. Viewing
both power and knowledge in this context allowsdotessibility to policy analysis and
evaluation across a variety of disciplines. Thenmeot a best method or disciplinary
approach for policy analysis (Wallat & Piazza, 1997

Wallat and Piazza (1997) discuss Lakoff's ideasureigg the functions of
discourse in policy analysis. Here the importdet to grasp is the direct relation
between the meaning and function of communicatidized and the resultant power it
gives to the user. It is crucial to remember thHitlanguage is political (p. 5).” Political
ideologies do impact differing views regarding pwli Ideology and hegemony are
inextricably linked to power (Kincheloe & McLare2Q00). Who benefits when we do
not invest in all human beings (O’Connell Rust, 210
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“The discourses of childhood have fostered reguadf a particular group of
human beings by another group (described as adutsyjenerated multiple sites of
power for these adults” (Cannella, 1997, p. 44mHiy is a governmental instrument
(Foucault, 1994). “Mechanisms put into operatigrah institution are designed to
ensure its own preservation” (Foucault, 2000, [3)34

Legal writers tend to work with “the ambiguous mratof language” when
creating discourse with the intent of muddying laage to acquire a broader sense of
political support. Ambiguity in language servesmypaurposes such as masking the
differences that lie unresolved between legislaaoit competing interest groups (Wallat
& Piazza, 1997, p. 22). Language has been andcestto be a means of power
maintenance (Moss & Petrie, 2002). There is nalament of consent in power. Itis
the way some act upon others (Foucault, 1994} lé#nguage that draws in our attention,
directs our thoughts and serves to privilege speaidys of knowing over others (Denzin
& Giardina, 2006).

How individuals communicate and persuade in tha afgolicy is difficult to
understand at best if not impossible to resolva.orersight that can occur in policy
research is the issue of how to gain knowledge fpoeviously gathered information
(Wallat & Piazza, 1997). Lakoff implements a sclaeoha triangle to guide thoughts
and observations with regard to policy analysis l{8¥& Piazza, 1997). Linguistic
functions are a reflection of our socio-culturahtexts. Thus coming to an
understanding linguistically requires a negotiatdhinguistic meaning regarding the

manner in which discourse is utilized and interpaefWallat & Piazza, 1997).
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“In other words, the conventions used to help matent and meaning
connections in the audiences mind essentially agds constructing an interpretive
framework” (Wallat & Piazza, 1997, p. 17). Utilig a schema or framework to attempt
to understand socio-cultural and cognitive aspetclimguistic variations in and across
specific contexts, assists in understanding varmmmsequences of institutional services
and policies (Wallat & Piazza, 1997; Lakoff, 200®erhaps policy could be understood
not so much as “choices” or “acts” with researcheoking to find “motives” or
“reasons” but rather as the result or outcome ofimg linguistic functions, assorted
frames of interpretation, and structures of theigaants (Wallat & Piazza, 1997).

Research studies of both child development ceatsisstudies of family have
implemented concepts of schematic knowledge arahiés of interpretation” which are
interactive. The outcomes of such studies impéygbssibility of conflicting frames as
being an inherent part of parent/professional stines that involve interaction and
communication. Such overlap and competition betwesmes can produce difficulties
in even the most organized, efficient health, etlanal, or social worlds (Wallat &
Piazza, 1997).

Qualitative Research

Qualitative research as a category encompasseesity of “methods”
including but not limited to interview, case studyerpretive analysis, politics, etc.
(Denzin & Lincoln, 2003). Denzin and Lincoln (2Q0&ilize the metaphor of a bridge
regarding qualitative research. The bridge setwe&®nnect the assorted methodologies,
schemas, periods in history and widely diverseasgmtations of areas of academic study
that are working in the qualitative realm.
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A gualitative researcher employs assorted techsiquerder to attempt to gather
the complexity and subtlety of the study (Janes2€K3). Those who utilize qualitative
methods tend to recognize the intricacy of theadagorld and all of its complexities; the
effect of interactions, bi-directional causalitpdaequifinality. The researcher is
continually aware of the possibility that any oésle complexities presence affects the
usefulness, construction, and verification of krexge statements (Bennett & Elman,
2006). The element that distinguishes qualitatiggiiry from other inquiry methods is
the emphasis it places on interpretation (Erick4d@86; Stake, 1995).

A qualitative researcher can be seen as a briculba uses those methods, or
strategies at hand. If they do not have the aptp'tool’ for the job, one may be
invented or created from pieces of other tools @e®& Lincoln, 2003; Kaomea, 2000;
Kincheloe, 2005). Multiple methods are often foumdjualitative research. The reason
for this is the researcher desires to obtain ansified understanding of the research
focus (Denzin & Lincoln, 2003). The constructminqualitative design is not done in
such a way as to prove something (Janesick, 2083jualitative researcher seeks
meaning through a search for patterns and consigteften called correspondence
(Stake, 1995). These patterns may be of prior kedge if taken from research
guestions and they may also serve as an outlingataranalysis (Stake, 1995).

There are three things a researcher does whiahedgfialitative research as a
process (Denzin & Lincoln, 2003). First, they gathmaterials relevant to the research
guestion. Second, they conduct an analysis afiderials gathered, and finally, they

write about their understandings (Denzin & Lincd003). A qualitative analysis
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highlights both process and activity through “nveadescription and interpretive
assertion” (Stake, 1995, p. 96).

A study begins with fixed actions such as intemge@and document analysis but as
information becomes available, there becomes rawrfidxibility or changing of
direction (Janesick, 2003). One needs to undetdtaw a group or organization (their
social practices both written and oral languaggpecific policy arenas/projects and to
make themselves cognizant of the group’s “ruletamnventions regarding language.
How, why, and what ways a group functions (WallaPi&zza, 1997).

Critical Discourse Analysis

The object of the human sciences is thereforeusptman,

but man as producer of textMikhail Bakhtin

During the late 1980’'s, European discourse stughee rise to critical discourse
analysis (CDA) led by researchers such as Fairtlovan Dijk, Wodak, and others
(Blommaert & Bulcaen, 2000). CDA seeks to analfzactural relationships of power,
control, dominance, and discrimination as revealethnguage (Blommaert & Bulcaen,
2000; Wodak, 1995; Pacini-Ketchabaw, White, de Attag& Armstrong, 2006).
Discourse is a form of power and the goal of CDAoisnake language more transparent
thus revealing the power relationships containdadiwit.

Critical Discourse Analysis “foregrounds links been social practice and
language, and the systematic investigation of cctinmes between the nature of social
processes and the properties of language textg’t(®agh, 1995, p. 96). CDA is
considered both a method and a theory used toanklgguage in relation to its power
and ideology.
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The three dimensional framework created by Faighoior the analysis of
discourse begins with the area of discourse-as-teatterns and word selection,
cohesion, grammar, and the structure of the texipeise this dimension. The second
area is discourse-as-discursive practice, i.etgbegnition that discourse is circulated,
distributed, produced, and consumed within socidiye third area is discourse-as-
social-practice. Discourse is a feature of botteimeonic processes and ideological
effects (Fairclough, 1992). The manner in whiclcdigse is respoken, rewritten, or
represented reveals “emergence of new orders obulise, struggles over normativity,
attempts at control, and resistance against regiohpswer” (Blommaert & Bulcaen,
2000, p. 449). A particular discourse cannot lbated to the speaker alone. Others
voices are conveyed in the words of the speakéektH(iidg 1984).

The central tenet of critique in CDA is the lingttvyeen social structure and
speech/language/discourse. It strives to revealtlys social structure impacts power
relations, discourse patterns, ideological effeamtsl models while viewing these
relationships as inherently problematic. Interw@ninto the social practices investigated
by researchers is advocated by CDA. BlommaertBardaen (2000) cite Toolan who
offers a prescriptive approach by stating that sstigns for correction and proposals for
change to discourses studied should be offeredlnd @searchers. Due to this activist
positioning, CDA “openly professes strong committsen change, empowerment, and
practice-orientedness” (Blommaert & Bulcaen, 2q03{49).

The areas/topics of analysis of CDA are: 1. Rultdiscourse; 2. Ideology; 3.
Racism; 4. Economic discourse; 5. Advertisementm@ndotional culture; 6. Media
language; 7. Gender; 8. Institutional discour$e;Education. In every one of these
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areas structural inequalities, exploitation, asytni@e of power, and manipulation are
featured (Blommaert & Bulcaen, 2000). Pacini-Keteaw, White-de Almeida, &
Armstrong (2006) conducted a critical discoursdyans of racialization in early
childhood policy discourses of the British Columbgovernment. Utilizing a variety of
methodologies including CDA they reviewed documéehit were designed to establish
the guiding principles for British Columbia’s ECissem. Through the use of CDA,
they were able to interrogate the political dissayidentify racism within the
governmental discourse of ECE, and consider th@odg driving the policies.

The roots of CDA lie in social theory and divergawo directions. First, CDA
has a profound interest in theories of both ideplagd power stemming from “order of
discourse” as well as “power-knowledge” as formediaby Foucault (1971, 1977).
Gramsci’s theories of “hegemony” in conjunctioniwittoth “interpellation” and
ideological state apparatuses” of Althusser (1249 serve as points of interest for
CDA (Blommaert & Bulcaen, 2000).

Second, CDA seeks to “overcome structuralist detesm” (Blommaert &
Bulcaen, 2000, p. 452). Theoretical groundingtifig position lies in Giddens’ theory of
structuration (1984) which rests on the idea tistudsive events are often formative for
much bigger social structures and processes. TDhkesvof both Bourdieu and Habermas
also influence the social process aspects of CDA.

Framing
Frames structure our political institutions, elewts, courts, and

legislative and administrative structure&eorge Lakoff
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The framing of discourse is not strictly relateccommunication or political
messaging. The human mind creates frames (meniatiges) to both order and
interpret reality. The way an individual framefoimation directly impacts their
perceptions, actions, interactions, and reasonirge mind then utilizes these frames
unconsciously directly impacting the individual'sHavior in social situations as well as
institutions.

Lakoff (2006) suggests reframing political issuestdurse in a way other than
that presented which may allow us to reveal “imaottruths”. Deep seated frames like,
“The nation as family” (Lakoff, 2006, pg. 49), “ditly inform our political worldview.”
These frames then serve to create the structufteriitire worldviews” through which
individuals interpret the world of discourse arodhem.

Political and policy discourse is often definedibsral or conservative but there
is much more to these discourses than meets the\Wide the discourse may be
presented from one perspective or another, itmeigged and understood as a result of
framing. The structure of frames does not havgetocomplex. There are many frames
that come with their own language and jargon tle@bme meaningless when used
outside of their particular frames (Lakoff, 2006).

Consider the word “quality” which can be definedhwiespect to a quality frame.
A quality frame implies qualified individuals andograms, a qualifier who assesses the
level of quality, the need to qualify, standardsduoalification, and qualitative measures
to determine said quality. All of these phraseskevsurface frames which both depend
on and activate deep frames. Phrases such asdlddar a “quality rating system”
within FTF serve to activate deep frames amonmdiliduals involved from board
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members to stakeholders and all those in betweeergeng different ideas with regard
to implementation, delivery, assessment, etc..pDeenes are necessary for the mind to
hang surface frames on. Moral values and polipcaiciples reside within deep frames
and are key to how an individual conceptualizesautd upon discourses they are a part
of.
Rationale for Approaches Utilized

A gualitative researcher takes a holistic apprd&take, 1995). Due to the fact
that this was a qualitative study, a variety of moels were utilized with the goal of
triangulating data. Triangulating data sourcesioeto determine if what is observed
and reported will be seen in the same light if oN&red in another instance (Stake,
1995). Triangulating through perspectives, multiplethods, and empirical materials is
not a tool but rather a strategy utilized to bring the depth, complexity, breadth, and
rigor of a study. It allows one to move away frbnear interpretation of a study (Denzin
& Lincoln, 2003). Often, things initially perceisleas “simple” become much more
complex as a result of triangulation sending oreklba reconsider, ask new questions,
and reevaluate. Triangulation is not solely méantonfirmation of meaning particular
to a single idea but rather a desire to look fbeointerpretations (Stake, 1995).
Researchers in this genre emphasize reality igialgoconstructed idea, the relationship
created between research and researcher is perandahquiry is guided, shaped, and
constrained by context (Denzin & Lincoln, 2003).

Triangulation utilizes multiple perceptions in orde clarify meaning. It also
allows for different presentations of how phenomareaboth perceived and interpreted
(Stake, 2003). Triangulation happens with methogiels, data, theories, and
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investigators. Triangulation is necessary in otdensure the validity of the processes
utilized in a particular study. One way of achreythis is to include a variety of data
sources (Tellis, 1997).

Both Stake and Yin (Tellis, 1997) have discusseatbua sources regarding
evidence, including; participant observation, doeunts, physical artifacts, archival
records, direct observation and interviews. Pigaditt observation allows the researcher
an opportunity to actively participate in the eseot the study. As a participant,
however, there is always the danger of changingtheome of events through
participation. Observation should be a time o&tid recording of events in an attempt
to create a retelling that most would not conteswall as make the process of both
analysis and reporting less difficult (Stake, 1995)

Newspaper articles, memoranda, letters, admaiig¢ documents, or agendas
can all be considered sources of documentationietéss of documents provide
additional means of checking information with oteeurces and assist in evidential
triangulation. One must be careful not to maksdahferences regarding documents.
Records are artifacts produced under certain congditvhich are seated in particular
ideological and social systems (Hodder, 2000). ditegrecords is a social practice and
as such, each interpretation/understanding/reasalithgrovide for different meaning to
be arrived at/acquired. Physical artifacts majuitke physical evidence, tools, or
instruments which may be obtained through a si#.vBuch artifacts help to broaden
researcher perspective. Items such as surveyatgemizational records, service

records, and lists of names can be included asvatalecords as well. Careful analysis
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of these records needs to be done regardless dharitbey are quantitative or not in
order to ensure their accuracy (Stake, 1995).
Data Analysis Process

The purpose of this analysis was to determine ib@drses used to present the
public face of FTF both past and present that twggling and contending for
dominance. There were two guiding questions frgtudy: 1. How has the discourse
utilized by, in, and through First Things Firstfééd or changed since its inception? How
does this initiative/agency portray their progran’s?What power relationships are
achieved through the documents and how are chilteachers, and families constructed
as a result of these power relationships. Whategére revealed in the text and how do
they emerge? What discourse is absent from th@ téxe there contradictions or
inconsistencies present? In this study, databeiltollected and analyzed concurrently.
Appendix A illustrates the four phase time linetthfollowed.

The data analyzed for this study came from forrg-hours spent in 2007 and
2008 in two strategic planning sessions of theyeEaHildhood Health and Development
Board, and five board meetings of the same orgtaizésee Appendix C for detailed
summary). Each time extensive notes were takernhardthe notes were transcribed the
following day and put into word documents. A tatékighty-three pages of notes and
reflections were analyzed. The discourse of thaey documents created by the board
for the public was also analyzed. Artifacts uglitzfor analysis came from the following
sources:Building Bright Futures: Needs and Assets Assassgti®)7 theFamily and
Community Report: A Baseline Report on Familie$ @oordination Building Bright
Futures: Arizona’'s Early Childhood Opportunitie@@ ReporttheVision for Early
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Childhood Home Visiting in Arizona-Plan of Actio®1®, Ready for School, Set for Life:
Creating the Model Early Childhood SystahmePolicy Brief-Measuring Quality in Early
Childhood EducationthePolicy Brief: Read All About It-School Successtedan

Early Language & Literacyand thePolicy Brief: Professional Development of Teachers
of Arizona’s Young Childre(see also Appendix D for a summary of all

publications/policy documents analyzed).

An environmental scan was conducted of billboardsired the state of Arizona,
advertising campaigns in movie theaters and tal@avispots on local television stations,
kiosk advertising at strip centers, bus stops,lacal malls. | asked friends, relatives,
and colleagues to alert me to any of the aforeropad items related to FTF from August
2012 through January 2013. Over the past sixydaave repeatedly visited the FTF
website and continued to do so in order to stagairof current issues related to FTF,
read policy documents, downloaded publications,\aatthed for change in content and

discourse utilized. | also watched for local aedional press releases put out by FTF.

Utilizing both CDA techniques and Lakoff’s framésnalyzed specific words
and phrases that occurred repeatedly in the pagtlaas in the present in order to tease
out frames of reference, shifts in both discourskfeames, specific modes of messaging,
and consistencies and inconsistencies within thdigpface FTF is presenting.

Prior to an analysis of documents, a word countards that appeared to be high
frequency was done with the documents listed ineiplx B. The documents that
displayed the greatest number of high frequencyds/pertaining to quality, readiness,

professional development, etc. were chosen assepiaive documents. Once a
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determination was made as to what the dominanbdises were, (Appendix B is a
VERY rough example of determining dominant disceurslizing the crude measure of
word count via Microsoft Word) | looked through aflthe data gathered at the ways
each of the discourses have been framed (Lakod6P6ver time to reveal shifts or
changes and consistencies/inconsistencies thatdwavered as well as the
course/direction/path FTF has pursued as a rebratied on Lakoff's (2006) method of
framing discourse (surface frames, deep framese idefining frames, messaging frames,
etc.). The power structures created and maintagdabth the frames and discourses
contained therein thus became evident revealingahditions and assumptions they
were based on and the representation or namindpéisabccurred as a result.

A discussion of problems inherent to a systenpareeived as disruptive and is
usually intentionally avoided (Charkiewicz, 200%)/hen there is conversation regarding
policy frameworks that avoids critical analysisrobt causes, multi-stake holders are
able to sustain dialogue which becomes a politeaginology that serves the purpose of
systemic reproduction (Charkiewicz, 2007). Powihin such frameworks allows for
the inclusion of voice that is not influenced froine outside (Charkiewicz, 2007).
Constraints of the Study

As an academic, | write from a place of power andilpge which directly
influences my thinking and interpretations of datdroughout this study | have
continually revisited the data and purposefully kaat to view both the data and my
interpretations of it through multiple lenses.alvk done this not to arrive at any
particular truth but rather to tease out the nusiodeliscourse which often become
accepted in the area of ECEC as right or corrébe purpose of critical discourse
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analysis and specifically Lakoff's (2006) ideadraiming is to reveal these dominant
discourses that more often than not silence theodrses that those of us in the field of
ECEC work so hard to reveal and support.

The following two chapters present both the findiagd a detailed discussion of
this study and its implications. Data analysis indings are presented relative to the
guiding questions and sub-questions for the stude data analysis is set within two
particular discourses found which serve to frame& RO F reveals its very public face
within the state of Arizona. The dominant neoldetiscourse of the child as an
investment has effectively silenced the progresgiseourse of nurturance where the
child is a recipient of education and health s&wvibecause they are a member of society
with the same rights and privileges as any othendrubeing. Each of the two dominant
frames is discussed in detail with related evidentee following chapter presents a
discussion of the findings and the final chapt&spnts conclusions reached as well as
guestions raised with regard to the future of EGEBoth the state of Arizona and the

United States as a nation.
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Chapter 4

DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
Data Analysisand Findings
There were two guiding questions with their respecsub-questions for this study. The
first was: How has the discourse utilized by, mg ghrough First Things First shifted or
changed since its inception? How does this inigltigency portray their programs? The
second was: What power relationships are achidvedgh the documents and how are
children, teachers, and families constructed &saltr of these power relationships.
Other, related questions included, what valuesearealed in the text and how do they
emerge? What discourse is absent from the tex&th®&re contradictions or
inconsistencies present? The framing of discofaged in the strategic planning
sessions appears to be a progressive frame ofranct; however, at the same time
another discourse runs throughout the initiatitgtsgic planning sessions, board
meetings, policy briefs, and advertising/brandingf is based upon a neoliberal

production frame, which is essentially a businemsing model.

The data utilized for this discourse analysis weken from a variety of oral,
written, and visual sources beginning in JanuargGif7 and ending January of 2013.
The six year time span allowed for an analysisatfjnst laying the groundwork of First
Things First, but also the planning, and deliveirgervices, as well as dissemination of
information to the public. The data include ndedsen at two of the Early Childhood
Development and Health Board Strategic PlanningiSes, notes taken at five meetings
of the Arizona Early Childhood Development and ke&8loard, theBuilding Bright

Futures: Needs and Assets Assessment, 200Family and Community Report: A
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Baseline Report on Families and CoordinatiBailding Bright Futures: Arizona’s

Early Childhood Opportunities 2009 RepdtteVision for Early Childhood Home
Visiting in Arizona-Plan of Action 201Ready for School, Set for Life: Creating the
Model Early Childhood SysterthePolicy Brief-Measuring Quality in Early Childhood
Education thePolicy Brief: Read All About It-School Successtedan Early Language
& Literacy, thePolicy Brief: Professional Development of Teach@rérizona’s Young
Children billboards around the state of Arizona, advergstampaigns in movie theaters
and television spots on local television statidngsk advertising at strip centers, bus

stops, and local malls.

Initial Framing Analysis

In November of 2006, Proposition 203 (a citizemisiative) was passed creating
the Arizona Early Childhood Development and HeBltiard. The language of the
proposition addressed the young child as developwitg a brain structure whose major
elements are formed by age three and whose earbagdnal experiences have a direct
impact on future success in education (Prop. 208k proposition emphasized that
children who are given the opportunity to accegh lgjuality education and care from
birth to age five will be better equipped to suctaeademically and have greater
opportunities as adults. The investment in ECE&rinona would benefit the state in
the future due to increased productivity in the kflorce, a decrease in crime and

unemployment rates, as well as a decrease in #te cbsocial services (Prop. 203).

There are two deep frames of discourse found imtkiative, the strategic

planning sessions, board meetings, policy briefd,rmarketing campaign. The first
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discourse is rooted in a progressive vision of atdoo where an investment in people by
the government should make it possible for evemdmu being to have a high quality
education (Lakoff, 2006). This progressive frarheducation values empathy and it is
the responsibility of all to act upon empathy timaturn will empower others (Haas,
2008; Lakoff, 2006). Within this frame, the goverant provides communities with the
necessary funds to create learning environment$#s meet the needs of all young

people within a given community (Bloch, Popkewhnimlund, & Moqvist, 2003).

The second discourse is rooted in a neoliberabwisi education where the
business community and the government should inmg&iung people for the purposes
of strengthening the workforce, increasing prodisti and positively impacting the
economy (Lakoff, 2006; Rose 1999). “Neurosciestistonomists, and educators agree
that Early Childhood Education and Care pays divil$eas children enter kindergarten”
(Measuring Quality in Early Childhood Education2p. This futures market approach
sees the young child as a type of mutual fund wiatgeof return over the years will
increase provided the child, parents, and teadm@rance the value of the fund by
choosing the appropriate stock options in ordsfigttl the maximum dividends on the
government’s investment upon the student’s gradodtom college (Building Bright
Futures, 2007; Lynch 2004). This discourse al$ereaces the hard science of brain
research which causes both corporations and pwilaiers to be drawn into the
conversation (Kirp, 2007). The cognitive reseaschtilized and the young child
becomes likened unto a computer whose circuitrytiesardwired properly so they do

not crash when they begin kindergarten. Heredbpansibility for success lies with the
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individual and the systemic issues that either eneudeter success are evaded (Bloch,

et al., 2003).

Progressive Frame of Nurturance

The initial discourse began at the board meeting®Early Childhood Health
and Development Board in February of 2007 with rupleasis on system building and
FTF saw themselves as one of four parts of ArizeB&CEC system. The other three
parts were cited by the chairperson as being pthitapy, state government, and child
advocacy. Thoughtful discussions took place wetljard to what role FTF would play
and concerns were voiced about not wanting to bedgast another part of the
bureaucratic system. A desire voiced by severatbmembers in the strategic planning
sessions was to collaborate and coordinate wittiag ECEC systems in the state and
facilitate an integration and working together bbfsgstems so that FTF would not appear
as a “stand alone” system. One board member ‘84l don’t want to duplicate, we
want to bring agencies together and work togets&me of the wording is concerning.

It appears as stand alone. We would be a coodtinatacilitator.”

However, the fact that FTF is a government ageray eiterated several times
during the strategic planning sessions. Intentwese not to replicate any one state’s
system. FTF intended to create their own systeihmiambers of the board realized that
there are valuable lessons to be learned from sthgrs. Board members stated that
self-promotion would not be well received and theientions were not to “build” their

own system.
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It was agreed upon by the members of the EarlJdGbod Health and
Development Board that the most important thiny theuld do over the next ten to
twenty years would be helping to both build andpsurpthe infrastructure of ECEC
across the state of Arizona. Early on in the 20@8ning sessions, board members
agreed that FTF would be more than regional cosndihey would be about meeting the
needs of communities and linking up/coupling/conimgcwith and nurturing
relationships among service providers across tte.stAt the February 27, 2007 meeting
of the board, a member of the board who is als@tasident of a local philanthropic
organization said, “We need partnerships and alegmrand to make sure the language in

our documents reflects what we are doing here”.

The Vision for Early Childhood Home Visiting Seeddn Arizona: A Plan of
Action 2010-201%2010, p. 29) highlighted a desire of FTF to defingreach strategies
that were culturally relevant with materials prihie the primary languages of the
families being served. Needs to accommodate amuldpared for diversity with regard
to regional councils and grant proposals were bnbtmthe table as well. In the 2010
report,Ready for School. Set for Life: Creating the Mdgatly Childhood Systenhe
following statement is found, “A system that isamgzed around the unique needs of
each child and family has no room for bureaucradyid wars” (p. 5). The addressing
of bureaucracy and turf wars in a public documeshsas this serves to draw attention to

the undercurrents felt by all those involved withiHover the previous three years.

The same desire was conveyed inFaenily and Community Report: A Baseline

Report on Families and CoordinatiptFirst Things First will work with early childhab
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partners across the state of Arizona to focus ¢oatidn, communication, and family
support efforts to most effectively meet the ne&id&rizona’s families and children

(2009, p. 35).”Building Bright Futureg2007) highlighted the desire to assure Arizonans
that family supports and services needed to bedead in this system seeking to serve
young children. A critical component of a str@ygtem was that the needsadif

families be addressed. The issue of a need fasado quality ECEC for all families

was addressed once again in 20@.dding Bright Futures.The report suggested that

there was a need to set standards for what qusatiequality ECEC.

In the 2009 publicatiorBuilding Bright FuturesFTF discusses the most
fundamental aspect that guides their principlextvis the need for a “high quality,
interconnected, comprehensive service deliveryesyshat is timely, culturally
responsive, and family driven, community based, directed toward enhancing a child’s
overall development” (p. 2). Within this documemite are three primary areas of focus
for the FTF system: “1. Early learning; 2. Fanslypport; 3. Health, mental health,
nutrition, and special needs” (p. 2). The goal wedevelop statewide initiatives and
fund grants directly related to these three areathke next ten to twenty years. Once
again in 2010 a need for a comprehensive systenhighighted in a document put out
by FTF titled,Ready for School. Set for Life: Creating the Mdggerly Childhood
System.The report was based upon conclusions reachedehyetly created Arizona
Early Childhood Task Force. The task force sawedrto move beyond the incremental
approach of creating one pilot project after anothiiéhis method served to create “a slew
of disconnected programs” (p. 3). Government spgnithat targets children and

families occurs at all governmental levels frontritis to federal. This spending involves
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a myriad of agencies at each level and includes poblic and private sectors. Within a
typical state governmental structure there areitadks of funding sources utilized to
finance a multitude of programs. All of this resuh a highly fragmented system of
services that are premised on the categorizati@hitdren and services. It is true that
some children and families do receive the help thesd but many more are failed
(Friedman, 2005). A comprehensive approach thditemdes all elements of the system
was recommended by the task force which echoed lesented three years prior in the

strategic planning sessions.

The strategic planning sessions served to helplaleeemission statement for the
board. The mission that was agreed upon was tease the quality of and access to
Early Childhood Education and Care across the §2a19. A year later in thEamily
and Community Report: A Baseline Report on Famdied CoordinationFTF stated
that their mission was “to support parents to leefitst and best teacher of their child”
(p. 6). Their current mission statement is, “Firetngs First is one of the critical
partners in creating a family-centered comprehensigllaborative and high-quality
early childhood system that supports the developnmealth and early education of all

Arizona’s children birth through age five” (FTF, 2%).

The board sought a tone that was inclusive (nogmalizing), proactive, and
demanding of the existing system. They wantecetewre that FTF was both
complimentary and supplementary. On March 862008 at the strategic planning
session, one board member went so far as to daye“tan’t fund all children, how can

we justify what we are doing?” A member of the @hain’s Action Alliance was
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concerned that statewide funding priorities werigdo spread FTF too thin. They
wanted to be sure that the decision criteria fodfaog strategies would ensure
sustainability and would involve policymaker edugat The head of the Association for

Supportive Child Care said,

“As far as ASC and | are concerned, we are condenogv this will turn out

for children in the long run. We want to be surattthe board is mindful of
those of us who have been here for a long timayttwo years for ASC. We
have a really good handle on what the communitgse¢ would hope you would
begin to work with state agencies to see how weatldre on the same page and
partner. | implore you to be cautious when yolksmé private sector dollars
that have not been committed to existing prograsnsany of us rely on

those dollars to keep our agencies going and weataompete with FTF.”

Concern for equity among the different regions veased and several board
members wanted the language created related tegiens and their respective funding
strategies to align with, complement, or be conghyedifferent from statewide strategies

as long as they would support the goals of FTF.

The issue of varying needs and priorities amon@regresurfaced in thReady
for School. Set for Life: Creating the Model Ba@hildhood Systemublication in
2010. The Arizona Early Childhood Education tasicé stated that, “Different
communities will focus on different elements, degieg on their local priorities” (p. 3).
FTF would serve as the agency that convened partoiered leadership, and proposed
a collaborative, working relationship with the dxig system in order to maximize

resources as well as improve outcomékis document highlighted the gap that
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continued to exist between needs and servicesatlrestate. Members of the task force
emphasized the need of the state to continue &strwisely. FTF clearly stated that they
would not be the sole funder of Arizona’s ECEC sgst However, the agency would
continue to take an active role in aiding to ineeeas well as coordinate “available

resources from multiple sources” (p. 5).

A small number of the board members saw a neekifiopsiblic and policymaker
thinking out of the deficit model that the states theen rooted in for so long. This model
can be traced back as early as the 1930’s setttdmeises and neighborhood programs
and more recently to the war on poverty effortthef 1960s (Brown, 2007; Kirp 2007;
Cannella, 2005; Bloch, et al, 2003; Carini, 200&s® 1999; Stagner & Duran, 1997). A
majority of governmental interventions and comprediae community initiatives in the
past were centered on neighborhoods characterizedtteme and concentrated poverty.
Historically, programs such as these have neglgoteark on the systemic issues that

were contributing to extreme poverty (Swadener &Wia 2003; Delpit, 1995).

There was also a desire to change attitudes, adbwupth a concern related to
placing families at the center of focus over progsa The executive director stated that
changing attitudes of policymakers and the pubbcild be the first matter of business

and then the root causes of issues could be address

Many voiced a need to elevate the professional figleliminating words like

“training” and to establish and implement a wagkagtement system.
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Neoliberal Frame of Production

The second discourse began with an emphasis orPBadice research and a
need for measurement/assessment of students’ esadiparenting practices, and teacher
quality. There was a strong push by the chairpecddhe board, as well as the facilitator
for the planning sessions for all short term measto be based on Best Practice
research, cognitive science, and behavior reseaRdrticular ideological constructions
related to evidence based research, best praatidejevelopmentally appropriate
practice create very complex and nearly invisibleas regarding truth that serve to
universalize childhood (Ortiz & Cannella, 2006)hefe are two problems inherent to
funding only research-proven practice, all of theveers do not lie in the research world,
which eliminates all innovative ideas, and the kimyg that occurs outside of research is
often the most creative and it allows a space éw knowledge to develop (Friedman,

2005).

The emphasis on young children being an investnvastseen early on not just in
strategic planning sessions but also in early pabbns produced by FTHuilding
Bright Futures 200%tates that FTF would create a system that ymioductive citizens
because an investment in the child will result Btrang state and ensure both economic
growth as well as the future well-being of theetgt 9). There is now a much more
visible market approach to education. Care has besimilated into education thus
pulling it into the realm of politics and governan(&ibbons, 2007). States are
increasingly neoliberal in their policy argumensstlaey move away from intervention in

order to construct conditions that allow for indivals to act in their personal interests
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and the primary metaphor for policy is markets (& Cannella, 2006; Popkewitz &
Lindblad, 2000; Rose 1999). Rigby, Tarrant, & Neun(2007) state, “adoption of a
particular policy design includes the adoption @iaaticular politically constructed

problem and the ideological interests it reinfofdgs 100).

Children are crucial to societal progress in a raggconomy and as such their
care and education fall under intense scrutinjnabthrough quality programs, they can
then contribute to society’s progress (Gibbons,72@0gby, Tarrant, & Neuman, 2007;
Hamm, Gault, &Jones-DeWeever, 2005; Rolnick & Grualel, 2003; Rose 1999).
Swadener, Nagasawa, & Peters (2013) remind ushtbatiscourse of quality here is
based upon an assumption of qualities or markeitsatte “fixed and objective” as well as
a “common sense” notion of the public getting wihaly pay for. Instruments for
measuring quality in ECEC are limited and basechupbite middle class cultural

assumptions of what counts as quality.

The first strategic planning sessions were rundbasethe business modebbod
to Great (Collins, 2001). When ideas or processes didseem to sit well with
particular board members, they were told by thecetiee director, “This is how it's done
in business”. This same individual stated changittitudes of policymakers and the
public would be the first matter of business arehtthe root causes of issues could be
addressed. State expectations have increasiragigdeto the family ceding both care and
education of the child to educators/carers. Irjuuction with this effort has come
increased regulation and surveillance pushingattd the business model. This then

moves care in conjunction with education into pcdit discourse of community rights,
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diversity and a governmental determination of th@ke require care and those who
should provide it (Gibbons, 2007). Caring in thénse then become programmatic with
education where programs construct ready, compehsiaren who will succeed. As a
result, quality of educators, programs, and chéddaliopment are subject to a system of
standards which then measure. Through regulatiengesired child is produced

(Gibbons, 2007).

During the strategic planning sessions, it wasedjtbat the board’s vision
statement was to recognize that all children walhiealthy and ready to succeed. A
professor from one of the state universities whe alao a member of the board raised
concerns about inclusionary practices waning teure that they were included in the
language of documents, strategies, funding, ete bibard chairperson told this
individual that inclusionary practice would be indéd but, “in a very small way.” From
the beginning, long-term outcomes of FTF’s succegaired that children be evaluated
and assessed for skills and abilities in ordereiiak if they were ready or not for
kindergarten. While a small number of board memiseught to implement the idea of
ages and stages, the majority agreed that develdpityeappropriate assessments were
necessary to measure child outcom@ilding Bright Futures 200p. 87), a
publication of FTF, states that, “The state musalsgstem of systems in which rigorous
monitoring and assessment ensure positive, expeatedmes occur.” In our society,
most schools are set up in a way that they viewamegroups of children as normal
while others are seen as deficient, deviant, oreadly (Gee, 2011; Arzubiaga, Ceja, &
Artiles, McDermott &Varenne, 2010; Cannella, 2085iper and Harkness, 2003;

Weisner, 2002; Bloch & Popkewitz, 2000).
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The Vision for Early Childhood Home Visiting Seeddn Arizona: A Plan of
Action 2010-201%2010) presents FTF’s five year plan intended suemthe state “is
increasing the number of children who are readsuttzeed when they start school” (p.
26). The majority of the programs included in kimene visiting services target parents as
the individuals responsible for getting the chitd&dy” for kindergarten. Service
providers participating in home visiting will bequared to adhere to “core quality
standards” (p.30). Specifically outlined in thgeatives for home visiting (objective 3.4)
is the necessity to “monitor quality assuranceasécstandards” (p. 30) of individuals
and providers involved in home visitation servic@is document demonstrates the
evolution of a desire to measure quality which Imegéh providers, moved to teachers,
and has now encompassed those involved in hontatiosi services whether they are

nurse practitioners or volunteers.

Cognitive science was discussed in the strategionhg sessions but became a
dominant theme within FTF publications and policiefs with the release of tHeamily
and Community Report: A Baseline Report on Famdied Coordination The
publication highlights the importance of brain r@%# as well as economic research with
regard to the improvement of ECEC (p. 7). In 2(HDF released the documdready
for School, Set for Life: Creating the Model Ea@iildhood System 2010'he content
of this publication is grounded in the importanéeluldren’s early experiences as those
are what determine whether they are prepared teaein school. The significance of
early experience is validated through brain scierman emphasis is placed on both
parent and child as the entities responsible fdrilal being prepared to achieve in school.

“Fulfilling our commitment to young children meamore than simply funding programs
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and services. It means having a shared visiontatloat being prepared for kindergarten
actually means and then a collective commitmemidrk across sectors to realize this

vision” (p. 1).

Once again, the shift can be seen from a progresgiproach involving the
system as a whole being ready to receive and eglatlathildren to the neoliberal ideas
of personal responsibility and accountability appepat the forefront of a child’s

readiness for kindergarten.

Assumptions about Knowledge Organizing FTF Discour se

A sub-question of this study related to the disseuutilized by, in, and through
FTF was, what assumptions about knowledge, youidreh, families, and teachers
organize the discourse of FTF? In order to undadsthe underlying assumptions found
in this study it is important to note that assuimmsi are usually based on moral values
and principles thus rooting them in deep frame&@ifa2006). The terms best practice,
at risk, developmentally appropriate, ready, prand quality are all deep frames of
discourse tied to the conservative production moéfleducation. A quote from one of
the most recent policy briefs released by FTF @sibnal Development of Teachers of
Arizona’s YoungChildren, p. 2) clearly illustrates this model, ‘$®@arch demonstrates
that when child care and other early learning paog are of high quality and

developmentally appropriate, children score higiveschool readiness measures.”

The first strategic planning session set theestagFTF aligning its decision
making process with best practice research. TleoAa Early Learning Standards for

ages three to five years were citedBuilding Bright Futures 200@s the basis for
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achieving as well as measuring readiness. Thelatda were developed based upon
criteria developed by the NAEYC. Data does notehtavcome from a scientifically valid

study to be good. All good data does not come frexperts” (Friedman, 2005).

The board chairperson emphasized that develoatheappropriate practice
(DAP) was linked to best practice research and exénl be considered, as well, with
regard to programs and decision making procesBesFamily and Community Report:
A Baseline Report on Families and Coordinateites developmentally appropriate
practice as a way for parents to “correctly peregheir child’s behavior as
representative of his/her developmental stageQp’ Zrhroughout the publication,
behaviors and stages are tied to developmentabppateness. A reference is made
more than once to developmentally appropriate pegas well (pp. 24, 26). FTF's
Vision For Early Childhood Home Visiting in Arizoidan of Action 201@liscussed the
need for home visitation services to ensure thigdiem are “developmentally on track
and prepared to enter school ready to succeedd. Zhe policy brieMeasuring
Quality in Early Childhood Educatiohighlights the need for both curriculum and
assessment related to Quality First to be alignéd DAP (p. 6). The brief also states
that DAP curricula and assessments utilized by iQuiirst programs would be
connected to Arizona’s K-12 curricula and assess$sngn 5). In another policy brief
released by FTF, quality programs are cited asthok with developmentally
appropriate materialfkead All About It-School Success Rooted in Earhyguage and
Literacy, p. 6). DAP is set within a specific class-badstourse which has its own
frame with regard to child development, stagesemachild interactions, and

independence (Gee, 2011; Arzubiaga, Ceja, Artde60; McDermott &Varenne, 2010;
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Brown, 2007; Cannella, 2005; Super and Harknes¥3;20/eisner, 2002; Bloch &

Popkewitz, 2000).

Several board members felt that readiness for kgaitten should be a goal of
FTF and that young children needed to be evaluadéate entering kindergarten to
determine their level of readiness. A large portd the intervention programs listed in
theVision For Early Childhood Home Visiting in Arizofdan of Action 201@arget
parents as the individuals with whom the job l@stake sure their child is ready for
kindergarte. There are twenty programs named in this documeheaht of them

place the onus of child readiness on the parent/s.

At the first strategic planning session one manabé¢he board felt that pre-K did
not just mean preschool but also pre-natal. ®gJ#hiére was not much discussion related
to the comment, pre-natal care/education becarmeus fof FTF as seen Building

Bright Futures 2007n which FTF stated such care differed by raceaigin.

The strategic planning sessions also laid thargieork for the emphasis on high
guality programs, centers, providers, and profesdsoin the field of ECECBuilding
Bright Futures 200%tates that quality education and care are atreksérvices
provided by “highly qualified professionals (p. 33)his statement places the
responsibility for quality solely on the teacheréggver rather than the totality of
components that contribute to quality (Brown, 200/an 2007). This publication states
that the broad range of service providers fountthénstate of Arizona (from center based
classrooms, and teachers to grandparents) conmgtitatE CEC system and attributes the

non-cohesive, disjointed professional developmestiesn that exists to them (p. 63).
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This same document (p. 62) quotes Naomi Karp frembleokBuilding a New
Early Childhood Professional Development Systene&as the 3 Rs: Rigor, Research,

and Resped2007):

We have to dream about new ways of preparing-bigility early childhood
educators. It is time that policy makers, resears, educators, and society as

a whole address in-depth the funding, policy mmglementation issues related

to early childhood professional development. W&ee to create a seamless
system of both high-quality early childhood ediaraand high-quality early
childhood professional development programs. idst groom a new generation
of leaders in a thoughtful and well planned way.

The focus of quality continued to be tied to progsafacilities, teachers, and caregivers
in Ready for School. Set for Life: Creating the Mdtserly Childhood System
publication in 2010. This publication stated tiviile the regional funding strategies of
FTF would be focused on Kith and Kin care, theatesivide focus would be on
“regulated, licensed settings (p.5).” Quality EilBEACH, SUCCEEDS, and other
professional development programs have becomerifiagiforces of programs,
funding, and the overall direction of FTF. Unfarately, this narrowing of focus has
served to reduce rather than increase access bastelmiss many programs serving

low income families (Barnett & Yarosz, 2007).

Views of Young Children, Families, and Teachers

Another sub-question of this study is: What patécwiews of young children,
families, and teachers does the text reveal? Yahiidren, in both conversation and

text, are put in the position of having to be “rgafibr kindergarten and later school and
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life success. This discourse of readiness is baged particular principles embedded in
a particular notion of development where normastpased upon what a typical child of
white middle class parents is able to do at a@adr age thus making it a deep frame.
Norms were created in order to universalize whadranal boy or girl is characterized by
at a particular age. These norms then also sergeeaite deviations on either end of the
spectrum be it deviating low or high. This normadiiscourse is also gendered,

racialized, and class based (Soto, 2005; Graue)1993

Readiness is a relative term based upon the camtieikamework of the young
child. Children are strongly influenced by anduehce the contexts within which they
live. Culture, socioeconomic status, geograpHaadtion, parental work responsibilities,
special needs, unique abilities, primary language, religious orientation are all critical
components of this complex, contextual frameworkd&011; Arzubiaga, Ceja, &
Artiles, McDermott &Varenne, 2010; Super and Hads)2003; Weisner, 2002; Bloch

& Popkewitz, 2000).

The issue defining frame of readiness became higiiyicized with the release
of theNational Education Goals in 19955o0al 1 stated that “by the year 2000, all
children will start school ready to learn (Natiokalucation Panel).” The Bush
administration’s No Child Left Behind policy pushée readiness notion further into the
American psyche. Ready for school resonated wetiray the business community and
policy makers and the notion has continued to apgiethe forefront of discussions
related to ECEC. Ready in this case meaning theg met specific criteria as outlined

by either the National Association for the Eduaatod Young Children (NAEYC) or
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particular screening instruments utilized by batiblgc and private schools that assess
readiness based on a variety of indicators. Readihere is tied to assessment driven

education (Carini, 2001).

As a mother and former kindergarten teacher (fe@ry), | have never met a
young person who was not “ready” for kindergartéfrone were to ask a child in the
summer prior to their kindergarten year if they m&dy for kindergarten, the answer
would be animated and filled with both excitememd anticipation at the thought of
finally being able to go to school. The board seltstrongly about parents needing to
make their children ready for kindergarten thaytpet together school readiness kits for
families (Policy Brief: Read All About It-SchooluScess rooted in Early Language and
Literacy). Another policy briefProfessional Development of Teachers of Arizona’s
Young Childrerhighlights parents and families as the child’stfand best teachers (p.

2). While this may be true in some cultures ias true for all and it perpetuates a white,

Eurocentric perspective (Berry, Dasen, & Saraswa®f?7).

Relative to the notion of ready or not is the idéaeing “at-risk”. The strategic
planning sessions brought out a variety of ideksed to risk and poverty inferring the
pathologizing of poverty through a discourse dk (i8rown, 2007; Cannella, 2005;
Swadener, 2000; Swadener & Lubeck, 1995). The dsoun related to this topic was
contentious and polarizing. One board member disxitheir thoughts related to
problems with young children being driven by distyawhile another said that it all
stems from “bad parenting” (the issues of abusglecg lack of use of medical care). A

fellow board member responded with the commentttiatvay for outside agencies to
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reach low income families was to build relationshit just hand them parenting kits. A
couple of the board members agreed that as thexdwaark for FTF was being laid, a
clear picture of how children should be treatedbth programs and parents needed to
be discussed, defined, and agreed upon. Anottedbonember emphasized that the

focus should be on all parents not just mothers.

A discussion arose at the March 26, 2007 meetingeoboard about readiness,
guality and parental responsibility. One board rhemthe head of a state agency
serving children and families, made the followirmgronment during the discussion, “I'm
all for QRIS etcetera, but we've got tons of pedpeoming parents every day that have
zero parenting skills and zero support. When ddagtes a good daycare and is at home
with the loser boyfriend while mom goes to workdatoter’'s, we have parents who have
no skills. I'm concerned that | don’t see anyludge things really address that unmet
need.” When members of a board such as this vaenps in such a negative manner, it
is not difficult to see the neoliberal issue defmirames of bad parenting and the
necessity to pull oneself up by the bootstrapsiiddal responsibility) taking root early

on in the history of FTF.

At the April 22, 2008 meeting of the board, an eag$ was placed on targeting
interventions and services to the poorest of the.pdhe research used cited a specific
sector of the population rather than citing howgpams would benefit all children and
the gains that could be statewide rather thanhi®isame isolated population that had
been targeted in the past. It appeared at thisimgehat the goal was still to rescue

those poor children and to educate those pooraveethothers. Children of poverty
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being viewed as at risk continued in the@mily and Community Survey on Early
Childhood: A Baseline Report on Families and Cawatlon. This publication also cites
“research based knowledge” (p. 4) about what pareart expect from their child at each
age in order to guide their child and set appraopniales and boundaries. The targeted
outreach of FTF programs within this document hosé¢ for low income parents, and the
education provided is “related to current reseandtrain development, enrichment

resources, and developmental milestones” (p. 4).

Both brain and educational research are repeat@ely in this periodical as
showing that kids who grow up in poverty start kergarten with more risk factors
(Family and Community Survey on Early Childhood:BAseline Report on Families and
Coordination, 2009, p. 9). The responsibility ébildren reaching the appropriate
developmental milestones lies with the parentsneinber of the board beg8&uilding
Bright Futures: Arizona’s Early Childhood Opporitias 2009 Reponith an
introduction focused on quality, early childhoogerences taking place in the home
and then the community. This individual said thetp many of these children will start
school unprepared. Thus they will be more likelgltop out, depend on welfare, and be
in jail” (p. 1). Once again children from lowercmme families are cited as “these
children”, insinuating the risk factor and thenumasg the worst about their future
contributions or worse dependence on society (Aenr&d05). Kincheloe (2000)
reminds readers that these assumptions occur dagrwith policymakers,
psychologists, and educators. Children in the fs@eioeconomic class whose manners,
speech, and attitudes are “different” are thengieecl to lack both cognitive and

academic abilities due to their “difference”. Tprmejects developed to “help” the
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disadvantaged child are further exclusionary systérat continue to differentiate them
from their peers. Interventions with children dadhilies are premised on a lack of
action at home or appropriate school participatidhus the absences inscribed on the

child and family serve to govern teaching consg{Popkewitz & Lindblad, 2000).

The views of teachers/caregivers in the text areeimilar to those of the
parent/s.Building Bright Futures: Arizona’s Early Childhod@dpportunities 2009
Reportplaces the responsibility for quality early careaoskilled and educated workforce
where teachers, caregivers and staff are qualifi@adre for and educate children based
upon continued professional development. Whetidividuals are qualified would be
tied to the TEACH program as well as the QRIS. pbkcy brief, Measuring Quality in
Early Childhood Educatiomwent so far as to say that quality is defined tngtteachers”
(p. 3). This policy brief was the public announesinthat FTF now had both agreed

upon statewide strategies and priorities for fugdin

In a recent policy brief put out by FTProfessional Development of Teachers of
Arizona’s Young Childrerthe quality of early care and education depemdhe
professionalism, education, and skills of the tea¢p. 2). Bloch and Popkewitz (2000)
discuss this discourse of professionalism as sgmarnnscribe very specific roles of
administration as well as constructing categorfesammen who have particular
knowledge, scientific or professional, and contresthem with others who are labeled
as less knowledgeable or unprofessional. Thisegeibnalization of teachers and
caregivers functions to create not just differertmasalso hierarchies and serves as yet

another means to govern. Rose (1999) relatesathige continual economic

89



capitalization of the self. The teacher here quined to take part in continual training

and retraining in order to enhance their credenaald become highly qualified.

M essaging Frames

The messaging frames utilized by FTF vary froricgdoriefs, news/press
releases, billboards, television commercials, amtt pdvertisements to branding. While
the messaging mediums are varied, what they hagennmon are particular semantic
roles: each has a messenger, a target audiespeciic message, addresses a particular
issue, a medium, and accompanying images (Lako@6R FTF had a vision in 2010 to
develop consistent messaging that could be usedl byograms, anywhere in the state

(Vision for Home Visiting Services in Arizona, 2010

The first message, outlined in Proposition 208s what of the child as an
investment. Th8uilding Bright Futures: Needs and Assets Assessai¥IYagain
emphasized the child as an investment who wouldente the economic growth and
well-being of the state of Arizona (p. 9Building Bright Futures: Arizona’s Early
Childhood Opportunities 2009 Repdreégan with a view of the child likened unto a bond
or similar type of investment who if invested inrlgavould have the largest rate of
return. For every dollar invested in a young chilreb rate of return would be from four
to sixteen dollars (p. 1). FTF stated that theydrarged by law to make Arizona aware
of the impact of early care on the state’s econang/quality of life (Policy Brief:

Measuring Quality in Early Childhood Education).

The concept of target populations took hold mfirst strategic planning session

and has been reiterated throughout the print patithics and policy briefs. These
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populations are not exclusively people groups lad eenter based ECEC. The language
in many of the early documents published by FTF gesred toward center based

ECEC. Board members raised concerns relatedgathdirectional focus in January of
2007. The funding strategies and discussiond ate#tings were clearly directed toward

center based ECEC.

The message of children needing to be ready fatekparten was also rooted in
the strategic planning sessions and has not céadexione of the major goals of FTF.
The first session established that readiness redjassessment, testing, or some sort of
formal evaluation. It also placed the respongipftor readiness on the child, parent, and
teacher/caregiver rather than the system as a wBalgding Bright Futures: Arizona’s
Early Childhood Opportunities 2009 Repdtidgd limited English proficiency to a child
not being ready to learn (p. 70). Young childrem situated through specific
pedagogical discourses either inside or outsideraative continuum made up of action,
reason, and thought. Some children are constrasetisadvantaged and thus not ready
for or unable to succeed in school due to raceegipyvor other exclusionary frames

(Popkewitz & Lindblad, 2000).

Parental responsibility has been linked spedlifica mothers and women in
general across the messaging genBaslding Bright Futures: Arizona’s Early
Childhood Opportunities 2009 Repdaliscussed a mother’s educational level as a
predictor for her child’s academic achievement. idarease in maternal education was
cited as an equivalent to improved school readingsno mention made to paternal

education (p. 75). Beginning in 2010, in Wision for Home Visiting Servicas
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Arizona-Plan of Actiorf2010) a need was identified to screen mother$iddren under

six for depression/mental health issues (p. 24jthivthe same document (p. 2) a need
was seen to improve school readiness for childoen to mothers with low

psychological resources. Preventive measuresrgrertant; however, suggesting that
mothers should be screened with regard to mengdihissues tends to raise questions as
to how, why, and by whom. The mental health dfidas, teachers, and caregivers is not

included.

Tied to readiness is the message of DAP, whichstramngly cited in the very
first planning session as foundational to what Eid=and would continue to do in the
future. TheFamily and Community Survey on Early ChildhoodBaseline Report on
Families and Coordinatioaddressed parents within the state whose chikahen
“developing normally” (p. 5). This same documelgiced the onus for brain
development on parents and likened the develoghiid's brain to architecture (p.11).
Later on in the report early childhood is analogtmua window of time during which
parents have the opportunity to build the righictre for their child to be successful (p.
12). TheVision for Home Visiting Servic@s Arizona-Plan of Actior2010) while
offering support and collaboration still placed theden of readiness on children and
their families. FTF stated that their vision waséee confident, supported families

raising healthy children, ready to succeed in sthod life.

Messaging with regard to quality is a very consisgtrand woven through nearly
everything FTF presents to the publBuilding Bright Futures: Arizona’s Early

Childhood Opportunities 2009 Repatated that the primary available indicator of
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quality is the NAEYC. The policy brieMeasuring Quality in Early Childhood
Educationstated that caregivers/centers must be enroll€uatlity First in order to

receive funding through FTF (p. 54).

There has been a strong emphasis on branding freriir$t strategic planning
session. At the February 2007 meeting of the hgmknt education kits distributed by
the Piper Foundation were seen as “a perfect \@foclbranding.” A partnership with
the Piper Foundation would allow FTF to brand the &nd disseminate their
organization across the state via advertising erkits and the materials provided with
the kits. From the inception of FTF, there hasnb&® emphasis on strategic
communications, so much so that they have creatattgic communication plans. In
October of 2010, FTF refined their brand by chagdireir tagline from, “The right
system for better futures,” to “Ready for Scho8kt for Life.” This new tagline
transfers the responsibility for readiness fromdygtem to the child. Branding is so
important to the organization that they have difak staff person, a brand advocate
whose sole responsibility is to focus on efficiemey consistency in branding. The
organization provided brand training for all staffyariety of regional council members,
and state board members at the annual summit ingtug 2010. The training came
complete with a communications toolkit. The FiFkings First Brand is based on a
heritage, personality, and visual aspects. Thedimsaid to provide self-expressive

benefits, functional benefits, and emotional berefi

In my analysis of both the text and visual imagesipced by FTF portray the

role of caregivers/teachers as gendered. THhsohills, commercials run in local
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theatres, and documents/publications consistehttwsvomen as caregivers and
teachers of young children. When males are presemual images, they are depicted
as a parental figure not a teacher/caregiver. f&ssbeen consistent throughout FTF’s
history. Two examples from print documents are;Bhilding Bright Futures: Needs

and Assets Assessment 200were of twenty four pictures representing
caregivers/teachers and parents, only seven indudan and of those seven all are
portrayed as parental figures. A second examBeliisling Bright Futures: Arizona’s
Early Childhood Opportunities 2009 Repadstof 9 photographs include a man and each
time he is portrayed as a parental figure in teport as well. Current advertisements in
local movie theaters, billboards, and magazinesygresent males in any role.
Typically, women of all ages and a variety of raaes utilized to represent teachers,
caregivers, and parents. One man was seen in mewnal at a local theater and he was
with a woman playing with what appeared to be thkild, once again, the male role was
portrayed as a parent. These photographs and uisages reinforce teaching and
caregiving as a gendered role belonging to wonfamimage makes far greater impact

than words (Lakoff, 2006).

Power Relationships Analysis

The second question guiding this discourse anailyst8Vhat power relationships
are achieved through the documents and how amrehijlteachers, and families
constructed as a result of these power relatios8hipThe strategic planning sessions set
the stage for how meetings of the board were toadpe While the meetings were open

to the public, it was clearly stated and reiterdigdhe board chairperson that the board
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would develop the actual objectives, strategied,aation plans despite the fact that the
public was invited to participate in the strategii@nning process. The chairperson also
emphasized the fact that all members of the boaddcammittees would be appointed by

the chairperson.

It was determined the board would be the entitggpoint the regional councils.
There are 31 regional partnership councils (RP@sjprised of volunteers within each
region who have applied to be members of theiragetsge regional council and have in
turn been approved/appointed by the board. RP@s aypointed in the spring of 2008
and were given the job of assessing needs witlgin tespective communities and then
creating plans for funding which would improve seeg and support for families and
children in their areas. The volunteers are repriadive of a variety of groups and
service providers including the health care comiyulCE, the faith community,
business, parents, etc.. At the first strategaoping session one particular board
member was very firm about the fact that the refegthip/partnership of FTF with the
regional councils should be more than oversightgowernance, “The
governance/support of the regional councils anat teepective children, families,
teachers, and service providers should be the megmbity of the board.” Both services

and support provided by RPCs began mid-summer 2009.

The Early Childhood Health and Development Boasahidied a Quality Rating
Improvement System (QRIS) for statewide fundingdose it builds infrastructure. “We
envision FTF as the home for QRIS.” FTF felt taatomprehensive statewide system

may be better and that Arizona could establisbws QRIS. Building Bright Futures:
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Arizona’s Early Childhood Opportunities Report 20818tes that Arizona’s QRIS was
designed in order to “increase the availabilityjoslity early care and education” (p. 18).
In the FTF publicationMeasuring Quality in Early Childhood EducatioQuality First,
Arizona’s QRIS is cited as one of First Things E&ssignature programs”. Quality

First was established as a response to educatefoam efforts for the purposes of
improving the quality of service providers, as wadlthe quality of teachers, and for

promotion of school readiness (p. 4).

Justification for the program comes from the ideat best practice validates
rigorous evaluation such as that found in a QRIGI¢1g Bright Futures: Arizona’s
Early Childhood Opportunities, 2009). Further deke of the QRIS was that a “good”
ECEC program is vague without some sort of standagiiality (Policy Brief:
Measuring Quality in Early Childhood Education)akioff (2006) sees Quality Rating
Systems (QRS) as part of a merit based market vueeess comes through
competition. Perhaps of even greater significasdke fact the evaluation tool utilized
by Quality First was designed by FTF (Policy Bridfteasuring Quality in Early
Childhood Education, p. 6). The QRIS is a fornpoblic management where the focus
is accountability, there are very specific measaras standards of performance, the
emphasis lies on output rather than input, and meésvare linked to performance (Rose,

1999).

The authority and control that FTF will be ablemaintain through such a
program goes back to the conservative morality doarthe education as production

frame. There are specific values that result fenrthority and control: discipline,
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ownership, and hierarchy (Lakoff, 2006). “Powepeleds not only on access to
resources but also on access to contexts in whsiburces can be used” (Blommaert &

Bulcaen, 2000, p. 458).

In the FTF publicationyision for Home Visiting Servicas Arizona-Plan of
Action(2010), the agency decided to, “Establish a streabdi collaborative decision-
making at the state and the local level with oagesagency taking the lead to facilitate a
State Level Steering Committee that will ensuredb@rdination of Home Visiting

services at the state and local level.”

Values Revealed

Gee (2011) sees both value and belief orientai@sbeing historically tied to
wider dichotomies that are centered around belgts regard to responsibilities as well
as the role of governments. The values that emtehbig C conversations then circulate
via a multitude of media and texts. First ThingstHirmly emphasized the grounding of
their work, policies, and funding in best practiesearch. By placing best practice at the
forefront in the first strategic planning sessiodanuary of 2007, FTF revealed what

would steer/guide everything they would do in theife.

In conjunction with best practice, the board voieedesire to be evidence based
at their April 22, 2008 board meeting. TBeilding Bright Futures: Needs and Assets
Assessment 20@b6ntained a list of projects and services on whi€k felt they could
build a professional development system that prechtite use of best practice (p. 67).
Building Bright Futures: Arizona’s Early Childhoddpportunities 2009 Repaostated

that curricula utilized by ECEC centers/caregivarsuld be evidence based (p. 11). The
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same document outlined a quality improvement pdapetimplemented by Quality First
that was based on standardized assessments (pTi8)\alue placed on evidence in
both instances requires that quality be tied toigogly demonstrated values.
Popkewitz and Lindblad (2000) state the governai@ucation often occurs through
specific evaluation systems which stem from a manalgbusiness approach. They
remind readers market strategies serve to recaefidpe procedures of governing

through things such as standards and mandates bageformance.

The board revealed a desire to create modelsoaflence in quality care at their
first strategic planning session. TBailding Bright Futures: Needs and Assets
Assessment 20G&Tated that a quality caregiver is an individubbvis skilled in meeting
developmental needs (p. 11). The value placedualitg and its respective measurement
related to teachers, caregivers, and facilities aggsn emphasized in the policy brief
Measuring Quality in Early Childhood Educatior TF cited the national accreditation
of ECE programs as one of the most important measafra quality program on the first
page ofReady for School. Set for Life: Creating the Mdelrly Childhood System
The standard measure for quality in this caseriwee from what NAEYC has created
and disseminated (NAEYC, NAECS/SDE position staten2003). Théolicy Brief:
Read All About It-School Success Rooted in Earhyguage & Literacystated literacy
success would be a result of quality interactiogisveen teachers, caregivers, parents,

and children.

Beginning with the verbiage of Proposition 208 @ontinuing throughout

strategic planning sessions, board meetings, antmaterials, FTF has underscored that
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they want to maintain a sense of fairness and sube that the citizens of Arizona see

that the organization cares equally about all aoéélse state.

Discour se Absent from Text

TheBuilding Bright Futures: Needs and Assets AssessatyYcited Arizona as
one of the states in the U.S. with the lowest tofdests of academic achievement.
This report ties extremely low test scores to abifdnot being ready to enter
kindergarten. What is missing from the materigsented here is the fact that Arizona
removed bilingual education programs from the staigcational system which has had
significant impact on ELL students and their apitt demonstrate their capabilities on

tests of academic performance which are all in Bhgl

ThePolicy Brief: Measuring Quality in Early Childhodeducationaddressed a
problem with retention rates in ECEC centers/progra The economy was cited as
possibly playing a role in this issue, however, yne@nters/programs in Arizona both
rural and urban experience flux with regard tomgten due to migrant families as well as
economic conditions. Also not addressed were mestsiin which one area of state

support or one leg of the stool supporting ECEC m&sing.

Contradictions and | nconsistencies

The most evident contradictions and inconsisemelative tdoth the Early
Childhood Health and Development Board and FTRfaose related to whether they are
a governmental entity or not. A desire to not&ensas a government entity was

reiterated in planning sessions and board meetiAgjighe first strategic planning session
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one of the board members told other members dbdled that FTF needed to be a
needs/asset driven service model so that, “we dmm'te across as the government here
to help you.” The individual who led the strateglanning sessions had to remind the
board that they were promoting themselves as a-fomernmental solution.” A board
member who is also the head of a large non-profihé state followed this comment
with, “I am not satisfied that we are a non-goveental solution.” The comeback was
then, “You are quasi-governmental. You are a ldybfigovernment organization and

entrepreneur.”

A lack of unity among board members was both seehheard from the first
public meeting in January of 2007. One board merbbmught up within the first hour
of the first strategic planning session, “We areurgfied in ideas regarding chair and
executive director or board responsibilities.” isTkack of cohesiveness has continued
over the years as the organization has experiemgadurnover of both board members
and employees due to dissatisfaction with dire¢tiesults of decisions made, and

conflicts related to personalities within the orgation itself.

In January 2007, board members agreed that sunuoitkl be a means to
encourage citizen engagement as well as a velbickade community awareness. These
were said to be two of the most significant thitigst the board could do. Yet, during the
planning sessions, the open meeting law was sdd tetrimental. Several board
members disagreed as to what should and shouldendiscussed with the public present
in both strategic planning sessions and board mg=etiAt the first strategic planning

session, the open meeting law was equated to eltepdisability”.
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The passage of Prop 203 by the citizens of tite sff Arizona was proof that the
people of this state do value and care about EGHE@wever, theBuilding Bright
Futures: Needs and Assets Assessment @86 the statistic of Arizona ranking™48
with regard to the provision of preschool experenfor young children to bolster their

opinion that, “our state does not value ECEC” . 3

Statistics utilized to determine initial “fairletation” strategies were from the
2000 census. The board began decision makingregfrd to funding in 2007 and
distribution of funds did not occur until 2009. #is point, the population stats were
nine years old and Arizona was experiencing ungiecid growth due to the housing
boom which dramatically altered the population ofigg children in all areas across the
state. Access and equity for all families wereeggpdly stated as being valued and
necessary. A board member present at the filgegfic planning session in January of
2007 said, “We run the risk of a huge inabilityserve families.” Another individual
said, “We are trying to avoid a two-tiered systermimediately following this comment
a vote was made with regard to regional fundingyithistion criteria which would allow

for equity across councils and all board membetsdrao.

Inconsistencies over the years are visible wighdttitudes/perceptions of regional
councils, specifically the tribal councils. Seuerembers of the board came across as
annoyed with several tribes during the strategamping sessions because they had not
decided whether they would be included with theaeghey were located within as
outlined by the board or whether they would chdosemain independent. In January

of 2007, the board was waiting for tribes to decdfdbey would be part of the regions.
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One board member said that if the tribes did ndtereadecision soon, the decision
would be made for them for the next two years. Bé#isuch as this sound very much
like a governmental agency dictating what will amd not be done rather than an

agency coming along side and complementing/asgistin

Disagreement arose among board members aboutake-up of tribal councils
as well. It would seem that members of tribal eoignwvould consist of tribal members.
However, clarification was made and board memberewold that individuals serving
on tribal councils do not have to be a member efttibe nor do they have to live on

tribal lands, they only have to be working for thbe.

Board members voiced concerns about languageraé@ materials/programs
and access to such items during the first strat@giening session meeting. Sensitivity
to other cultural practices and languages coulddagd in meetings but there was a
feeling of resistance to both by a couple of memloéthe board. One board member
cited California First Five and the conclusion tlinayl reached with regard to meeting
linguistic diversity, they felt trying to do so wast cost effective. This concern came up
again when the board decided to begin partnerinig the Piper Foundation to increase
the distribution on parenting kids to new paremgsruthe birth of their child/ren. The
statewide distribution of parent education kits waengly supported by all board
members from their first meeting in January of 200his was an attempt to come
alongside Piper and enhance what they were al@daidg. However, the parenting kits
have now essentially been taken over by FTF andiaveed more as a means of

branding/messaging than anything else. The k&stit only available in English and
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Spanish which excludes several populations achesstate (Vision for Home Visiting
Services in Arizona-Plan of Action, 2010). Theadw®, “this is a branding opportunity”,

was heard repeatedly with regard to these Kkits.

Quality in ECEC consistently appears over they@ameetings, publications,
messaging mediums, etc., as being equated withdesic Professional development
programs such as SUCCEEDS and TEACH are presestib@ aneans to achieve a
guality teacher. A recent policy brief put out®BVF says, “A review of various studies
involving four year olds revealed that increasiegdhers’ education levels alone does not
significantly improve classroom quality (Policy Bfi Professional Development of
Teachers of Arizona’s Young Children, 2010, p. 5)Ke purpose of TEACH is to
provide opportunities to move up steps throughgssibnal development and this is also
theoretically tied to wage/salary enhancement. Sdme document states that, “Early

care provider training may lead to higher qualéyec (p. 6).

Developmental screening was identified as a yiof the board at the first
strategic planning session. Then board membenandCEO of First Things First
stated, “We must do the developmental screeningvbire creating a population we

don’t have a capacity for (special education).”

The data analyzed reveal a desire by many boardbmrs to truly increase access
and equity in the realm of ECEC for all childrerthe state of Arizona, however, the
dominant discourse of the child as a tool of thekeiahas effectively served to silence
progressive notions as well as created space déaethted neoliberal discourses of

accountability and quality to become accepted astinrect direction for FTF and the
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state as a whole to pursue. The dominance oftduise of discourse is not particular to
Arizona; it can be seen across the nation and oidwgrns as well. Language is a very
effective technology of power that serves to stemédrive thought processes,
institutions, and policies. The logic of the mdrkestaphor has prevailed. Chapter five
presents a discussion of how this frame has besoam®ssful, what this has meant so far
for ECEC in Arizona, and finally raises questiosg@how or even if there is a remedy

for young children, families, and stakeholdershie field.
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Chapter 5
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Parameters of the Study

As a researcher, my social “frame of referencegally impacts the questions | raise and
my interpretations of the data (Kincheloe & McLar2a00, p. 303). As a critical
feminist and a Mexican American, | am acutely awarssues related to power,
patriarchy, race, gender, age, and class. My glkesgersonally are often centered on
my privileged social location as a middle class;$&inned, female academic. |
continually have to remind myself my ideas anddielhave been strongly influenced by
a male-dominated, capitalistic society. Areasdgfy outside of ‘legitimate
investigation’ such as class, age, race, sexuahtaiion, gender, and place in history are
all directly related to the researcher’s situatadriglawkesworth, 2007). It is not
possible for a person to be completely transparetd be cognizant of all of her/his
prejudices in order to have a clearly unobstrugied of reality.

The purpose of this study was not to determine drefirst Things First is or is
not the right system for Arizona and | certainlyred intend to put forth my ideas and
thoughts as a revelation that should be acceptadtiisdue to my position as an
academic. A researcher cannot be a source ofdugho the fact she or he is a product
of specific truth regimes (Hawkesworth, 2007).viRege is another significant
impediment to objectivity (Hawkesworth, 2007). Farsi researchers seek to be
continually aware of bias as well as distortion ethtan result from generalization or

insufficient evidence (Hawkesworth, 2007). Thisdst has provided me with the

105



opportunity to better understand the strategidzedi in Arizona to improve the area of
Early Childhood Education and Health Care.

Language serves to structure thought and can setegitimate or make
acceptable particular ideologies (Spivak, 198 Me &bility of language to structure
thought thus enables it to serve as a technologypwer (Foucault, 1994). Viruru and
Cannella (2006) discuss Gandhi’s views in regafddnguage. He saw language as
inciting and a “purveyor of colonial power” (p. 186The maintenance of power occurs
via language. It is imperative to recognize andresis its limitations (Viruru &

Cannella, 2006).

A researcher’s ethical standpoint is also cruadidth the trustworthiness and
validity of a study (Hesse-Biber, 2007). Validitythe qualitative realm encompasses
explanation and description. The degree to whehetxplanation fits the description
implies credibility (Janesick, 2003). Validity research cannot be guaranteed by any
one method. Following a formula or specific praagdcannot certify “truth” has been
attained (Hawkesworth, 2007). The ideas of obyégtin feminist research are not tied
to producing truth or truths. It is not easilyecbad and requires study across as well as
among disciplines (Hawkesworth, 2007).

The choice of what to include and exclude is obsipsubjective. As such, some
understandings will be passed from researcheragerebut in the same manner, some
will not (Stake, 2003). Validity in research redsutannot be guaranteed by any one
method. In the wake ®o Child Left Behinan the United States, validity has been
drawn into question and essentially discreditequalitative research. Federally, validity
equated with replicability, and objective, systematocedures (Cho & Trent, 2006).
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However, within the field of qualitative researébljowing a formula or specific
procedure cannot certify that “truth” has beenia#td (Hawkesworth, 2007). Both
Lather (1986) and Wolcott (1990) challenge thearotf validity even a constructed one.
Both challenge whether validity is able to achieaneeventual ideal (Cho & Trent, 2006).
Popkewitz and Lindblad ( 2000) remind researcHéhns, problem of research is not only
to identify what is made visible through offici&ports and policy discourses but to
identify and study what does not appear-the silemeehe official maps of policy
making and research (p. 26).” There are no maygiog of assurance and triangulation
of data still does not mean the researcher hakeainswers.
Defining Frames

Our interactions with the world are facilitated ¢pecific frames that serve to
shape our reasoning, structure concepts and idedsven directly impact our
perceptions as well as the way we act (Lakoff, 30F8ames allow us to interpret reality
and sometimes can create what we believe to big&yreBleep frames serve to define
what an individual feels is “common sense” as aslthe structures on which surface
frames hang. If a surface frame like FTF’s “Systeady, child ready” “makes sense” to
an individual it is because they have a deep frilkeeeducation as investment to attach it
to.

Two deep frames of discourse were found withind&ie analyzed (Lakoff,
2006). The first deep frame is one of nurturanwe @ogressivity where the government
makes it possible for all human beings to have lgugglity education and values an
investment in all people groups for the benefisatiety as a whole. Communities in this
discourse are provided with the necessary fundes$mn and create learning
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environments which will both meet the needs of bedefit all young people within a
particular community (Lakoff 2006; Bloch, et alQGB).

A frame of progressivity is one of empowerment vehesmmunity is a result of
two-way accountability. In the educational reahistmeans through the government as
an agency, we as a nation must provide, safejmgyistimulating learning environments
for all of our children. Every community as wedl the nation should be held
accountable if the appropriate provisions are nadenavailable to all students whether
those provisions are computers, teachers, bodks, haaterials, etc. for students to have
an equal and equitable learning experience. Apthiet our society has met this
requirement, then, and only then, if it is necegssinould students, families, or teachers
be held accountable. Even at this point the idecountability can be contested based
upon definition, purpose, and desired outcomes $H2208).

The first strategic planning session held by thgyEahildhood Health and
Development Board in January of 2007 included rmpldtconversations related to system
building, collaboration with existing agencies, ifiéation of services, meeting the needs
of communities, nurturing relationships among ser\providers, and defining strategies
for building and supporting the infrastructure @EC across the state of Arizona. All of
these conversations appeared to be inclusive dssvplogressive. Multiple documents
and policy reports including; tHeamily and Community Report: A Baseline Report on
Families and CoordinatiofFTF, 2009) Building Bright Future{FTF, 2009), andReady
for School. Set for Life: Creating the Model Ea@iiildhoodSystem (FTF, 2010)
reiterated a desire to work with partners acrosssthte to develop a comprehensive,
interconnected, culturally responsive, family diyeommunity based, delivery system
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which would serve to enhance the overall developrokthe state’s young children. The
board set certain tones with regard to inclusiondwer the years the neoliberal
discourses of quality and readiness have pushertorinection, family oriented,
community based ideas to the sidelines. Multipl@anges in board membership and
agency leadership in conjunction with the shifnira democratic to a republican
governor caused the board to become more consezvati

The second deep frame is one of neoliberalism hiiclwvboth the business
community and the government see education asvastment in the young person
whose purpose is to be a productive, responsibieeniwho will contribute to the market
in the future thus impacting the economy positiveélhis market discourse of education
places value on the child as an investment whdseofaeturn in the future warrants
investment by the government, corporations, andprofits today (Kirp, 2007; Smith,
2004; Goodman, 2004). The generation and accuionlat profit necessitates resources
which by nature are human subjects either in tled@s as consumers or laborers and it is
their money that is utilized to buy the productstthenerate profit (Charkiewicz, 2007).
Swadener, Nagasawa, and Peters (2013) cite Cof208i) who states that the
neoliberal arguments of the free market logic agpto ECE naturally lead one to think
of this field as a commodity where services progtidee a direct result of the amount
invested by parents/guardians. The metaphors lafgachools threatening our nation
generated byA Nation at Rislstill prevail in the hearts and minds of the Aman public
and in turn have become woven into the backgroudifidoonmon sense” assumptions

held by people relative to ECEC (Smith, 2004).
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The first executive director of First Things Firepeatedly reminded board
members in strategic planning sessions and boaetimgs of the fact FTF was based on
a business model, and meetings, and other acsiwitceild mirror how things are done in
the business world. The implementation of the fess model has pushed ECEC toward
increased surveillance and regulation. Prograntisisnmodel are expected to construct
competent children who are ready to succeed (G&d2007). While the vision
statement created during the strategic planningj@as recognized that all children will
be healthy and ready to succeed, long term outcevess based upon evaluation and
assessment of skills/abilities in order to detesmfrchildren are ready or not for
kindergarten. Placing the onus of readiness owhilé began early and the five year
plan,The Vision for Early Childhood Home Visiting Seedan Arizona: A Plan of
Action 2010-201%2010) specifically stated FTF’s plan would ensamancrease in the
number of children who are “ready to succeed wheg start school” (p. 26). Readiness
in this document focused on parent and child, netslystem.

The child as investment approach relies on bestipearesearch and cognitive
science to “sell” ECEC to constituents. Cognitpegence is now tied with effective
parenting and quality caregivers/centers (LoebleFukagan, & Carrol, 2004). Success
is equated with individual responsibility and sysieissues are not relevant when a child
is deemed not ready for kindergarten or unablea@dyce an acceptable score on a
particular achievement measure because the indivithmily, or teacher has not worked
hard enough to provide evidence of learning (H&82Cannella 2005; Bloch, et al.,
2003). The common core of neoliberalism is thermtion of market-based solutions in
a variety of public arenas including ECEC and heeadtre (Lave, 2012; Goodman, 2004).
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It is within this frame that results and accounigbbecome a driving force for funding
and where the measurement of learning becomes smohfuith learning itself (Haas,
2007). Research often looks at how different daelations are impacted by policy, but
it typically does not clearly address how the manfrthe categories inscribed in those
relations are the direct result of power (Popkewitzindblad, 2000). The language of
accountability can become a powerful tool that eenw exclude (Friedman, 2005). The
politicians who put togethek Nation at Rislassumed that productivity was tied to test
results, thus creating a nationwide push to refechools and increase the performance
of students, teachers, and schools. While intaatinay not have been to benefit the
private sector, that was the ultimate result andinaes to be the impetus behind the
push for accountability and quality in ECEC (SmR2B04).
Silencing of Progressive Discour se

While both a progressive frame and a neoliberah&avere found in the data, the
strength of the neoliberal frame served to esdgnsidence the nurturant values of the
progressive frame. The logic of the market metajgina its relative production frame
are pervasive in policy discussions on educatitfactvely silencing the progressive
frame of nurturance which consequently appeargidld (Haas, 2007). This
pervasiveness in turn makes the neoliberal framezglo€ation the most common sense
way of understanding and can be understood in &Gramscian sense of good sense/bad
sense (Nagasawa, Peters, & Swadener, 2013).

The ability of the market discourse to silencertbhgurant discourse stems from
the fact that it is a dominant, deep frame of disse that has been present within the
United States for decades. Embedded within thep deme of discourse are the issue
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defining frames of poverty, children at risk, batgnting, readiness, and quality. Issue
defining frames assign blame, characterize prohleamd serve to constrain possible
solutions (Lakoff, 2006). According to Lakoff (280 “Frames not only define issues,
problems, causes, and solutions; they also hiégaat issues and causes. Moreover,
policies and programs make sense only given issfiatdg frames” (p. 35). Metaphors
trump the thought process and rational argumerdsuse they work at the emotional
level outside of reason and it is for this verysaapolicy makers are able to use them to
influence how people interpret specific phenomef@mith, 2004).

One imagined solution in this market-based diselies in mandates set forth
related to standards based accountability. Withisdiscourse, data driven decision
making leads to standardized assessment and meesurehich are confused with
learning. The mandates for state standards araatability reform measures have
increased since President George W. Bush’s Gaard Stow Smart initiative targeting
children ages 3-5 was instituted but the compleitgt intricacies of issues related to
accountability reform measures have never beereaded (Brown, 2007). In the United
States, the policy research and policies relatédrtoal schooling, school reform, and
now reforms in ECEC make the assumption the s&tes as the governing agency,
however, there is an abundance of rhetoric reggroath local control and
decentralization which serves as a governing giyat@pple, 2009; Smith, 2004; Bloch,
et al, 2003; Popkewitz & Lindblad, 2000; Prud’homi$95). Standards based
accountability (SBA) has emerged as the policytsmhufor systemic failure in the

nation’s K-12 schools and is now being seen asadiVie for early childhood as well.

112



The re-framing of Early Childhood Education ande&@aquires a reflection and
consideration of our values. The values of empatityresponsibility should be the
impetus for the government to empower its citizieoih young and old. Education is a
key to empowerment. There is considerable researaitable to substantiate a
nurturance frame over a production frame in edoogtHaas, 2007). However, one does
wonder whether systemic reform is even possibtaerfield of ECEC as we know it in
the United States (Brown, 2007).

From I ssue Defining Frames to Deep Frames

The origins of the assumptions about knowledgethediews of young children,
families, and teachers organizing the discourd€ldf can be found once again within
the deep frame of education as production (Haa¥7;20akoff, 2006; Goodman, 2004,
Smith, 2004). The issue defining frames of beatice, DAP, at-risk, ready or not, and
guality have become deep frames of discourse mgelgast hanging on the structure of
education as production but now being equated thithdeep frame of discourse. An
overemphasis on standards began in January of@&ti)Aas continued to the present.
FTF often references and cites NAEYC when discgssiandards, DAP, assessments,
curriculum, and quality. Three position statementsarticular serve as gospel relative
to these issue#y Conceptual Framework for Early Childhood Professil Development
(NAEYC, 1993),Developmentally Appropriate Practice in Early Chittbd Programs
Serving Children from Birth through Agg 2009), andearly Childhood Curriculum,
Assessment, and Program Evaluation: Building dedfifve, Accountable System in

Programs for Children Birth through Age(2003).
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While one may argue the NAEYC is an organizatiothuhe best of intentions
for the field of ECEC, critical scholars have laagsed a concern that many of the
concepts and ideas they champion are embeddedeiry @pecific class-based discourse
which serves as yet another deep frame of discalmsgnating the field of ECEC in the
United States (Gee 2011; Arzubiaga, Ceja, & Arig300; McDermott & Varenne,
2010; Brown, 2007; Cannella, 2005; Super and Hakn2003; Weisner, 2002; Bloch &
Popkewitz, 2000; Kessler & Swadener, 1992).

Within the NAEYC documents, as well as multiple Fdécuments, the
responsibility for readiness lies mainly with theupg child and their parents, while the
responsibility for quality lies with teachers arat@givers. The surface frame of personal
responsibility rather than system responsibilityas another attribute of the neoliberal
discourse of education as production. The diffeedmere from the progressive frame of
responsibility lies in the individual bearing theight of the responsibility rather than
fulfilling a responsibility. The neoliberal viewgres blame on the individual if they are
unable to or fail to carry their own weight. Th@gressive view is that of fulfilling a
need as a result of empathy toward a situationeatdtilizing the common wealth for the
common good (Lakoff, 2006). It is a patriarchalveo structure that desires to both
protect and ready young children. Neo-liberalism political project dependent on
agency as a technology as well as empowerment éements are required to create
flexible, responsible, physical bodies attunedapitlist accumulation (Charkiewicz,
2007; Gibson-Graham, 2006).

The rhetoric of readiness, or lack thereof, was toeparticular ideas of risk,
poverty, and parenting in both planning sessiomslarard meetings. Phrases like
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poverty and equity have a seductive appeal and ptmaarn the gears of neoliberalism
toward projects which tend to increase rather edbaviate poverty. While poverty is the
underlying social anathema being addressed thrtargkting children, the root of
poverty and ways to remove the root are not adddesSince the 80’s, the standard of
living in the United States has declined for 75%t®households. Wealth has become
more concentrated than ever and the working poatiroee to increase in number
(Charkiewicz, 2007). Before determining solutioimss very important to think about
causes. Determination of the story behind thelivesis required before considering
actions to be taken (Friedman, 2005).

Board members voiced concerns on multiple occasibosit needing to be able
to provide funds for all families across the statalding relationships with all
stakeholders, and focusing on all parents notmathers. However, such concerns
always seemed to be glossed over and conversationsd to targeting interventions and
services. Increased access and equity were desitedmes from the beginning and yet
programs such as Quality First and the QRIS hame=ddo create a two tiered system.
When programs such as QF are utilized by mainlyecdrased providers, a large
segment of the population requiring ECEC is elireda In November of 2012, there
were 759 participating providers in QF, with a wsitof 309 (FTF, 2012). There are
potentially 308,619 children under age 6 needinlgidare in Arizona and a total of
224,543 spaces/slots available in centers andyarhild care homes, this could leave
84, 076 children without an option (NACCRRA, 2012)his number does not include all
of those children affected by the frozen waitirgg fhaintained by Arizona Department of
Economic Security.
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The economic downturn across the nation and irstde of Arizona over the
past five years has caused many families to hapeltaheir children from center based
care and utilize kith and kin care. Center based m Arizona tends to serve a more
middle class population and even those in the raidifiss are having to find alternatives
to this type of care for their children due to emmic constraints (Barnett & Yarosz,
2007). One exception within the FTF, QF progranmeésCrisis Nursery’s Early Head
Start program which is about to receive a five saing (Swadener, personal
conversation). The importance of family care pdevs cannot be overemphasized as
they often provide flexible, low cost, and easitg@ssible child care options. Since
affordable child care options are at a minimunmhm .S., family care fills a very
important gap (Hamm, Gault, & Jones-DeWeever, 200%ke three legged stool of
ECEC includes positive experiences with early legyngood health, and economically
secure and nurturing families. What are famileda when one or even two of the legs
of their stool have been removed? There are mmiginchild care scholarships available
through FTF to meet the needs of all of Arizonamilies so both equity and access are
set aside and the focus is re-directed to pushuh#er of centers/caregivers enrolled in
QF and subsequently to move the gaze of survedlamthe teachers/caregivers through
the technology of professional development (Popkeand Brennan, 1998).

Shifting Messaging Frames. The Branding Issue

FTF has utilized a variety of messaging frames tiveipast seven years.
Although the mediums are varied, they all have sgim@ommonalities: each contains a
messenger, a target audience, a specific messidyesaes a particular issue, a medium,
and accompanying images (Lakoff, 2006). The nmagbrtant message that the majority
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of the messaging frames have pushed is the ecormngfit of ECEC. The repetition of
education as investment is very effective becausenforces the deep frame of
education as production and strengthens neuralecbions of receivers so that the
message increasingly is received as common serg@fldwa, Peters, & Swadener,
2013). The messages of readiness, DAP, parestabmsibility and quality are
consistently repeated regardless of the mediunzedil The medium used is of utmost
importance because an image is always more powbdnlwords and within print ads
the initial text is more powerful than what follow$he messages of cognitive science
and DAP also serve to privilege a form of culturasculinity (Cannella, 1997).
Branding has been a primary focus and means ofagegsfor FTF since the
first strategic planning session in January of 2088me board members appeared to be
almost obsessed with branding on more than onesmetaThe organization quickly
agreed to a partnership with the Piper Foundabdndrease the dissemination of
parenting kits made available to parents of newbtnirough local hospitals.
Conversations briefly touched on increasing the lImemas well as the access to these kits
and then quickly moved to how FTF could use thesttategically advertise. Those
who felt the kits should be available in multipdejuages were essentially silenced.
Particular notions of parenting are put forth iegé kits that are not culturally sensitive
and thus they serve to reinscribe ‘western’ pangnpiractices as correct. Due to the fact
the kits are not offered in multiple languages, trey disregard variance of parenting
styles among cultures, one wonders how they caebée as a positive tool for families?
An organization whose purpose was to create arsyst&aCEC in Arizona that
supported and strengthened existing agencies shotiloe so engrossed in self-
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promotion. A shift in focus by the organizationsa@dear in October 2010 when the
system’s tagline was changed from, “The right syster better futures”, to “Ready for
School. Set for Life”. A focus on self can onbrége to feed neoliberal ideas of personal
responsibility and not progressive desires to brgldtionships in order to serve others.
Part of the reason for the shift may be relateal tbange in board leadership. The first
executive director was a career bureaucrat focasdulilding a state agency while the
second saw public relations as the means to protheterganization.

FTF hired a full time brand advocate whose rol®igcus on efficiency and
consistency in branding. The First Things Firsarigt is based on a heritage, personality,
and visual aspects. The brand provides self-egp@benefits, functional benefits, and
emotional benefits (FTF, 2013). If one solely loedre basis and provisions of their
brand without being told the aspects and benefti®vied to a brand, they would assume
that the description fit an individual. The FTFRbd is being presented as an almost
human entity. The personality of the brand isri&e to the personality of a person
because the characteristics of it make the brandjie in how it looks, feels, and acts.”
The brand is said to be a caregiver and teachensvéyoproachable as opposed to
bureaucratic, trustworthy, knowledgeable, respdasdpen, and authentic. How can
human qualities be attributed to a brand? The iemaitbenefits the public should feel
when interacting with FTF are a sense of accompiesit, of helping the greater good,
making a difference, of appreciation, and engageémisra brand capable of inciting
these feelings and emotions within the public egd& Should this type of reception
really be one of the focal points of this organma®? How does further self-promotion
serve to strengthen the system of ECEC in Arizona?
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Gender and Power

Both the visual and text messaging produced by $éfff/es to reinscribe
gendered roles of caregivers and teachers. Woneetoasistently portrayed through all
media outlets as the individuals who fill theseesol Men are portrayed as parents but
never as caregivers or teachers. According to LfgRO06), “Photos tell stories with
political morals and make arguments with politicdérences” (p. 140). These images
serve to further reinforce patriarchal notions @f@nan’s role in society and education.
Language as well as images both reflect and genpoater. Both serve to mirror
specific ideologies and socially constructed no(Desrida, 1981). Women within the
United States have been constructed as the madakpinning of the family and as a
result become instruments whose identity is inteemowith the child. Teaching and
caregiving have thus become the logical, natuspaasibility of women (Cannella,
1997).

When considering public policy from a critical giuative perspective, it is
important to consider intersecting power relatiand recognizing sources of power
(Ortiz & Cannella, 2006). FTF exercises a notaneunt of power within ECEC in
Arizona. Power within the organization itself igtarchical. The board chairperson had
the power to appoint the Early Childhood Health Bresdelopment board initially and
committee members, essentially hand-picking whoenvelinted. The board developed
the objectives, strategies, and actions planseohgency despite the fact that the public
was involved in strategic planning sessions andasésd to participate in and contribute
to those planning sessions as well as to help dp\aadtion plans. The board also had
and continues to have the power to appoint thentelr regional councils. The Early
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Childhood Health and Development board has theugnadpility to control bodies
(Charkiewicz, 2007).

Statewide funding was approved for a QRIS becewsbdard felt such a system
would help to build infrastructure. However, thépcation,Building Bright Futures:
Arizona'’s Early Childhood Opportunities 2009 Repstates the QRIS was designed to
increase availability as well as quality of ECEhe state. In the FTF publication,
Measuring Quality in Early Childhood EducatioQuality First, Arizona’s QRIS is cited
as one of First Things First’s “signature progrdmdere the program is said to be a
response to educational reform efforts and its @eegps to improve the quality of service
providers, as well as the quality of teachers,fangpromotion of school readiness (p. 4).
Once again, an increase in availability of and ss¢e ECEC for all families in the state
takes a back seat to quality and readiness, betheglts of individual responsibility
rather than systemic provision.

The QRIS is a technology of surveillance utilizgdATF. This form of
governmentality in turn serves to include or exelaeénters/caregivers as well as
influence issues of both access and equity for gaimldren and families. The authority
and control FTF retains through the operation off€dels the agencies’ ability to
maintain dominance and further the hierarchy withm states system of ECEC. Both
the bureaucrats and the agency implementing ande®i@g a program acquire a persona
as experts in the field with knowledge and capaédito both design and evaluate
programs. This in turn serves to create an irigiital memory with regard to service
provisions (Prud’homme, 2005). The responsivatgtof the agency may then be
limited with regard to policy in the future dueits programmatic nature and the fact that
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it is sustained through government insiders whaosleasity encompasses a program
already in existence (Rigby, Tarrant, & Newman, 200

In 2010, FTF took the lead to facilitate a Sta¢wél Steering Committee in order
to guarantee coordination of home visiting serviaelsoth the state and local levels
(Vision for Home Visiting Services in Arizona-PlafAction, 2010). The decision by
the agency to take the lead implies maintenancemtol with regard to home visitations
and the programs related to such services. Aalésirquality professionals related to
such services was stated in the first meetingh@bbard and one wonders if the next
QRIS system will be for home health providers aollinteers. The creation of yet
another committee does not serve to support egistinctures; it provides a door for
FTF to increase the bureaucratic hold they alrdedye on ECEC in Arizona.
Conceptual Surface Frames

The values of an individual, organization, corpiarm@ or even nation directly
impact deep frames of discourse. The consciousifele perceiver cannot be
neutralized or eliminated (Bakhtin, 1986). How qaeceives written or spoken
discourse is tied to value laden deep frames @bdise on which conceptual surface
frames like quality, ready, and professional alidn@_akoff, 2006, Bakhtin, 1986). FTF
clearly values evidence based research and bedigegra TEACH and QRIS both involve
professional development grounded in best practigie.is a proponent of evidence based
curricula and standardized assessments (BuildirghBFutures: Arizona’s Early
Childhood Opportunities 2009 Report). Accreditatad programs is one of the most
important measures of a quality program accordngTtF and accreditation is based
upon criteria established by the NAEYC. Solutiaentified by “experts” to remedy the
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problem of quality in ECEC are home visits by cdtasus or mentors, programs of
accreditation, networks of family care providemnigection with community resources,
tiered reimbursement systems, scholarships, am@ckdders (Hamm, Gault, & Jones-
DeWeever, 2005). The quality of teachers, caregj\and child care providers has
become inextricably linked with empirically demaaséd values.

Arizona was cited as one of the states with tihaegt scores on tests of academic
achievement in the U.S. Building Bright Futures: Needs and Assets AssessRU£Y.
The report links young children not being readykimdergarten to low test scores in the
future. Once again responsibility is place onahiéd rather than systemic conditions
and circumstances. Arizona once had many schatiisstvong bilingual education
programs, however, in November of 2000; Proposi#08 to end bilingual education
was passed by the voters (Gonzalez, 2000). Hbe gblicy change was implemented
the following school year and schools were no loradme to offer bilingual programs.
Migrant populations directly impact program numbensl centers are seen as not
retaining children which is not the case at albwever, retention is one of the things
measured which in turn influences ratings and fogdi

Arizona is a border state and as a result theifipopulation significantly
impacts schools. Students are expected to pedbonabove grade level on
standardized measures at the end of each schaahyEaglish. The tests of non-native
speakers are not a direct reflection of their krealge or capabilities. The state budget
cuts to education are also not addressed and ¢hésare a major piece of the puzzle.
What happened to system ready, child ready? Whiéthe state of Arizona or the
nation for that matter provide equal access anaappity for all children with regard to
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ECEC? Due to the economic conditions the stateeotly finds itself in, many families
simply cannot access the type of care and educhkliéhchampions.
Governmental Organization as Entrepreneur

The contradictions and inconsistencies relatedth the Early Childhood Health
and Development Board and FTF reflect internafeseis well as a lack of clarity as to
what exactly the role of the organization is. Gans were raised by board members
who did not want the agency to come off as the gowent here to help you and they
were reminded by the facilitator of the stratedemping sessions that they would be
promoting themselves as a “non-governmental sailtidVhile this may have been the
goal, they were later told, after much debate, @gagn by the facilitator that they were a
hybrid of a governmental organization as well agm@inepreneur. The idea of the
organization as an entrepreneur reinforced theneasimodel and continued to feed a
neoliberal mindset.

Lack of unity among board members with regard tatgxactly the organization
was/is served as the beginning of many contentimaissions and situations that lead to
dissatisfaction with the agency and its directibhad several personal conversations
over lunches with dissatisfied board members whieeva&eady looking for ways to “get
out”. When a bureaucracy does not function, tlut tdoes not lie with the organization
but with its leadership (Friedman, 2005).

The first chairperson of the board made it veractdat FTF was not going to
replicate any existing systems such as those ial@kha and Georgia. They would draw
from ideas but were going to create their own gntit/hile the chairperson stated they
intended to create their own system, First Thingst,Fwhich would not be a replication
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of any existing state systems of ECEC, the boanshbees felt they would not be well
received if their intentions were to “build” thewn system. Voices of concern for
collaboration and integration of existing systenesevheard but appeared to be
disregarded in the push to create the “right” ayster Arizona. Work needs to be pulled
together to one, two, or a half dozen places beceokaboratives tend to take on lives of
their own and then work solely to maintain theirséance (Friedman, 2005).

Citizen engagement at summits and stakeholdercgzation in board meetings
were seen as a means to raise awareness and gi#opert. However, one board
member at the first strategic planning session ttecpen meeting law could be equated
to a “learning disability”. There were heated dissions in strategic planning sessions as
well as board meeting (in front of the public) wilgard to what should and should not
be discussed with the public present. These dismus created a very uncomfortable
atmosphere for those not directly associated with &r the board and made one wonder
if public participation and opinion were truly vald. During the strategic planning
sessions, the public was asked to participate gvitlips and in discussions to help
develop strategic action plans. After hours o€dssion and input, the chairperson told
participants that the board would ultimately beeleging the strategic action plans. If
this was the case, why did they offer inclusion@g&dless of all of the positive
intentions of the board, efforts to include puldanversation ultimately came to serve the
original power structure. Staff and board memlistened to well thought out
suggestions and ideas with regard to change anthegétamework remained set,
strategies were not altered, and often the endtneas more exclusion of verbiage than
inclusion (Charkiewicz, 2007).
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Allocation strategies outlined in 2007 for the dimation of First Things First
funds were based upon the census of 2000 and mweairesnot available to regional
councils until 2009. At that point, the populatidata was nine years old. How are
equity and access even possible when Arizona dirtfeewas experiencing
unprecedented population increases statewide, caabvith what would be a protracted
and hard hitting recession? Concerns were replgatided by board members related to
creating populations the agency would be unabtetee. The 31 regional councils
across the state still have issues with equitysaogss. Populations have been created
through the creation of regions, the QRIS, developia screening, mental health
screening, and home visitation services. The gdyvden needs and services continues
to be highlighted by FTF (The Vision for Early Gthlbod Home Visiting Services in
Arizona: A Plan of Action 2010-2015, 2010). Thesitte for high quality has pushed the
desire for interconnected, comprehensive servic#iset side. While equity and access
still remain a huge issue, they are no longerafahefront of funding. Now that QF has
become the ring in the nose so to speak of FTHlifignpriorities have shifted toward the
direction of quality as well. This study has alkvme to see the evolution of quality
within this organization. The ideas of quality eénitially tied to programs and then
“logically” to providers. Now quality has moved ijaze to teachers and individuals
involved with home visitation.

Final Thoughts

Trying to repair an existing government system caibe equated with working
to create improved quality of life for children afasilies; however, it seems as if most
of the FTF leadership believes this is exactly whay are doing over time. Billions of
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dollars in the U.S. are invested in social systant programs that can demonstrate they
are providing benefits, while quality of life andcsal conditions for those children and
families utilizing the system and programs contsteedeteriorate (Polakow, 2007;
Friedman, 2005). Based on the findings of thislgtliwould argue that thinking needs
to shift from the delivery of services to the wiedling of the population, and, in
particular, those most vulnerable. The answebotsand never has been more
government, larger agencies, or increased progrdmis is difficult when “there are
dozens of little fiefdoms-health care, educatidnldcwelfare, juvenile justice, mental
health, public safety, economic development, aedetivironmental protections system-
each with its own bounded view of the world” (Fmeah, 2005, p. 7).

The critical analysis of discourse utilized by, amd through the Early Childhood
Health and Development Board as well as First Thifigst was carried out in order to
determine the particular frames of discourse prteseth then to see how those frames
were able to shift and change the organizatiolf isewell as its directions (Lakoff,
2006). The analysis was not conducted to deterimoiien meanings but to question the
facts and conditions through which discourse wasifesied. While the discourse
employed may have concealed particular contengd mvore concerned about the
transformations that resulted from it (Foucaul91P The neoliberal education as
production frame of discourse has effectively saxaéd up the progressive, nurturant
frame of education desired by so many of the stalkleins within our state. The power
of discourse to steer both direction of an agemdythe policies it puts forth is
staggering. There is no doubt in my mind thatrttenbers of the board sought to and
continue to seek to improve ECEC in Arizona and thay have the best intentions.
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What concerns me is the ability of this deep frarhdiscourse to become logical and to
supersede original purposes and goals. “An alh@%i rate of return on an investment
is better than many blue chip stocks right now”EFZ013), should not be the reason for
educating and caring for children 0-5. Charkiew{@207) feels when human bodies are
seen as resources for economic growth, the gladadiberal economy is instituting an act
of war on the individual and the subaltern. Istdetic of extracting capital from human
beings as resources an act of war? Have we enteoed war with younger human
beings and if so how do we make restitution? ¥ oeflects on the work of Foucault and
his ideas of bio-politics, we are able to seeddean element of power mechanisms and
calculations that act as agents on populationsyithehls, and the particularities of both
management and surveillance (Charkiewicz, 20079-pBlitics certainly come into play
with agencies like FTF where management and slawme# occur with young children,
families, teachers, caregivers, and service proside

How can we open up new spaces for discourse whegggssives can be heard
and make a difference? Multi-faceted initiativesthe common good can work if they
are long term, work across issues, strive to ugnifss roots and progressive groups, and
they are strategic (Lakoff, 2006). The questigrare we willing to strategically work in
this manner for the benefit of society as a wholgfiat would this look like in ECEC
and specifically within our state? How do we nawt fhe genie back in the bottle so to
speak and remove the technology of surveillancegavdrnance we as a state have
created within the realm of ECEC? Nagasawa,fetad Swadener (2013) suggest
publicly raising questions as to who/what exactgstitute “the community” and how
they might be more authentically engaged? Theyhéursuggest that there is hope if
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children, parents, practitioners, policymakers, atiebrs are engaged in conversations
that challenge a common sense approach to ECEC.

ECEC has moved up in focus on both national aretnational policy agendas;
however, the driving force behind these agendasmsrket based mentality of investing
in young children in order to improve both economlmd social conditions (Urban,
2007). The economic conditions found within tretestof Arizona and the nation as a
whole have forced parents and guardians to spemd timee in the workplace in order to
meet the basic daily needs of their families. Resg for families nationwide is limited
and a decline in federal childcare funds and cltbée assistance programs have not
allowed states to make up ground being lost (Scanl& Blank, 2007) and the U.S.
ranks at the absolute bottom of not only wealthyoms, but many in the Global South in
terms of family leave, publicly supported childe€aand investments in children.

Early care and education is a vital resource fonyrfamilies. Access to care can
be expensive and difficult because availability &ndncial assistance are difficult to
come by relative to demand. Efforts must increasa federal and state level to not just
move toward but also implement an equitable, valynsystem of ECE that will offer
access to reliable, safe, nurturing care for candd-5 for all families (Williams &
Mitchell, 2004). The government and the privatet@eare of significant importance in
remedying the situation; however, they are only paares of the puzzle. The focus on
quality is important but should not be equated prity with measurement/rating
systems. As a society, we need to make a committngmomote the well-being of

human beings at all points of development (Brooksig; 2003; Soto, 2000).
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This study has astonished me with regard to theepoivthe neoliberal education
as production discourse to literally envelop thegpessive frame advocated for and
voiced by many well intentioned initial memberstoé Early Childhood Health and
Development Board as well as the organization Hinstigs First. In late 2006, when the
Prop 203 ballot initiative passed, | waited witlegr anticipation and hope for the roll out
of First Things First, as did many within the fiellECEC in Arizona. There were so
many possibilities to forge a new direction for ggwchildren and their families and a
multitude of people willing to give of their time &assist in the development of truly
community/regionally based programs specific tasthmvolved. Unfortunately, that
dream has been replaced with yet another selfraghiireaucracy rooted in neoliberal
market-based discourses and now actions relatectaling, quality, readiness, and
professional development. Arizona needs organiz@mmunity-based advocacy without
governmental ties/representation, a new spaceoforersations about possibilities that
does not reinscribe technologies of surveillana@mtrol, and one in which children,
families, providers, and others can come togetnerder to share ideas and offer

possible solutions.
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Submit Committee Change Form October 1, 2012
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Tighten up Lit Review and Select Data to be October 8-October 31
Analyzed

Phase | Data Analysis and Writing of Thesis-will November 1-March 1
1 overlap with Phase II.
Analyze board meeting/summit notes October 16-mt@3
Analyze policy documents October 23-November 1
Analyze print media November 1-November
Begin tying together results of analysis Novemb&ld¥ember 16
Shore up theoretical frames November 17-Novemb
30

Data meeting with committee December
Find and read relevant literature to support data | December
analysis
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