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‘Zxecutive Summary .

.

The zederaL government mise have st:andards\cp a@re C"lat: the. day care

it subsidizas is met narm:ul ‘.cr}.hi.dren.

>

Eowever, zkist:.ng Federal stand~

ards should be: reviged to be more explic:.c, overationally def inable enforcn-—

able and. economica.llv realut:ic.
LI t\__ . .

- - \

’unt‘zemore, to assure accountabilicv

’

fiscal and. nonitoring review ,..esoons:l.bilitles should be oased in a Federal

agcncy soec._fically comtted to children and~‘amilies r-’e.de):aa., state and

13

locaJ. agencies involved with dgy care must have ‘tesources to ‘ac:.li(ate.

Standards should allow for oluraJ.sm in

-

orovidin, day care in various settings, for various age gr?ups
L .

- ‘// . . ‘ £

izxprovement: and I.j.m:r.P abuses.
,» and by

various types of providers.

- < -
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ihat quality day care is the Pederal government buying? ‘Over one

million prescﬁcol.childrenvére in day care, and hundreds of thousands of
.. . , O B
c¢hildren spend their most active hours,‘week in and week out, in Sg@grally

' B

_ subsidized day care settings. The ‘annual Federal bill for day car&%{

S

approaches $2 billion. Yet, despitelits increasing iqvglvement in funding
day care, the Federal-government has been reluctant'to enforce standards

for day care quality. This ;ssay reviews the Eistory,and the reasons for

"“that rdluctance. We argue. that, at the least, the Federal government must

" e

_assure that the day care it subsidizes is not detrimental to childrep. And

we: suggest regisions.in the existiﬁg,Federal Intéragency Day Care Require-—

ments and the mechanisms for enforcing them. v
. . . ”

4

. History - DA s , .

/ Y *

—«Althoughqﬁéy care haé existed in America for over 100 years, the idea

| Sp——

p

,

of ‘government respoﬁsibility'for day care quality is relatively Fecent.

The first-qaylcare centers, or day nurseries, opened in the 1850's as

informal rescue programs for the children of“theipbqg.l' These private

L

cﬂéritabie effortS'were:inkepded té be no more thanm :emﬁbraryraids to '-,
families until the mother’was'able to.stay home.%f3 It is ;;;;;;Sble'éhét,
eveﬁ with\the‘édveqt of lé;ge numbers of‘working mothers and substantial:
pu£lib funding, ;his coﬁcept@én of dh; care as a social welfare tool has-
;ndured. Day care has remained.suégéct-aEAﬁorgt,_family-unde;mining;"éf

. '

< ,
best, an inferior alternative to mothers staying at home.' Thus, ‘politicians
rarely advocate day care simply for the sake . of children; rhthét? they ‘feel

compelled to justify day care as a device to échieve{soﬁe oéﬁq: §oci§l'
goals, such as freeing women to join the‘mobilizatign fot war, or helpipg

L] . .
. " Lo
@

to red&ce public welfare rolls« . " e .
- - ’ 4 . .

- . y L 1

24 . -
8
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‘. exempt from specific Federal and state child care regulation.

N ( . . .
To the extent that a sense of public responsibility has developed
toward day care, it has more often taken the form of protecting children

from all day care thaw from bad day care. In the early 1900'5, when the

-~qumber of immigrant children in day uurseries'begad to swell, charitable

>

"~ agencies established strict eligibility~requireuents_for-day-cere. ‘Even

~

the families.who used dsy.care usually looked forward to the time when

the mother could return full time to the care of children. Similarly,

]

although World War I increased the ranks of working women, the nation
still saw day care<§3‘a temoorary solution to.an emergency situation. As
soon as the war ended, Progressive reformers. proposed Mother s pensions-

and other'measures desighed to enable mothers to stay at home. The

workihg women nevdt really did return home in: the expected numbers, but

the government contihued,its hands-off policy toward day care, as if any

move to protect the quality would be viewed as an efdorsement of mothers

-

worﬁing. . vt

Even when the Depression and World Var II vastly increased the

-

Federal ekpenditure'on day .care, the governmeht was careful to underline
R ,

-day care’s temporary status. Federal administration was not vested in

.the'Children's Bureau, the most likely champion of day csre quality.
Iustead4_during the Deﬁ;essioq, yhen day care wa§’;d;;nced as a source.
of pubiic emplo&ment administration was placed in the Works Progress
Administration (W‘A) Then, during World War II, “when work became a
patriotic as well as ‘inancial necessity for many mothers, the Children's

' Bureau was . again relegated to the—sidelines of Vederally subsidized programs.
Day care admi;istration fell to the Office of Defgnse ‘Health ano Welfare -

:he nearly 3,000.wartime day care facilities werg wvirtually

-

As soon as
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the war ended, the nation quickly disassec®led the day care system, even

4

though‘bhgalar°e numbers of mothers in the work ;force and the need for~ day
. Gare continuen. : . A . ) .
v . ? B ‘\

Current Federdl Stance . : .

+

Despite the\:ncfeasing Federal government invdlvement in day. cdre

. s ' ¥y
in the last decade, ‘the principle of Vederal responsibility for day care

cuality has yet to be firmly established. 1 At leas®™™12 different Federal®

agencies, ranging from the Dep}rtment cf’Agriculture to the’Small Business

)

: 7
Administration, have invested in day care. 8 But, despite the existence

LY

'of the Chiluren s Bureau and the creation in.1969 of the Of‘ice of Ch.ld

~

. 'Development,'no single Federal agency has ‘been granted theQeconomic power

v

necessary to coordinate this maze of day care, much less enforce, standards
\gf quality. vIn a recent example, control of the largest Federally funded
day care program, under Title XX qf the“ Social Security Act, was not vested

in the OCD but rather in the Commnnity Services Administration of HEW .,

"Although the Children's. Bureau personnel in the Office i‘ Child Development

.

Jare theoretically charoed with guaranteeing the quality of iitle XX day

-

_ care, OCD ‘does not have the power to make such review meaningful. - Once

-

again the United States has repeated the mistake of previous day care

efforts, placing control of+day care in an agency.nnt prinarily committed‘

> ' ’
- L3

to the belfare of children.

[y - -
.

Just as Title XX day care ginds ijylndministrative home in an ageucy
not specifical y devoted to children, so too its primary political justi-

figation is to reduce welfare .rolls, .not ‘td help children.' Yet, there'is
.- . ¢ x
no convincing evidence that day .care hel ps,wel‘are parents become wnrkiné

parents. And ‘even if it did is ic wise eCOnomic policy for the Federal

- . ¢ ’
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. °overnmenc to buy dav cate: for more than one or two chlldren in a poverty-

. e AR
level family in order to move a mother into the work force at ‘near poverty
— N \
wages'?9 Shrinking job’ markets make this strategy of us:.ng day care as a

<,

tool of welfaye reform $till less liléely to succeed. - .

. '\Que‘stions of da}; care rat:egy and fiscal control are: closely related

to day care standards. If t:he c

2 -

tment'. to day care is based_on some
oth%r social goal than the Yelfare o c‘-xildren, and if the fiscal ‘power

BY » / N
is d.strn.buted atcordi,ng_y, the quality of the orograms mav suffe Cou_x-

 pare, for e;sample, the diff(rences beg:een Title XX dav ca"e and the day

care component of the Head' Sta t ‘program, which is under the fiscal ‘as well

as theoretica.l jur:i:sdiction of OCD. Al: hough both day care programs servé

~ . -
chi)dren of the econogicajly disadvantaged, the two groups of children are
. N .

often treated quite .differentl’y; Hea S:tart has from its inception ‘been

viewed as a quality orogram to bene,fit chlldren' n.t represents 3n oasis

4 fy

of concern about. childrentin many comv.mi‘ties; Head Start's education and

health components are speci‘ioallv desu.gnecf%o meet the needs of the c&il-
s
W

-'dren itf:serves. In addition, Head Start has, a,erved as a natiomal model

of developmental programning for child/ en.lo 11 )

[

By contrasp, the qualn.ty of Title x ‘day catre varies considerably.-

H

'rictle ¥ day care’_was originally supposed to comp}.y arith the 1968 Federal

. e s
Interagency Day Care Requirements (FIDCR), which we will discuss later. >

‘But: the states legitimately- feared that the Federal government would not
provide the money necegsary to comply. As 2 1912; ".‘E‘:‘ ‘audit ,;:eve.aled,ltbe
(states would have a -lot-of catching up to. do: :/5 of the 552 - acilities
sampled did not meet Federil requirements even in basic health -and safety
'areas.lz in v:i:ew of. this oroblem, Congress nlaced 2 :noratoriumﬁ ;m "Title T% .

compliance with the -IDCR As of this writing, while in some states Title
o v

L ~ 4 . . ’

—_




. those stendards should be-

‘be monitored at the state than at

+ , . . '

X day care does coniorm to FIDCR sta?dards, Federa law requires’only
’ &

that day care- iac.l ties follow state licensing lawsn which vary consid~

" erably. o . ¢« ‘ e ..

\
¢ LI .« o Y Y

Rationale for Federal Standards e -

?ederal day’qare regulation is needed in addition to state day*care

Licensing laws vary from.

L]

licensing laws fom several critical reasons.

4

state to -state’ and even between*logalities in a single state. In maty
instances, they have beconme so intricate that they primar.lv censti tute

a barrier to creating new day care faeilities which are elearly needed.
1-‘nrt;f:ermore., day care licensing laws typically contern themselves with the

T

physical safecy of children, e.g., does the center have enough protection

against fire, and are the.carq‘ivers free of communicable 'diseases. Other
4

‘crucial criteris of day care quality, such as the child-staff ratio and

- t . . o .
the competency of the caregivers, tend to be neilected or far too lenient. -

.

A g . .
Some states are, of course,»just as enlightened about day care stand-

the process of revi%ing and/or’upgradin.¢ eir standards. But if a state

is willing to have lOAtoddlers cared for by a single taregiver; the
: N ;

Federal govermmen§ should not endorse such practices much less help pay for
the services delivered in this ﬁay. Standards can probably more effectively

{ ' . ~ o ’
the Pederdl level but-the issue is not a

4
*

constitutional one, dealing with the proper division between state and

«

Federal prerogatives. Rather, the issue is what kind of lives children

will experience in day care settings during their.formative years.l3

C

Even if a nation. commits itself. to the need for day care standards,

however, there remains the pragmatic'nroblem of détermining 1u5; vhat
; 2
t
Clearly, there is a paucity of experimentally-

'

-

..
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contr;l.ed, rzgorons data to guide soczal pol cy concerning childﬂen*/fzﬁt .

it is tne responsxb.llty o£ pollcyma&ers to navigate the most reasonable

3, .
‘¢ course dﬁ acn on,based,on the considerable evidence and experience to date.

I3

E: charzing.éhe{EPcourse, the;r‘overzﬁding concern.sho be ;hc medical
b4 ~/ 2. .
dictum; JE:!.rst of all, do no harm. In the absence of ™pard" ewidence, we

.
. ’

mn;c'endorse tne program least likely td be detrrnental‘to children and

-’ families’ ' °° B . .
, . 7 7 .

« ' In the day care quality.debate; which Teached a peak in the early

* © 1 o .

* 197Q's, "custodial" and "comprehemsive" have: been rall}ing cries. The

cost-effectiveness scalwarts were said to favor limited, cnstodial day

.

care,/;atisfying Siiy the most basic psychological and physical needs,

®,

while the quality-at-any-price advocates, who thought,al; chﬁiaren should/ ’

- have a broad array of health, educitional, psychological, and socifal

-~ .

services-;including parent involvement-—were said to favor conprehensive‘
4 ‘ T oA 3 ~ ¢
day care.’ These extreme positions left a large middle g:éﬁnd(which some, -

: including the authors, attempted to fill by advocating "developmental"
day ggre. This meant providing the seyvices necessary.to guarantee the
- -]
healthy social*:emotional intellectual, and ph(szcal development of the’

-. ] \
child. In the end, however, aIl of these terms may have contributed more

to semantic confusion than to the elucidation of day care quality\ Wisely,

»

‘these terms wefe largely ignored by parents, who were simply looking “for a

1

.caregiver and a day care setting in thch their children would be at least

“ ‘ -
. .

moderately content and happy.lﬁ‘ . ] N . . 5 )

Lisleading rhetoric has also plagued discussion Jf the 1968 Federal
Interagency Day Care Requirements, often cited as the manifesto‘of qualify

%; day care. Since they are supposed to'éévern all Federally suppdvrted day

) <
care and are written into several major bills, these requirements deserve

R ' ] R
far closer analysis than they usually .receive. ?
i

‘ . 10

v

3

&”_
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Federal Tnteragencv Dav Care Requirements

o

To the FIDCR drafters' great credit,.these standards’ sét a precedent

for care‘that.is developmentally oriented. ' Baged largel& on'experience
1

tich Heéd Stare, tﬁe begt avallable program of:the time "the FIDCR covered

a broad range “of issues orta.nt in the deliverv of, quali% child care. .

>

Yet, the FIDCR contain meny problemm, even for day care advocates. ;ﬁxst,

‘ ] s v
they were deliberately unspecific, more guidelines than clearly defined’,

L]

standards, and-this lack of specificiry has made them difficult to enforce.

» .
In fatt, the FIDCR have: received the same treatment as the goal-getting

st:;aments issued by the old Children's Bureau: Enforcement has never even

. . o

been attempted. Second, the 1968 FIDCR were primarily concermed with .

-

" center-based day-care, which serves only a small proportion of the ghildren

in day care. Third, the mc'& did mot clearly define the responsiﬁi'iicies

of the day.care provider and tbe various administering agencies, and they -
were vague on the reauirements for caregivers. Finally, the 1968 'IDCR

#
were not’ suf‘icieitly age—sneczfic, that is, they did not urovide for the

spec&al dav'care needs of infauts and- toddlers, as contrasted vitﬁkthose of

2

nreschool and school-age children.

Interestlngly, despite these obvious deficiencies, the 1968 FIDCR s

. -

.ratio of one caregiver for each five children ages three’ to four years has

attained near-sacfed status. No figure recurs more frequently in Copgressional

testimony as the hallmarkaof quality child care.f And yet, this ratio, sound

enough for the preschool-age children in the Eead Start program £gom which

it was probably derived would make no se;se at ail for infants: It is

noubtful yhegper one caregiver could carry’ five infants to physicel/%afety;
:‘, in the e;ent of g fire or'disasters nuch less provide them with adequate

.-

N

daily.actention. As for school-age children, a l:5 ratio may be unnecessarily

-




e Il

protective. Thpse close to dav care have long recognized the déficiencies
[

it
4, -

of the hi,,h-mnded 196& standards. However, there'has been an unwillingness

\.to challenge them for fear t:hat: nothing better would be- substituted and that,

[N
v

the outcome: would be: iar worse.b . . . .
. -

1972 FIDCR oroposals. ‘In 1970, while serving in ,}he Office of Child

Development, we began an attempt to reﬁ%e and stzengthCeE the J.968 FIDCR

s

as a foundation for the day care component of the }(‘elfa:e Reform Plan.
('I'he implicit assumption was that, even if che reforn'plan did not 80 through,

' new day care regulations were needed for the Federal day care program already
. ,
being funded chrough the Social Securicy,kct: ') This vevision process é?gan
) L [}
at; ,the Airlie House Conference of l°70~ at which a cross: section of ome

- -

thousand individuals conces;ned with day care, including provider:s, L'parent:s

L A “ )

4 — o ————

of children in day ca.r} and professionals, met "togather. They developedna
5 . ' 6
‘stat : of principles cqncerning day care, '. vell as the "basis for a

" serdes ~of manuals with. guidelines for infant carg presqhool day care, and

School-age-day.care..ls ]28’ Following the A:Lrlie House conf‘erence, OCD wqued

for mfo years to develop 2 final get of day care s,tandards. Cost‘ analyses %
, .

were: assessed; the day carfkstate licensi.ng lJaws of every ‘state wére examined.'.

Finaliy, HEW Secretary Elliot Richardson approved the revigions and sent them

to the Of‘ice of ’4anage1nent of- thh Budget (O’{B), whose. approval\ was necessary

\

before thf new standards cou&d%mplementéd

.. Sadly, the 1972 revisions became vi tim of the politics *of the

.

time. ~On the oneg hand some"advocacy grouys feared that. nothing good could

/s

~

come out of an agency in any ydy associated with the Nixon administration. b

t

These groups claimed that the 1972, re‘isions d..luted the 1968 FIDCR. Of

the other hand, QI of’“icia&rrectly *ealiied \“‘ha the 1972 revisions

would be enforceable and thus wonld subs..ant.ially -ncrease tkﬂ Federal day

care bill.
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Five- years l'ater, we feel that.the 1972 proposed standards 'deservgl

a. new, and obJect:ive hearing While no standards can represent a last .

word o day cére, we rhink the 1972 sevisions h&ve several advantages over . \
. the 1968 standa.rds wh:.clr are worthy of consﬂeration. First, thé 1972 o y
proposed standards are more appropr:.ate and enforoeable than the 1968 FIDCR.

|

.- , Second, the 1972 revisious are less center-based; ghey reflect the fact ’

: . that most‘day ‘tare is conducted in homes, not centers. Third, the 1972
( & ~

' X
revisions are more age—speci‘ic, providing for the spec:.al needs of infamts
L] - . (
‘and toddlers. Fourth, the 1972 standards are much more precise on staff
k4 ' Y

competency and .the_i responsibilicies of administering.agencles and day care,

¢ pmvtkers to the farzilies théy' are ‘supposed to be servifzg. A columm=-by-—~

e
.

’ e /\
! /.. .. coltm comparison of the two sets of standards reveals some: of thf. najor

”differences, ‘as well as the issues that /1?5: be considered in def.ning

° .
any set: of st«ande@s '- ,_ ‘ o .
o . e uw . . »>
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C _ o COMPARISON OF 'FEDERAL
: B b < s * APPROACH &
. ) . . PROPOSED 1972 FEDERAL DAY CARE naqummzms\(f*bca) el

) Appliee‘to'81§ Fede;ally aupported day care.

. . - % C
. 7 | ‘ .

»
" Distinguishes dmong 7 different age groups for .
. ,Qay care centers and'3 age groups fpr.day care

— . honeg.

MY

- ; h)
Clearly distinguishea among specific requirements
pertaining toicaregivers, operators, ‘and ~

i administering agencies,

Distinguishes amo;g three different dﬁy care

- etti : .
4 A 8 ngs \ « '
N © =« -'centers ’ -
\ g <
v - family day care homes (including wha%’are
- N
. ’ . ; generally called groyp day care, homes) -
L4 N
A . '~ in-home care * . >
. l}f N o ) L "
: . ? _~x = ., . Contains realistic requirements for each type of

. ‘ j/i/{ . S . \ 0 ,

o ’ . | wo. cw day cafg arrangement ; generally spgcific and
concrete; capable of being enforced. )
4 1} ’ 1 . » hd - - =~ »

[ < ~ 4

} . . _

N }.“” ‘ N . ] ) .
iy :L - .‘ . . e - )
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‘DAY CARE REQUIREMENTS ’ - T

SCOPE L ,

. 1968.PBDBRAL.INTERAGEN&¥.DA( CARE BEQUIREMENTS (Fincw)??

’

Applies to all Fedetally supported day care except
‘in-home care, .

1
Distinguishes. among 3 different age groups for
v

centerg and } for day care homes.

. ¢

f 5

No cleéar and consistent distinctions concerning the
respective ;equirementa percatning to caregivers,
operators, and administering agencies. -

. Covers only centers and family and group day care

homes. Contains’ no requf}ementé pertaining to in-home’

care, * ’ \ *
. - _
/ i . osf

. ) .
Developed primarily with center care in wind}. vague;
difficult to enforce; largely ignored in many places.

ol
w,
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. ‘ P CHILD-STAFF:  © .

P

. - 'FDCR ‘72

L ]

~-

* Ratios for family day care homes tincluding what
18 sometimes referred to as "group day care homes"):

a ~
* Specifies that only persops who possess required
competenctes and abilitjes and who provide direct

<

care to childrensmay be counted as caregiyers.
Volunteers are encouraged but may not ‘be “counted
in determining child-staff ratios. '

-

‘* Ratios for centers: .

" 1 caregiver per’ 3 infants (0-18 months)

4 toddlers (19-35 months)

7 children (36-53 months)

10 .children (54~71 months)

13 children (6-8 years)
, 16 children (9-11 years)
20 children (12-}4 years)

X3 *
a

‘ Includes a simple method for computing required
number of caregiver hours when serving mixed age
groups and childfen in combinations of full and
part-day care. o . B

-~ ~ v ’

I3

Onecaregiver per: 8’ children, provided that whéﬁ
2 caildrén\under‘3-are present” there 1s qé least
one caregiver for each 5 children; and when 3 .
children under 3 are present there.1s at least one
cq;eéiver for each 4 children. 1In @o case. may one

_, Tcaregiver care for more- than 3.childggn under 3

or more than 2 infants. .

”

-

~




FINCR '68

A

e

. - ..
’ Permits any adult {n th facétity to be counted in
determining child-staff ratl

(these may ihclude

. .. administrative and clerical persopnel volunteers,
Zu .\__p ? 7

.

~

-

re

1 ;dult per {

’

o aéQe%, as 'well-as hou&v

.
.

R@Eips for centers:

t

v

keeping personnel).
‘ .

)* children (under 3_yeaie$

5 N

children

10 children’

] . 1
*Sets no required ratio, Specifies that State
standards are to be followed.

(34 years)
1 <children _1(4-6 years)

(6-14 years)

The average ratio
of adults to children under three is- approximately

N
.

«

\j

1:7 in states where such ratios have been

.established,

~

v

~

-

A

Does not indicate how to compute ‘gtaff time requifed

for mixed age groups or children in combinations of

full and part-day care.

Ratios fbf{

Family day care homes -~ one adult per 6 children

»

¢

‘aged 3-14 years; one -adult per 5 children aged 0-6
provided that no‘more than 2 ,are under two.

Group day care hopes - one adult per 6 children

aged 3-14 years; one adult per 5 preschoolers.

-

N

¢

"

5



CHILD-STAFF RATIOS

“
v

-__FDCR '72 .

K] > &

v 4

Specified'rafioé for.day ‘care homes do not pétmit
one caregiver to servei~
2 infants and 3 toddlers .

or

%

2 infants and 2 toddlers

* - or .

1 infént and 3 toddlers
or B
1 infant' and 4 toddlers

e, or f

4 toddlers
or
*5 toddlers

L4

" For day care homes ‘a.child-to-caregiver ratio of 'no

"more than 4:1 1s required when onB“carégivet serves
3 toddlers

4

4
or ..

1-infant and 2 toddlers

, or

2 infants 7nd lifoddlér
. o a

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




(CONTINUED) - ' - ' :
' ~ FIDCR '68 , N C

e ! S?eciffed ratios f6 " family day care home? do
_ ‘permit ope adult td serve the infant gnd toddle

A :
' For day care homeg a ¢Gzia~t6~adu1c ratio of 5:1
+ ' is permitted for the infant and toddler groupings

.

* specified opposite, C °
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. REQUIREMENTS /COMPETENCINS ' PERTANING
. FDCR '72

5

-~

-

4

All caregivers are required to possess specified
competencies, and muat be able to provide .children
with appropriate developmgntel activities and = . -

experiences accorring to a written plan or

” . * ,
ﬁ&_ ~ - '
. ¥ \ "y

ies, generally, what such a written plan

schedule.

‘Spec

or program schedule nuacginclude,
¥ .

A -

Requires' the employment of at least one person

s

'with specified educational and/or experience

qualifications in each center aerving 30 or more
children.

~
.

%

Sets forth specific requiremeﬁta to ensure the

accountebility of day care operators ' o z

- in providing programs which méet Federal
Reqeirementa ) g

- for the supervision of staff

- for keeping financial and other records, etc.

R




»

“T0"CAREGIVERS AND OPERATORS - ’ o -

[ . - é !

. . . ) B l?‘\‘;‘ . " «
"FIDCR '68 ’ — -, :
te. . ‘o e ]’ N i /
* Containg only a general requitemept ;:hat "educqtional » TN

opportunities ‘must be proy{ded evepy ch%ld" and that
cat/égivere "must ‘have had traintpg ‘oF- deﬁ\onsxrated
lbility in votking with childreu." :

.
"' . 4

.’ : o ‘ ¢ : Y ‘? i
N '. ) ' v ¢ . ‘i
) Containg no-requirement for a written plan or schedule, -
_of dally gctivities. ' - - \; o
- . . , N P
y ‘Requirea that ' educational activitiee muat be under the . . Y
suberviaion of a staff member trained or experienced 1n . , N\ S
!
child growth ard developmenc'_' H minimpm\?:training_ or y N
experience qualification'q are _nbf specified. /*
r'd ' ' ‘ -
" tnique and specific requirements for* dpdrators not . T

cléatly {dentified. No lear distihctione between
tequitementa pertdining to categivets, ogerators and
v ldministeting agencies,’ B

k < < v
.
. N
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vt T FDCR '72 . . L ow
< ) . » . : ’ ! Q . e .\'
. ,..' ’ Specifically holds"adm}nietetiag{'agencies _
A . . accountable for arranging and eneuti% that’
A children redaive appropriate health, wbi . ;;
) ,psychologi\(ial and “sacial servicee. .ot e e
- i . L = b . » - , * Lt
- 3 : . ) ¢
, " [Requires that these services be provided : o
Lt ‘through ;exieting programs and funding o
: ."eg‘ &~ -
: sources (day care funds may be’ueed to ¥ .
, ’ ) cloee setviceﬂgaps)k O . A
3 ¢ . \‘*’.‘-»
‘l : 3, A ) cf: Y -
" ¥ " " Sets forth specific requirements to ensure .-
- * a ) .
"R ‘that children are in fact receiving needéd =~ . -
o services. 7 = :
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'AND SOCIAL SERVICES

s

FIDCR '6é

4
.

* pivision.of ;eapoﬁaibility between 6peratord and
,dmiq}&tgt{ag agencies {8 unclear, No ;géuitemenéa‘
.Yelated to psychological aervicga\:z“_

- " -

' 8imilar reéuitemeqtfcalliné for the provision of
services through existing ptog;ams& _ .

\

.x . . .

\ -
-

4 s
.. " Health requirements cover the same general areas

.but -are much less specific,

& )A;. .
‘ N\ .
wrelfion

cod |
FDCR 1972 - .

" *Specifies number of meals required in relatton to

.7 hours 1in care, < ‘ - 4

.
”

.Recognizes the special needs of 1nf;ntp. p

«Includes general tequitementa.pe;taining to sanitary
. practices in féod stdfage, prepatgtiqn, cleaning of

.utensjls, etc. .

-' /N.

-

™~

>

FIDCR 1966
[ : \ ' .

- T . ‘
Llequireb only "adequate and nutyitious mealp{.:
e pthpa;gd 1 & safe and sanitary manner".

¢
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PARENT PARTICEPATION

-FDCR 1972

Covers specific parental vs. caregiver/operdtor/a&ministering

.agency tﬁ‘ponsibilities in several critical areas: ¢f‘

»

- gdnissions procedures
- health, psfﬁhological and social services : -

- communication in special eircumstaﬁQeg

* t .
Requires both wpeffators and‘adniniatering agencies to f§ive

. parenta information and-opportunity to advise on program

.

4 ‘ >~

(-_polléies and goals. .o -

'}

-

%igfipes that for each facility serving 15 or more children
t

erq»must(be a- policy advisor§ council consisting of at

"least 50X parents; requirgs administering agericies to have

an advisory group which includes parents- with children in'

care. % . ! ' {

..

-
*
3 \ PR AN

Requires that administering agencies evaluate and act upbdn
4 - ©

complaints frgm -policy advisory councils and pérents in

\
general. . —

~
N [y

Requires that policy advisory councila tpprove apgj\bationa

for grant funding. ' ‘
' 3
. el -
\
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‘ -~ '
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R Tt
FIDCR 1968 A ..

-, . N

Speéifica concerhing paréntal ¥8, caregiver/operator/.
aduigﬁgtcring agency roles yith respect to individual
children are unclear or noc qlluded to.
. NG

. -
Requires eithér the operator ot administering agency

-

N .

to develop and publiah program 9olicies and procedures.

-

\

.

Requires .that whenever an operlté;zqr aduinistering‘
agency providen care for 40 or 'more children there
must be policy advisory committee ponsisting of at
least Soz‘pq;énts or parent representatives.

®

3 ' 2

PR

+ Does not speak directly to sibility of

administering agencieg to invesciéate or act upon

Jparent complaints. ~ R -

<
N

«,Requires that policy_advisoty councils appLove

8.4

.

e RCy

——

applications for grant funding.-

. [

N

-~
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FDCR 1972 , A

fe ‘
"* Requires that all faciligégs meet State/local

',fhiacaiapeciﬁic.requirementa peréalning‘to the .-

licgnaurg.require??gsf., .'.

>

[y

aaféty‘aqd sanitation of Buildinge and p}gmiaea.

o I -

.. Cbzzi}ns speci'fic.requirements related to trangports-
. t1ofi safety.,
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FIDCR.1968

-

-

' Requires that all iecilities seet State/locdd }icensyre |

. requirements,

-

* Covers. some sreas related to the suitability of

.
" N
)

facilitiee:?'Requi;gpgnts are geneyal and yague.

’

"No-tequirementé pertaining to transportatjon safety.
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It is foo simplistic to argue that the 1972 proposed standards are

“
‘

hore lenient than the 1968 FIDCR. The revisions would 4)low one caregiver
s ' Y

to. care for: severr c‘xildren in the 3 to 4-1/2 vear age range, while the 1968
standards would allow' no more tharr a 1: 5 ratio for this age group. Experience

since: 1968 suggests. that this is. generally possible if the caregiver is not
h 4 *

burdened with other responsibilitiea, and the children have no extraordinary

.

needs. The 19727 revisions are, however, more stringent than the ‘1968 FIDCR

- in that they allov one caregimre for no more than three infants.
How did we decide on this figure, W did the 1968 drafters not specify
any ratio for infa.nt: day ca e?
Infant Day Care Controversy . . -

As early a.s~1964, akChildren's Bureau conferet/xce concluded that children

~

under three did not, in general-, benefit from group experience. Most child
\ devclopment: experts would probablv still suggest extreme caution in group -

carifor very ;{oung children. Yet, more and more parents are placing chil~s

- g .

' dren under three in day care; indeed, this sector shows the fa.stest rise in

»

day care utilizatiom. While we are: far from sanguine ‘about t:h.is increase,

there is no clear evidence tha.t infant cﬁcare, of adeqﬁte quality, harms

. children. Outstanding psychologists have doncluded that infant day care is

aot associated with any marked deJ.eterious\ consequences.2]"2'2 While other

3

studies (e.g., Blehar;23 Lippkan & Grote;za and Schwarz, Strickland, &

Krolick ) report possible negative ef fects, they are perhaps too -subtle.

-

“to guide the policymaker. Most important, none of these studies takes
£o account the ree:lfi-/ alternatives--e g.5 the effects of day care vs. -
the effects of being parked at home in fromt of the TV all day, or the
- effects of generouslv staf‘ed vs. understaf ed day care on children. In
:evaluating the impact of day care, many factorsd- concerning cni..dren s lives,

266,27 t..8
not simply short-term programmatic effects, must be considered.-
. . .

28

.
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, .
!

s . Dbased on existing research and our own Sest judgmenr, we decided on

the 1:3 ratio for infants .under 18 months. One has ‘only to think of the

- . v -

burdegs. of the mother of twins or triplets to- wonder how one Vcaregiver

-

4 o
could regularly care for four hungry babies; or curious toddlers. And
A d . - 0
vhat would hagpen in the event of a fire or other crisis? Ome caregiver

for two children below age: two would probably begt aoproximate what most_
. & .o, S
parents want fof their children. However, such a ratio would be: so

prohibitively expensive: that it would only discourage compliance. In

finally deciding, on th& ratio of 1:3 for infants, we had to satisfy many

-

Jnterests—~those of the: mother who needs. a place for her infant, the provider
who oust operate without losing money and perhaps wit‘x a profit, and the

wmgandwomasawuniumwfunuu" -

.
{ - -
I e

Lessons to Guide Enforcement . L

» In restructuriog Federal day care requirements, it is important to
( -

N ar

remember the practical lessoms of day care regulation at the state and

local level: .l:‘ca.lly, -regulation has perhaps done as’much to prevent good

>

day-care as to exclude bad." Complying with complex fire, building, zoning
LN - N : .
and other codes which were not specifically designed for day care has often

3

« made licensed.day care prohibitively ,exp;nsive in centers and impossible

. to provide in homes.29’3o Model state licemsing %des‘," developed by the

L3 . ¢

0ffice of Child Development, are making inroads against these antiquated

-.procedures.zl However, action involving so many overla‘pping state bodies

is inevitably slow. Experts in state day care regulation generally hope for
¢ [

lice.:xsin'g procedures that will help day care facilities to comply, not just

: <
order them to cloge, thereby removing the present incentive to go underground.

-

‘Several lessons fMdrge from the state and local experience. First,

- . .
drafters of any ney Federal standards must be careful”to analyze the cost
v . ¢ ) .
on R
C - -

o w )3

30
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4
implications of day care q,..ctated by the standards (as wasgdone for the

1972 revision) 32, 33" The agency which sets the standards must have some ,

-

fiscal power.to assurg- that’ the tates. get suf‘icient: ‘unds to' comply.
Secénd, standards are meanindess without aymonitoring system- to enforce -

them-. There are ‘'several alternatives for such a system. ‘Ionitoting could

‘ " be conducted eatirely by the’ sta,tes. or througir regional of'fices of HEW.

-

Ve tend to favor statedlevel monitoring, with periodic reviév by regional
of"ices. We’ also think it i$ crucial to. include 3 parent Qomponent whereby
parent users of day care participate in the monitoring process. , ’-‘inally,

as. fomer m Secretary Wilbu:: Cohen. suggests, it ig unrealistic to exp&ct
hundreds. of thousands of American day care settings to Deet any agreed-upon ‘

.. set of standards overniéht. There nmst be a grace period up to a year on

-

all but the ,most serious deficiencies, in which standards are not uged to
.drive day cara- settings out of existence, but. rathet to aid them in upgrading
their services. When day care does not meet Federal standards, the proViders

should be given a list of necessary modifications, indicating the priorities

noos N

Y and. granting a, re&sonable time frame for implementation. , . ’ N

Most discussions of day care standards include recomendations on” who

- L

should “administer or deliver\day care at the state and locdl level Some
advocates feel that the public school system, with its history of adninisrracive

and educational sophistication, could best, guarantee the delivery of quality

N

day care under the supervision of local boards of educatipn' others feel that’

/ N .
the school system is a.lready over. dened, often educationally unsuccess‘ul Y,

~ (s/ o

and too insulated rrom\eommniry Tees: to be entrusted wiph day care. Sdme

child ,advocates reel that fgr—p fofit day” care is z.ncompatible with humane

.

care and high quality and should be excluded from receiving Federal funds;

;( others, Eha.. private enterprise is basic to the American system and that
‘ ' | re .

.
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business e:éertise should ‘be able to deliver econdpically viable, higb

3
qual:.ty day care responsxve to consumer demands. 'l‘his very plura.l.sm of

#
1) Iz
RS
Iy

f:

&

Y
o

Myt

% .@:L}(l“ y
.

~
Pusits
fas,

day'care.undersnares‘the importance of Federal standards. for qualitv; Until //
mre definite knawledge is availahle, the Federal stance should be as neutral
as possible on.day'care delivery, allowing day care to be administered by
_schools, as well as by*ccmmunity'organizations. Similarly, with respect
. to: profitrmeklng day care, the central‘issue'doee not seem to be whether T
R for;profit dey care should benefit from Federal funds, buti;ather whe:ner
day care,. ncn-;rofit or for~-profit, will,lomply‘with qualicy etendards.. If ‘.
realistic Federel day care etandarde were set ehd enforced, we think many of o
.th&'current.bettles abouc the-appfopriate~rele of the schools and‘profrtj
!~ making day care would be resolved satiefactorily. - <2 x /
In cenclusion,\the safety and welfare of children in day care makes \” "
ic cruciall tnat,onr nation commit itself to some Federal standards for the
care purchased with,Federal money or encouraged by FEderal ‘policy. The

.

standards musc.be.realistic, explicit, operationally definable, and en£0rce~
'
able, sensitive to the individual needs of children and families and to ' '

|
-
| differences during developmenth appropriate for day care provided in different
!' R N * = N N B .
N types of settings; and carefully analyzed for cost. Sufficient 5643152 and
Lconsultation should be available to assist providers in complying with A
. | =

ey
"ot

R

£

7 standards within d, £ te\dgrace" period. And the Federal agency »

L)

PR
s

epeny

the reel economic power to assure that o

-

v

standards are respected in practice.

Fbrmal evaluations of implemented Federal standards and increasing

¢

\

!

:

|

|

| . <
[- : vwhich S&S the standards sho
|

|

|

|

exnerience with the impact of day care on children and ‘ami.ies will no

doubt, clari‘v'areas in which there has been continuing disagreement-e -FuN
. A N

“qa the role of private enterprise in provididg day care or the benefits and : ,

.
. ) A > \
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. dan /gers in day care for infants and toddlers. These and other areas of )
legiti:xate concern, indicate the eed for thoughtful, longitudinal studies
which are sensitive to the reaJ. ootions that face families. Emerging
a:perience, research, a.nd eva.luations will also suggest revisions in
.standa:dse for day care. However, ava.lable mowledge already delineates
broad areas of coasensus about the basic, minimal characteristics of the .
care which & nation such as8. ours should offer its children. During the "‘
past decade,. discuss:.on. among child care advocates has often "zigkﬁ.ighted
differences i emphasi’ ancL ideolcxgy "‘he: more fundamental\ broade(; areas

oﬁ agreenment have tended to become obscured. Individuals and groups con—~

cérned with day care should be cautious that the goal of an ideal child

care system ava.ilable to all chiidrerr in the future does not lead to
"+ “inaction on behal‘ o{ thosew children who are in day care today ax\d
- ’ .

\ tomorzow.
i
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