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(Zxedutive Summary

.

TheFederaLtovernment mast save standards\to elasyre that the day cart-

it: subsidivas is mat harmful EnVevAr, - Misting' Federal stand

ards should. be revised to'b more explicit, operationally- de-tinable, enforce-

able and, economically realistic. Furthermore, to assure accountability,
4

.

fiscal and. monitoring review renonsibilities should_ be based in a Federal

agency specifically committeto children andfamilies: Federal, state and

local agencies- involved wit- day care must have-tesources to faciliilate

improvement and limit abuses. Standards should allow for pluralism in

providing day care in various settings, for various' age grrps, and by
.

various types of providers.
4
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The topic of day care- standards is. complex and can be approached
. o -

,

. from many- perspectives-.. TM determining standards, both empirical resea.rch
. 1. . \. 0

and the values of a society must be. considerea. Pet,. ilit the attempt to ,

the implications of a. particular research study or particular

piece of legislation. or ,day care policy, this important value. ciirmansion
,

is often obscured. r.n.;he following paper we have therefore chosen to

highLight the_ need_ for-weighing the. value.s-,. frequently coipeting, that

entor into the day- care standards debate. While our conclusions are based.

in. parr on our reading. of currently available Literature, they also result

from STr..experience as decisionmakers in an area where) the knowledge base

has been and rpmainct inconclusive_

3
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What quality day care is the Federal government buying? iOver one

million preschool childrenare in day care, and hundreds of thousands of

Children spend their most active hours, week is and week out, in Federally

subsidized. day care-settings. The 'annual Federal bill for day care;;S

approaches $2 billion Yet, despite its increasing involvement in funding

day care, the Federal government has been reluctant'to enforce standards.

for care quAlity. This essay reviews the history and the reasons for

that rdO.uctance. We arguethat, at the least, the Federal government must

assure that the day care it subsidizes is not detrimental to childreg. And

wsuggest rlisions in the existing Federal Interagency Day Care Require-

ments and the mechanisms for enforcing them.
CP

History

rs.

Although day care has existed. in America for over 100 years, the idea

of gavernment responsibility for day cafe quality is relatively recent.

The first day Icare centers, or'day nurseries, Opened in the 1850's as

informal rescue programs for the children of,thepoor. These private

charitable efforts were intended to be no more than temporary aids to

families until the mother was able to stay home.i'3 tt is iemakTable'that,

even withthe advent of large numbers of working mothers and substantial,

public funding, thi,s conception Of day care as a social welfare toolhas-

endured. Day care has remained,suspect --at worst, family -undefmining(et

best, an inferior alternative to mothers staying at home.

rarely advocate day care simply for the sake,of children;

compelled to justify day care as a device to achieve some

goals, such as freeing women

to reduce public welfare rolls,

1

Thus,'politicians

rathet they 'feel

other social`

to join the'mobilization fot war, or helpipg

4
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To the extent that a sense of public respontibility has developed

toward day care, it has more often taken the form of protecting children

from all day care than:from bad day care. In the early 1900's, when the

-'- number of immigrant children in, day nurserieihegaa to swell, charitable

agencies established strict eligibility requirements, for day.care. 'Even

the families who used daycare 4sually looked forward to the time when

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

although World War I increased the ranks of working women, the nation
.

still saw day-care are temporary solution to ;an eMergency situation. As

soon as the war ended, Progressive reformers4roposed Mother's pensions

and other measures desi d to enable mothers to stay at home. The

0

workihg women nev* really did return home the expected numbers, but

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

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

woriing.
Z

.

Even when the Depression and World War II vastly increased the

- Federal expenditure on day-care, the governmeht was careful to underline
A

*day carets temporary _status. Federal administration was not vested in
-

the'Children's Bureau, the most likely champion of day care quality.

Instead, during the Depression, when day care was advanced as a source.

of public employment, administration was placed in the Works Progress

Administration (WPA).
4

Then, during World War II, when work became a

. . .

patriotic as well as financial necessity for many mothers, the Children's
. . . .

-.. .

Bareau
0

was.again relegated to.the-sidelines,of Federally subsidized program*.

Day care adm4istration fell to the Office of Defgnseealth and Welfare

Services.
5

The nearly 3',000 wartime day care facilities Were virtually

exempt iram 'specific Federal and state child care regulation. As soon'as

'
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the war ended, the nation quickly disasseM5led the day care syStems even

though 'thej.arge numbers of motherS in the work',farce and the need for'py

.care continued.

Current Federal Stance

Despite the increasing Federal government involvement in daycare
J., .-.:,,

in the last decade,the principle of Federal responsibility for day care
_
,

1

vality has yet to be firmly established. At least712 different Federal'

agencies, ranging from the De4rtment of Agriculture to the mall Business

Administration, have invested in day nare.
7,8

Bui,
)
despite the existence

.

of the Children's Bureau and the creation in 1969 of the,Office of Child

'Development,' no single Federal agency has-been granted the economic power

necessary to coordinate this maze of day care, muchess,enforce.standards

\c,f quality. In_a recent example, control of the largest Federally funded

day care program, under Title MC of thw'Social Securisy, Act, was notvested

in the,OCD but rather in the Community Services Admit. inistration of HEW.

V
Although the Chilaren'sBUreau personnel in the Office Child,Development

are theoretically charged with °guaranteeing the quality of Title XX day

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

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

efforts; placing control ofday care in an agency.not primarily committed'

to the Welfare of children.

Just as Title.= day care finds i sradm4nistrative home in an agency
N.....-

not specifically devoted to thildren, so too its primary political justi-
. . .

fization is to reduce welfaretolls,not O help children. Yet, there'is

. . .

no convincing evidence that day .care helps welfare parehts become warping

parents. And, 'elen if it did, is it wide economic policy for the Federal
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,

government to buy' Av.cate:for more than one or two children in a poverty-

level family in order to move a mother j:nto the workforce at'near poverty

44 ,

5

wages?
9

Shrinking job'markets make this strategy of using day care as a
7

tool. o Ufelfare: reform ill less likely to succeed.

\. Ques tions of day care rategr and fiscal control areclosely related

to day care standards. If the c tment to day care is based.an some

other social goal than the Welfare o children% and if the fiscal"power

.

is distributed atcarddiagy, the quality of the programs may suf.ier. r_om-.
-pare, for eiample, the fdifirences between Title XX day care and the day

care component of the Head'Statrogram, which is un der the fiscal-as well

as theoretical jurisdiction of OCD. Although both day care programs serve

dren of the ecanajically disadvantaged, the two groups of children are
\

often treated quite ,differently, Rea Start has from its inception 'been

viewed as a quality program to benefit children; it represents an oasis

of concern about. children'ti, many communities. 4ad Start's.education and

,

health camponents are specifically designi&ito meet the needs of the chil-
e

.

.dren it- -serves. In addition, Head Start hasierved as a national model

of developmental programming for chile4en
10,11.

S

By contrast, the quality of Title XX -day cane 'Aries considerably.,

Title IX day care was originally supposed to camgy,with

C
Interagency Day Care Requirements (rIDCR), which we will

the 1968 Federal

discuss later.

But the states legitimately. feared that the Federal govetnment would not

provide the money necessary to comply. As'a 1973 HEW'auditilrevealed, the
t ,

,

states would have .t,..lotof catching up to.dd: 4/5 of the 552-facilities

4 sampled did not meet Fecieril requirements even in basic health-and safety

.areas.
12'

In view of,this problem, Congress placed a motatorium on Title X7..
c.

compliance with the FIDCR. As of this Writing, while in some states-Title

,8
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ZZ day care does-conform to FIDCR staydards,,Federel law requires'only

that day care- facilities follow state licensing laws, whidh vary consid-

Rationale

.

erably..

for Federal Standards 0

Federal, day' care regulation is needed in additionto state daycare

licensing,laws for Several critical reasons. ,Licensing laws vary from

/

state tostate and\tven .betweeklocaliAts in a. single state. In maty

instances, they have become so intricate that they primarily constitute

a barrier to creating new day care facilities which are clearly needed.
,

. ..

FurterMbre, day care licensing laws typically concern themselves with the 0.

, r

physical,tafety of children, e.g., does the center haAve enough protection
. ,-. .

. \

1
against fire, and are the taloivers free of communicable

,

diseases. Other
..

'crucial criteria of day care quality, such as the,child-staff ratio and

.

the competency of the caregivers, tend to be neglected or far too lenient.

,

,

Some states as enlightened about day care stand-

ards as are day'care personnel at the allevel.. Other states re in
4

the process of reviling andforupgradin eir standards. But if a state

are, of course, just

.
. .. ;

is willing to have 10 toddlers cared for by a single caregiver, the
. ,

Federal government should not endorse such, practices much less help pay fOr

the ser'ices delivered in this way. Standards can probably'more effectively

be monitored at the state than at i

the Federal level-,but,the issue is not a

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.
13

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

however, there remains the pragmatic'problem of determining just what
.

those standards should be'. Clearly, tpere is a paucity of experimentally-

f
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conttylled, rigorous data to guide social policy concerning childrierm... ut

.., .. .
,

it is threspoasibility of policymakers to navigate the most reasonable

.

f

course aCtIOn. based on. the considerable evidence and experience to date.
..-

Lx.ChartineAheiircourse,'theiroverxidingItancermsho
f4

be

..

'
%/ k

.
0 , .

dictum,. UTirst of all, do no harm." In tae absence of hard" evidence, We

must-endorse the program least likely td be detrimental 'to children and

families: L

In the day care quali ,debate; which 'reached a peak in the early

1970's, "custodial" and "comprehensive" hive:been rallying cries. The

cost-effectiveness stalwarts were said to falior limited, custodial day
.

care, satisfying aiay the most basic psychological ad physical needs,

while the quality-at-any-pace adYocates, who thought, all cdren should,

o L...... a broad'aray of health educAtional psychological and social

servicesincluding parent involvementwere said to favor comprehensive
4

day cart.J These extreme positions left a large middle grOtind,which some,

including the authors, attempted to fill by advocating "developmental"

day Aare. This ;meant providing the services necessary. to the:

healthy social, emotional, intellectual, and physical development of the'
N

VS , .., . .
I

child In the end:however, In of these terms may have contributed more
.

.

to semantic confusion than to the elucida,tion of day care quality. Wisely,

'these terms wefe largely ignored by parents, who were simply laokinefor a

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

moderately content and happy.
1

)

4.
,

.3,

:

Misleading rhetoric has also plagued discussion a the 1968 Federal

Interagency Day Care Requirements, often cited as the manifesto 'of qualify
-

11§z, day-care. Since they ire supposed to govern all Federally suilorted day

dare and are written into several major bills; these requirements deserve

6.

far clOser analysis than they usualli receive.

1



1.

4

Federal 'Interagency Day Care ?..eauirement

To the tipcn drafters.', great credit, these standards' sit a precedent

for care that is developmentally- oriented. Based largely on'experience

with Redd Start, tie be t available program-ofithe time, the FIDCR covered

thea.broa& range of issues ortant in h delivery of,qualitichild care.

Yet, the FEDCR contain marry prablem, even for day care advocates. prst,

they were deliberately unspecific, more guidelines than clearly defined,

standards, and lack of specificitihas made them difficult to enforce.

Za feet, the FTDCR have received the same tre atment as the goal-setting

sttpements issued by the old Children's Bureau: Enforcement has never even

been attempted. Second, the 190 F1DCR were primarily concerned with

' center-based day -care, which serves only a small proportion of the ihildren

in da'Ycare. Third, the F1DCR.did not clearly define the responsibilities

of the day.care provider and the various administering agencies, and, they

were vague on the requirements for caregivers. Finally, the 1968 F1DCR

were hOesufficidEktly age-specific; that is, ttleydid not provide for the

special day,care needs of infants and'toddlers, 'as contrasted wi4those of

preschool, and school -age. children.

Interestingly, despite these obvious deficiencies, the 1968.F1DCR

,ratio of one caregiver for each five children ages three'tO four years hat

attained near -sacfed,status. No figure recurs more frequentlyin CoAgreSsional

testimony as the hallmark of quality child care, And yet, th.s ratio, sound

enough for the preschool-age children in the Head Start program from which

it was probably derived, would make no sense at all for infants: It is

doubtful whether one caregiver could carry' five infants to physical"tafe,gy:,
w

in the event of afire or disaster, much less provide them with adequate

daily attention. As-for school-age children, a 1:5 ratio maybe unnecessarily

4
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protective. Those close to day care have long recognized the ddfitiencies
4

of the high-minded 196E. standards. However, there has been an unwillingness

. to challenge them. for Lear that nothing better would be- substituted. and 'that. '

the outcome would. be: far-worse. i . ,
..

. v.. ,

1972' FTDCnroposils. I 1970, while serving in ,the e Office OR7 of Child

Development, we began. an attempt to revue and Strengthen
C...

the 1968 FIDCR.

as a foundation for the day care component of the Welfare Reform Plan.

(The implicit assumption was that, even if tht reform'plan did not, go through,

new dap care regulations -were needed for the Federal day cart progran'alreaay -.

v.

being fund through the Social Security,ktt.) This revision
t

i3rocessegan
.

at. the Air 4e House Conference of'1970; at which a cioss,section of one
* ' . r

thousand individuals conc4ted with'day care, including.-providers', iparente.

1\- '-'
... ; '

,
.

of children in day cal and professionals, met'togather. They develppe a

. o 0

'statibeit of principles concerning day care, as welras the.basis for a
. .

. ...-6

series-Of imanuils with-gadelines for infant caret\J preschool day care, and
.

s

tchool-age--day carej3-/ u8' Following the Airlie Hose Conierence, OCD,worked.
, t ..

. .

for tOb years to develop.afinal Set of day care standards.-- Cost, analyses 1, /:--

a

wereassessea; the day Allstate licensing laws of every'state were examined.

Finally, HEW Secretary Elliot Richardson approved the revisions and sent them

to the Office of Management of tihe Budget (OMB), whose-approvaS-was necessary

before thc new 'standards

the.1472 revisions became
P
tim of the.politics'of the

.

time. -On the one hand, someadVocacy grours,fegred that, nothing good could

-- .
10

COMA out of an agency in any ,My associated wit the Nixon administration. '

.
N 2 .

.
.

.

1

These groups claimed that the 1972 reiiiions dilated the',1968 FIDCR. Ofr

... .. ,
-

the othier hand, OM ofaciaftprrectly realiied 'that the 1972 revisions
,

. . ...

would be enforceable, and thus Wolldsubstantdaily increase tit* Federal day

care bill.

I
1°'

we'
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Five-years rater, we feel that.the 1972 proposed standards .deser4

o

a new, and objective hearing. While no standards can represent a last

word omday'cire, we:think the 197Z sevisions hkve several advantages over

the-1964 standards which are worthy olf consideration. First, the 197Z

proposed standards are more, appropriate and enforceable than the 1964 FTDCR.

Second, the 1972 revisions are less center-based; they reflect the fact

that most day-I:antis conducted inhomes, not centers. Third, the 1972

revisions are more age-specific, providing for the special needs of infamts

'and: toddlers. Fourth, the 1972. standards are much more precise on staff

competency and the:responsibilities, of administering. agencies and day-care.

provtdersto the families they are /supposed to be serving. A column -by-

column comparison of the two,sets of standards, some: of thr major
.

"differences, .as well as the issues thatistust be considered in defining'
' IZY

, ' .
any set of standlis '-

I

qlr

n
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COMPARISON OF'FEDERAL

APPROACH &

PROPOSED 1972 FEDERAL DAY CARE REQUIREMENT-SiDCR)11

.0

.

Applies to ell Federally supported day care.

Distinguishes &tong 7 different age groups for

,day care centers and'3 age groups fpr.4y care

homew.

Clearly distinguishes among specific requirements

pertaining toicaregivers, operators, and

administering agencies.

Distinguishes among three different day care

settings:

- 'centers
41

- family day care
-/

homes (including what are"

generally called grog') day care, homes)

in-home care

Contains realistic requirements for each type,of

day car` arrangement; generally specific and

concrete; capable of,being enforced.

14



Diri. CARE REQUIREMENTS

SCOPE

190.FEDERAL.INtERAGENCY.DAy CARE REQUIREMENTS' (FiDCR)P *

' Applies to all Federally supported day care eicept.

-in-hone caret

Distinguishes.anong 3 different age groups for

centers and ) for day care homes.

No clear and consistent distinctions concerning the

respective requirements pertaining to caregivers,

operators, and administering agencies.

Covers only centers and family and group day care

homes. Contains'no requirements pertaining to in-home'

care,*

1

Developed primarily with center Care in mind ;.vague;

difficult to enforce; largely ignored in many places.

r

r-'
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CHILD-STAFF'

"FPCR '72

0
Specifies that only persona who possess requid
competencies and abilities and who provide direct
care to children may be counted as caregivers.
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-ichildren (54-71 months)
13 children (6-8 years)

J16 children (9-11,yeare)
'20 children (12-14 years)

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

Ratios for family day care homes ( including what
is sometimes, ref erred to as "group day care hOmes"):

Oneparegiver pert 6' provided that whet
2 childetmunder'I are present there is 4 least
one caregiver for each 5 children; and when 3
children under 3 are present there la at least one
caregiver for each 4 children. In no case-may one

--caregiver care for morethan 3. children under 3
or more than 2 infants. .

ol

1.6'

9
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(

' Permits any adUlt in th, facility to 4 counted in
determining child-staff tatiba (these ,may fnclude

.414miniatrative and clerisal:yersonnel, volunteers,
aided, as 'welloas housekeeping personnel).

vet

" Rstios for centers:

1 adult per ( )* children (under 3 years)
5 children (3-4 years)

, 7 -children.../(4-6 years)
10 children (6-14 years)

*Sets no required ratio.. Specifies that State
standards are to be followed. The average, ratio

- of adults to children under three is-approximately
1:7.in states where such,ratios have been
established: .*

Does not indicate how to compute'staff ftme required
for mixed age groups or children in combinations of
full and part-day care.

Ratios fort

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.

Croup day care homes* - one adult per 6 children
, aged 3-14 years; one adult per 5 preschoolers.

I

17
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CHIL6TiTAFF RATIOS

Specified-rahoe for.daytare homes do not permit

t one caregiver to serves

.0"

2 infants and ,3 toddlers.

or

2 infante and

= or

1 infant and

or

1 infant. and

4 toddlers

Or

or

-5 toddlers

2 toddlers

.

3 toddlerA

4 toddlers

er

4

For day care homes-a.child-to7caregiver ratio of'uo

more than 4:1 is

3 toddlers

Or

required when one caregiver serves

1-infant and 2 toddlers

or

2 infants and 1 toddler

ro

cr

I

a

a
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IDC 68

°

4,

' Specified riitios fo family day care homes do
. %

permit one adult t serve the infant as toddle

groupings specifiedoppositet

s

' For day care homes. a 4114,-ta-,aduit ratiosof 5:1

is permitted for the infant and toddler groupings

specified opposite.

,
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P.,REQUIREMENTS/COMPETENCI 'PERTAININGT _.

FDCR '72'

All caregivers are required to possess specified

competencies, and must be able to providS,children

with appropriate developmental activities and

experiences accor ing to a written plan or

schedule.
. 1

Spec ie4.\s, generally, what such a written plan

or prog am schedule must;,include.

Requires the employment of at least one person
q. '

with specified educational and/or experience

qualifications in each center serving 30 or more

children.

a

Sets forth specific rSquirements to ensure the

accountability of day care operatiars

- in providing programs Which meet Federal

p

Requirements

- for the supervision of staff

- for keeping'finlincial and other records, etc.

I

0.-20
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'TO'CAREGIVERS AND OPERATORS

'FIDdi /68°

' Contains only a general riquirement Ott "educeitiOnal

opportunities must be proyoaci 01"ari chpAr.aad that
A,

,caiiiivers "must have Jed ttai04114-'debionatrated

abiliiy,in working with childred"

8 ,

F

Contains requirement for a written plan or schedule.

....--

Of,:gaily activities. - ', k
.

.

.
. ,

1 4r4
Requires that "educational'-activities must be under the

sUPerviaion of a staff member trpided or experie/nced in
,

t

child growth add development"i minimpittaining.or

experience qualifications,are not specified.

Onique and specific requirements for'oPdrators not

clearly identified. No diatiiictions between

requirements pertdining to,caregivere, ourators and

administering agencies.' .

O

4

4

a

t

J
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zilEALT11.1 PSYCHOLOGICAL

FDCR '7i

Specifically ,holds°adqnisteriagLagencies

accountablefor arranging and enaurin that'

children re4ilie apkopriate health, 411^

poycholog.tsal and aacial services.

Requires that these services be provided

through 'existing programs and funding

'

sources (dim care funds may be-Awed to

close service, gaps)
.

Sets forth specific requirements to ensure

'that children are in fact receiving needed --:

services.

b.

9 ,

4 ,

r

re

,
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'AND SOCIAL SERVICES .

FIDCR '68

Division. of responsibility between Opergtord and

administering agencies"is uncle4f, No requirements

.telated to psychological servicag4L_
,

a

Similar requirement calling for the provision of

services through existing programsi

Health requirements cover the same general: areas

.butare much less specific.

FDCR 1942.

NUTRI ION
a

Np,

'Specifies number-of meals required in relation to. /

hours in care*

.Recognizes the special needs of infants.

Includes general requirements pertaining to sanitary

.practices in fiod storage, preparation, cleaning of

,ucens41s, etc.

,r.

FIDCk
:

11.

Require0 ply "admiu441"4 nutritious meals,.
.

6 Prepared tti 4 safe and sanitary manner".

!LI

. 23
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-FDCR 3972

PARENT PARTICIPATION

. Covers specific parental vs. caregiver/opergtor/administering

.agency eiponsibilities in several critical areas;

idmissiolin procedures

- health, psfthological and Social services

-.communication in special. circumstancep

. Requires both operators and' administering agencies ,to give

parents inforilation and opportunity to advise on program

policies and goals.

Requires tat for each facility serving 15 or more children

tktere, mustcbe a policy advisory council consisting of at st,

least 50% parents; requires administering agenCies to have

an advisory. group which includes parents, with children in'

care. I tf

,

Requires that administering agencies evaluate and act upOrt

complaints frsmpolicy advisory councils and parents in

general.

. Requires that policy advisory councils approve applications

for grant funding.
%A
4111

,r)

74
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FIDCR 1968

c--Spearica concerning parental Vs, caregiver/operator/.
4

admilikstering agency roles with respect to indi;idual

. children are unclear or not alluded to.

,

t

Requires either the operator pr administering agency

to develop and publish program policies and procedures.

Requires.that whenever an operator.* administering

agency provides cafe for 40 orMore children there

must be policy advisory committee consisting of at

least 50%,poAnts or parent representatives.

, Does not speak directly to a tes sibility of

administering agencies to investigate or act upon 4
2,

parent complaints. It

;Requires that policy, advisory councils apA-ove

applications for grant funding.

9-c

c
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SW:37 AND

.

. Requires that all facilities Meet State/local
...

;.- - Am

. ,

licensure.requirempts., .

1
. -s

.1`---

,.' Lists.,specific.requirements pertaining to the

safely and sanitation of buildings and 'premises.
. I

ta .

Conta us specrficorequirements relate'&.to trantiporta-
.

. ti safety.. \
.

' \ A.

ss. "....

t
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SANITATION

TIDCR.1968

*.Requires that #11 facatttee meet fitetp/1001: licensore.

rfquirementl,

Coyers:some areas related to the 44#4414tY of

facilities.= Requitqlehts are general. and )(ague.

/-tio requirements pertaining to transpor,tation safety.

tie`,
V .
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It is too simplistic to argue that the 1972 proposestandards are

more lenient than the 196.8 FIDCR. The revisions would 6.101oW one caregiver

to. cFre eorsevem children in the 3 to 4-1/2 year age range, while the 1968

standards would. allow- no more than a 1:5 ratio- for this age group. Experience

since1968 suggests.that this is generally possible if the caregiver is not

burdened with other responsibilities, and the children have. no extraordinary

needs. The 1972 revisions are, however, more stringent than the1968 FIDCR

in that they allow one caregie.017Elre for no more than three infants.

Bow did we decide on this f gure,

any ratio for infant day- Ca

did the 1968,drafters not specify

31)

'Infant Day Care Controversy. _ )
t

... / .
,

As early as 1944, a Children's Bureau conference concluded that children
-\.

under three did not, in general, benefit from group experience. Most child

development experts would probably still suggest extreme caution in group.

1

care for very toung children. Yet, more and more parents are placing,chilT

dren under three is day Care; indeed, this sector shows the fastest rise in

day care utilization. While we arefar from 'sanguine 'about this increase,

there is no clear evidence that infant dad care, of adequate quality, harms

children, Outstanding psychologists have oncluded that infant day care is

not associated with any narked deleterioussconsequences.
21,22

While other

studies (e.g., Blehar;
23

Lipptan & Grote;
24

and Schwarz, Strickland, &

Krolick
25

) report possible negative effects, they are perhaps toosubtle.

to guide the policymakar. Most important, none of these studies takes

into account the real:rile alternatives---e.g.; the effects of day care vs.

the,effects of bein; parked at home in front of the TV,all dal, or the_

effects of generously staffed vs. understaffed day care on children. In

evaluating the impact of day care, many factor- concerning children's lives,

not simply short-term prograMmatic effects, must be considered.26,2748

28



'
Based on existing research and our own Sest judgment, we decided on

the 1:3 ratio for infants sunder 18 months. One has'onIY to think of the

burdens of the mother of twins- or triplets to wonder= low one caregiver

could regularly- care for- four hungry babies, or curious toddlers. And

what would. happen is the event: of a. fire or other crisis? One caregiver

for. two children below age two would probably best approximate what mostI

parents want for their children.. However, such a ratio would be so'

prohibitively expensive that it would only discourage compliance. In

finally deciding; on.. the ratio of 1:3 for infants, we had to satisfy Many

,interests those of the mother who needs- a. place for her infant, the. provider

who must operate without losing money and perhaps with.,a profit, and the

young child who needs a special. kind' of caring. Y

Lessons to Guide Enforcement

Li restructuring Federal day care requirements, it is important to

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

local level: Afally,.regulation has perhaps done aemuch to prevent good

day.care as to exclude bad.' Complying with complex fire, building, zoning

and other codes which were not specifically designed for day care has often

made licensed, day care. prohibitively ,expensive in centers and impossible

to provide in homes.
29,30

Model state licensing 2dee: developed by the

Office of Child Development, are making inroads against these antiquated

31
-,prodedures. However,-action involving so many overlapping state bodies

is inevitably slow. 'Experts in state day care regulation generally' hope for
o

licensing procedures that will help day care facilities to comply, not just

order them to close, thereby removing the present incentive to go underground.
30

-Several lessons *.ge from the state and local experience. First,
ti

drifters of any nel Federal standards must be carefurto analyze the cost

n
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implications of- day care dictated by the standards (as was(done for the

1972 revision).
32

'

3%,
The agency which sets the standards must have some

,

fiscal. power, to assiirAiiat' the Pates. get sufficient funds to comply.

Second:, standards are meaningless without almonitoring- system. to enforce

thew- There are- 'several alternatives for such a- system.. Monitoring could

be conducted entirely by the states, or through regional offices of HEW..

We tend. to favor state- level monitoring, with periodic reviw, by regional

offices. We' also think it IS crucial to include a. parent iomponent whereby

parent users of day care, participate in the monitoring process. vinally,

as former HE Secretary Wilbur Cohen_ suggests, it is unrealistic to expect

hundreds, of thousands 'of American day care settings to meet any agreed=upon
set of standards'overniiht. There must be a grace period, up to a year on
all but the,most serious deficiencies, in which standards are not used' to

drive day care settings out of existence: litrathet to aid them. in upgrading

their services. When. day care does not meet Federal standards, the proiaders

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

......

and. granting a, reasonable time frame for implementation.

Most discussions Of day care standards include recommendations on mho- .
.

.
,....,

...

should 'administer or detiver \day care at the state and local level. Some

advocates .f eel that the public school system, with its history of administrative

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

day care under the' supervision of local boards Of education; others feel that.

A
.

the school system is already over dened,
,

of tea educationally unsuctessful,
N.

and too insulated fraM\community
meg-, to be entrusted 7i0h day care. Ovile1p

child,advocates feel that flir-p ofit day' care is incompatible with humane-.-

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

others,' that private enterprise is basic to the American system and ,that

30



business anigertise should'be able to deliver econ ally viable, high

1

quality day care responsive to consumer demands. This very pluralism of
..

day- care. underscores. the importance. of Federal standard& for quality. Until

acre definite imawledge. is, available:: 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-communirr organizations. Similarly, with respect

to profit-making day care, the central issuedoes not seem to be whether

for-profit day care should benefit from. Federal funds, but rather whether

day care,. non-profit or for- profit, will comply with quality standards.. If

realistic Federal day care standards were set and enforced; we think many of

ax& current battles about the- appropriate role of the schools andprofit-

- making day care would. be resolved satisfactorily.

, \
In conclusion, the safety and welfare of children in day care makes

it crucial that,our nation commit itself to some Federal standards for the

cant purchased with Federal money or encouraged by rederal olicy. The

standards must. be realistic, explicit, operationally definable, and enforce-

able; sensitive to the individual meeds of Children and families and to ,

differences during development, \ appropriate for'day care provided in different

types of settings; "and carefully analyzed for cost. Sufficient m ng and

consultation should be available to assist providers in complying with
. .

. sten ards within d, f 4" grace" period. And the Federal agency

which se s the standards sho 'the real economic power to assure that ,
..

standards are respected in practice-.

Formal evaluations of implemented Federal standards and increasing

experience with the impact of day care on children and families will, no

doubt, clarify 'trees in which there has been continuing disagreement -- e.g.,,
, ws,

the role of private'enterprise in praiiididgday'care or the benelits and

r..e 1



denrigerg in day care for infants and toddlers. These and other areas of
legitimate concern, indicate the eed fdr thoughtful,

longitudinal studies
which are sensitive to the.real

options, that face, families Emerging
experience,. research, and evaluations will. also suggest revisions in
standards for day- case. Eowever, available knowledge already delineates
broad. areas of consensus About the basic, ?RInitna1

characteristics of the
-care. which a nation. such as. ours should offer its children. During the ."

past decade', discussion.
among child care advocates has often highlighted

differences is emphash
d..an ideolagy. The more fundamental; broadL areas

of agreement have tended. to become obscured.
Individuals and groupg con

cerned with day care should be cautioiss
that. the goal of an ideal child

care system available to all children in the future does not, lead to
-inaction pn behalf o those children who arelin day care today at\d
tomorrow.
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