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.responsibility is to respond

_parenthood" versus

o . . . . . ‘ M '
No sustained, comprehensive, or well-articulated national policy

for ehild care exists in Americ&3 even though nationai.decisions have

-

affected children 8 care since the early 20th century The reason why

national child care policy has been qf such a patchworxk, inconsistent v

and temporary nature can be partially explained by examining a value
r

dichtomy in American society influencing these policy decisions the

14 ] \
place of family‘versus state responsibility and control over children.

A critical analysis of the influénce of this value dichotomy‘is gssential

)

if policy makers and advocates tare to develop a clear national policy‘z

.
stance.,

-The bagic\value'assumption regarding child care in the United States

is that responsibility for the care of children belongs to the family rather

~

than to\the state. At the same time another American value assertation

is ‘the state's respo'nsibility to 'oe\'watchful of the needs of its citizeng

and to promote their welfare through government action." A child, as a -’

When a child's need

4

citizen—or at least a potential citizen--needs care.

for adéquate Care is not being met by the family, the state s
5 ! ~—
Each effort by.the governmemt to meet the

needs of a child’or children collectigely, however, must risk a change w

in the responsibility'and cOntrol‘level of parents. Greenblatt (1977),

~cfting Calhoun (1919), calls this the conflict between "familial

"social parenthood." ‘(p. 5) O .
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Public InVoi%ement. Family‘Versus Statg Control and Responstbility

f " The fellbwing Questions are concetued with this basic debate-

what is the responsibility of parents towards child

. L .
- e . care? When, an& to wha; measiiré, should parents’
— . -
. ) relinquish‘control? SR ‘" ) !
s 2. Conversely., what is the responsibility of the state

“ toward chiId care?* When, and to what measure, should

0‘
~ P hee

government assume contfﬁl?

National opinion expressed by the values of a majority ,of citizens,

-3

continues to weigh at the family end of the.continuumﬁ that parents

s
should have both the responsibility for and the control of child care,

7/

Needs of children and families, however, have often required'the

* national government faking some responsibility and control These

needs are increasingly evident and national response to child 'care issues

must move along the coné‘nuum toward increasing the public's

Y

responsibility Qnd control. Tp assist government decision-makers,

. there 18 a need to articulate, adapt ang promote a nationail child care

e’

\ policy--an agreed upon direction for ;ﬁblic involvement in child care.

Al

Some groups, are presently engaged in this process.

- ' *When the state assumes a measure of responsibility for, and control

over, child care, two corollary value issues emerge: 1issues of sgcope

and of quality, Should the scope of public invol?ement be broad or

narrov? Should the quality of cate be maximal or minimal? And is
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there a consensus point--considering both philosophical and

econbmic issues--on which td anchor a national child care pqlicy?

o f
Public Involvement: Broad vs. Narrow Scope °*

Policymakers, debating a broad versus.narrow sézpe position,

must focus on the following quegtions:

v * ’

1. Should puﬁlic responsibility for child care be !

universal‘(conqern withvcare~for al% childrenYor
. .

specific (concern with different groups of "neeqf"
i
children)?
2 & ‘ '
2. Should the range' of public q‘d care services be
- wide, including health, education, social services,

etc., or -focused only on care. provisions?
) )
* 3..-Should public involvement be short or long term,

i.e., only in emergeﬁciés or as a sustained commitment?
4. Should government control and regulation be extensive -

or 8s least intrusive as possible? i

) Historically, public involvement in child care has been for
{ . ’
specific groups or for temporary tigé periods, provided to

"problem" or "needy" famil%gs o? éstablished in times of national,

economic or defense crises. Althoughedecisions on the range-and

regulation of services have been erratic, most national child care

’

- .

decisions appear to reflect a narrow scope position.

——
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Public InvolVement: Ma&imal vs. Minimdal Quality

P

The second corollary value issye, maximal or minimal quality of

*
.

care, also grows out of the assumption that public involvement is
appropriate. The following.questions must be Addressed in the

maximal versus minimal quality debate:

1. ‘éhould public.invqlvément in childecare attempt

‘- @

' ¢
to meet basic care needs as a service to parents
or optimum care‘geeds to maximize,child

iaevelopmént ? ’ .

7

o2, (Is a'var%ﬁtion in quality léyel acceptable T
d

N

e?énding upon the goals and type of care program
: : - [}
established? .
3. .Should this determination of quality be based =~ .

on the type and rangé of services, i.e., program
input, or be evaluated by measuring the benéficial

child effects or the beneficial family .effects, i.e.s

‘program output? . ’ R '

4. Should the gdults providing care‘héve'd measurable +
" level of experience; training or performance, that:

is, should the level of staff quality be a condition

.. v - -

of care quality? . L

, B hd

5. Should :public control aﬁd?)lgu;ation 6Y'ﬁr6grams be

.

focused on minimum standards, or should public
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, involvement attempt to influence maximal qua; ity? .-~ -

‘
4

National support of child care prognﬁms has often been .justified

by stressing the value to adults--the ﬁenefi;s to parents or to

\
society in general-—rathér than the value or benefit ‘¥ children. ‘
JA:: .
As Smith (1978) statesy this nation records "a history of rationalizing

’
children’s programs and Services by presenting them as essential to

»

AY

R \
some group other than the children.”  For this reason,

- 2

national child care policy has never attempted to reach gn optimum level

' of maximizing the development of all ghildren. .
v ' - ' ~

.+ The value dichotomy-4family versus governmental responsibility

d and contrpl--has substantially affected the type of child care, - both
Sy .
public and private, pfovided in Eﬁﬂs nation~ Because of a national
1Y -y
oy,

reluctance to remove restonsibilitytand control from parents, it has

-ugsuklly been mecessary for the state to justif}many'pnblic provision of

child care resources by some dtatement of parental problem or need.
As a'result,_eligibilitj criteria for goJEtnmént programs have often

been narrowly defined and perjorative. Because the range of services

!

offered are specifically planned to ameliorate the perceived family
. = ) ’
problem, programs usually have had a tempotary tenor and reflected a

-

custodial einphasis. Government rules and regulaticns have bean specific

+ to public programs which are categorical gesultiné in a "two-track"

system with different goals, different quality criteria, and different

L] .
. . . ., *

»
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scope emphases between programs serving families in certain categories
. . . -
and those serving families who have. not been designated as in need of

<

child care pubI@c assistance. Governmental reluctance to be involved
in financial puppart for child care for all children whése families
vant care differentiates care options on an ability to pay basis.’

The purpose of/this paper is to illustrate the influence of value’

positions of past and present nationa¥y child care policy énd to discuss

-how these values may affect the advocacy and decisioh—making process )

.

in the future./ Part I outlines the development of child care policy
in the nation along the dimensions of responsibility and dontrol, scope,
., ’

-and quality. Part II discusses poféntial policy directions, the policy

v | ]
.

précess, and those policy actors influenhing the process. The conclusion

addresses the directions.which child care polihy may take during the
‘ \

’  next decade.

Part I: Past Status of Child Care Policy in the Nation

i

Five major periods in pational child care policy tan be identified:
/

The first (before 1909) is characterized by little or no national
.recognitiqn of public child care responsibility; the second (1909-1932)
by inztial na;ional attention to children and familieé and the

1

enactment 6f modest national legislatinn Lffecting child care; the

”7,¢" third (1933719453 by establishment of child care programs for specific

purﬁoses of limited aurafion; the fourth (1947-1960) by retrenchmdat

v




OV et ekl m‘ L
.
.

<

-

)

¢

- .
t v
" -

s ' ' National’ Child Care Policy
et "'.: ' ’ 7’ .
to a no stport policy, and the latest (1960-1980) by'enactment of
policies for specific grgups which influenced legislétive attempts.
"to extend child care support to a broader group of children "Each
period is described briefly and viewed on the control/scope[quality

dimensions.

Before 1909

\ -

Although parents have traditionally hzld control over the child
reaffng process, ‘parental surrogates also assisted in the care and

.rearing of children. These included the kinsh}p network as well as
.fréénds and neighbérs. ‘Religious institutions, often delégatedfyhe
pargntal task, prqxige? care gnd education to orphans and poor. \iwo
types ;;7secu1ar programs for children under s;x also began in-this
century: - "care" programs and "edﬁcational" programs. . y
In 1838, a care program called aq-"in?;nt scho?l" serVed\sbilerQ

of 1mmigrént poor in Boston. I;migrant families, unable to care for
thiygxchildren were giving them up to institutions. Group care during
the day was seen as a more humane solution. ‘This program, '"the first

»

secular expression of social parenthood" (Greenmblatt, 1977, p. 20), was
de::10ped to prevent child neglect, at the s;;e time it also Hoped to

* "Americanize" the iméigrant children. _ -
In 1854, anothér care program called a "d;y ﬂursery" began in a

New Yor§501ty hospital. Initially staffed by nurses, the nursery




» sd oty WM

L]

N~

\ began in 1948.

National Child Care Policy

8

N

program prb%ided support for working mothers who were former patients.

" The day nursery comcept grew throughout the nition. Upper class
N W .
s : .
women Served on the boards of directors and acted as volunteers. - -

« Focusing on potential neglect situations, the day nursery attempted’

“~.

to strengthen the family and prevent negléct and juvenile delinquencf(
Often these programs admitted only fatherless children. VoluPteers
served as "family visitors” who worked with the family to assist with

problems. A day nursery was also established in‘Philadelphia during

, . .
the Civil War to care for the children of the women workers whose

.

husbands were at war. By the end of the century, there were abjgﬁ
“ . L4

"

200 day nurseries in the country. (Hymes, 1978) Pr ydetgrf care
» ! s

programs also began during this period.

4 *

An educational type of progtam for yoﬁng children the kindergarten,

.

Initially serving needy children, this program
because of its educational theory ‘and purpose, soon ag;racted middle

class support. T@e first, public fundiﬁg'of kindergartens began in

St. Louis in 1873. Kinllergartens ifréad differentially, gainimg

increasing financial support from/poﬁe state governments. However,

.
L

public kindergartens art still not financially state suppoxted

L

throughéut the ndtion, and most state laws are permissive rathgr than
- mandatory regarding attendance.
During the 1800's, care programs, such as the infant schools and

' . v : N ’ . .
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.t .. . _day nurseries, were organized ‘'and supported by lqcal phi}anthroﬁic '
. . ' ! ! . .
"y BIOUpS. . Thgéz prograhs were specific ta “needy™ or “problem“ fag}lies}

. . : criteria for admittance was.defiﬁéd by .the care-providing group, fIhe
. . -

v -

: | * primary purpose of these programs was te prevent geglect. These
. ‘ .4, .
, I . .

. progrvams were seen as serving the national interest by~prqviding care

4 .
for children, allowing mothers® to work-to support their families and -
‘ - R . . . .
] socialization to the émerican culture for immigrant children. National,

IS
»

stite, and "even local regulations of care programs were usually

- }

nonexistent, Kindergarten programs, educational in nature, attracted

middle class interest and in some states, government funaing.

3 4

In relation to the contr;I/scope/qualit§ dimensions, . the early 3

child care-programs exemplified the following values:

M 5

(_ C Control/Responsibility ' .

o 3

‘ENon—parental control of child care éhould
occur orly if the family'is not normal (in

t . ' extreme financial need, from immigrant background,

- ) ‘ ‘o . lasklgg,féfher, mother working), i.e., the. . )

) * parents are unable-to care.for their children (
. I appropriately. '
RS . - -Religidus or secular charitable agenéies,'ﬂqt the
. [ state or federal gover;ment, should aSsumeTtHé~f61e‘ ‘J
‘o paren; surrogate. ' - Coe
' ) : »

‘.Scoge . -

-The .scope of.service should be specific to'tbose

' .

- - e

s
.
* . 14 . °
. - N
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families needing assistance and should include

L3
\ -

“p services:necess.ary T deaiing with the family problem

. Bualiey . ‘ .‘ o “ ‘ ‘
kd A )
< -Progrgms should be prifnarily establi ed to.
. o prevent the negl’éct 6f children, a1t ough “educational“ \
. goals directed toward “the m,;iona). terest (such as <
- Amerieﬁ;ﬁzation) are acceptable So e children may
partik’pate in programs with’ educational g?ls (kindergartens)
. if local governmental units" deem'it appropriate
. -State or federal regulation of p‘ams is not necessary.
19091'932' ' R o A , ,

. -

L XY

During this period r{ational attention began to focus more directly

" N\ - N ’
.

on children's need and .servicas. The first White House Conference on

ChilPen was held in 1909., At this conference, concern for children,who

. - ‘ . 4

were not réceiving adequate qare because”of parental p‘ﬁ‘blems of poveérty"
® . . [

“ PN

‘was expressed.. It was proposed that aid should be gii}en to mothers, ‘

enabling them to remain home and to elimi%e the need for surrogate

*
. - N

‘child care. In 1911;'the first mother's pension law was passed in . L

x D . LT
Pennsylvania and by 1913, twenty states had énacted such pensio'ns

Payments, however were so Jlowsthat mothers still continued to werk ' ‘

AN

(Rerr, 1973). ' ., ‘ .
The Children's Bureau, established in 1912, was primarily an ’

¥
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informationallunit, to inbestigate'and renort on factors‘;ffecting
*families and children. The guréau stiessed infant and matérnal *
. . ) "

mortality issues, aid to mnthers'with dependent_chilaren, control of

juvenile delinquency, and institutional care of orphans and abused

or delinquent childlln (Children Today, 1972). The Bureau advocated.
subsidizing mothers rather than public child’ care systems. The Bureau
was instrumental in passage of tﬂr' first .federal law, The Maternity and

s
Infancy Act of 1921 which provided grants-in-aid to states for health

]

care services to infants and,mothers. - :

£

In the 1920's, the nursery school movement developed. This

’movemJLt had an-educationai/developnentalgratﬁer than a velfare/
custodial focus. Althouéh-some focused on low income children, most
‘nursery schoolsﬂf'Cpported by tuition fees, served. middle income
families. ?rcgrams within this movement included proprietary

kindergartens and nursery -schools, cooperative nurserieg, yniversity
d other private training)iaboratory schools.
Although‘some day nurseries attempted to become more like the

nursery school with emphasis on developmental or educational activities,

) *>

most day nurseries continued to be cust ial programs (Hymes, 1978)

Middle class working mothers who were attracted to full-day day

"

4 .
nursery ptograms were often excluded by the eligibility crf!eria or

the social work screening. Increasing case work practice approaches

v

\
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ga;e these programs a g;eater social welfare orientation. Day V\\?
nurgseries continued to serve primarily low inésme\parents Br families i
wiph problems. The distinction betwggn day care and nursery school was
hardened, 1f'not-always‘;d actual program, at least in popular image.
Regulation of/ali programs for young childreg was still-minimal
during this period. State regulafion developed fifst in institutions;

no regulation was deemed necessary for part-gime. programs. 1In 1924

’

. the Detroit Départment of Public Heélqh initiated Mscal fegulations.

Funding during this pericd continued to be from phil@nthroptc sources ) ‘

for day nurseries and from parent fees' for nursery schools. Some ’

kindergartens received state support; . e
* State support fo} young'children's care cameLprimarily through

mothers' pemsions. Because the neéd for child care was not perceived
. *

‘as impinging on the national interest during World War I, national

funding of out-of-home child care was not proposed, Mothers’who
A Y

worked during this period found pyilanthropic child care centers or

private paid or unpaid care. ) . Co,

This period continued to support most of the values of the earlier
period but differed from the earlier period:by movement toward some
‘expression of.state responsibility and ccnsfrn, greater scope and highen.-
qdality; These.additional values were niémp;ified gs follows:

] - .,

Control/Responsibility - .

:National responsibility for children and »

. \

L ! e
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Thmilies'gpoufa be met by empower;ng governmental and
private organizatioqs to speak out on child care

- 1ssues.

-Subsidization of the family rather than provision

v

of surrogate éh117 care should be the preferred

: pﬁblic involvement method.

Scope
o

‘-

~Private educ;tional programs should serve the needs
" of cﬁildren of éiddle class non-working mothe;g\gb%le
-children of low 1ncbmgcand working mothers should be
_served by philanthropic and social welfare agencies
which focus attention on family problems.

. Quality , .

-Interpretation of the quality of child care should be

/

4

. divided along these "school" vs. "café" lines (Ginsburg

<

in Hymes, 1&785.

. During. this_period two nat&onal emergenicies--the Depresston and -
6rld War II--affected child care in terms of national responsibility,

scope and quality. 1In 1933, the Federal Emergency Relief Act, later

called ;hehWorkélProgress Administraticn, provided federal fundd‘%or

- ¢y W child care. However, the "justifiable" major purpost of the WPA care

~

/k - ’
[}
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programé was not-the child care itself, but to provide a setting fof

children. They ugually included food and hea}th gervices, su

AN g;
‘the qfonbmic crisis padsed, federal funding was cut and most programs

- Title V of the Social Security Act allowed grants for child welfare

. L : . National child Care‘Policy

14 | ‘ ) ,

the employment of teachers and others who were out of work during

3

the.depréssion. ‘In/édaition to this adult-focusgd'goal, the programs
- ( .

were planned to serve low income families and provide education fo

immunization. Bgtdéen 1934 and 1935, which ®as the peak enrollment
year, 75,000 children’were enrolleé in' 1,900 pro - In 1942, .

there were only 39,000 children in 94 programs (Hymes, 1978).
,Although these programs were popular a"n% of higher-than-minimal quality,

and although they served the needs of many low income families when

‘disappeared. Funding was not absorbed by the state governments. N

The Social Security Act, in 1935, was another course of funds

l o
assisting parents in caring for their children during tﬁé depression. ~,

L]
seryices, beginning a national focus on aid to dependent children.
State agencies were required to manage the delivery system.

'S .
When World War II was declared, the wgr effort .was supported by

v

-

women workers. As part of the Community Facifities Act, the , - ¥
(Larham Act, 1942) legislative authorization to build child care ) .
facilities and to offer child care programs for working'mothers . )

was given. ‘Direét'grants were provided to local communities on a
. . X :
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50-70Z federal match basis. Because parents,aisouconttibuted e’fee.
¢ ' ;

- " this program was not specific to low income families. Although the
Act was administered under the Federal WOrks Agency, most programs
were in' public schools, opera;ing a full day (7:00 a.m. to 6;00 p.m.).\\

i »» in some instances, open evenimgs and weekends, 1&-1944. at the

peak of ‘this program, 129,000 children Wfre "in care (WQmens Bureau.

T . 1971). Hymes (1978) states, "The Lanhamnprogram was distinctive J

" PR

because it was the first to Teceive,massive federal support for day

care." (p. 25) 1In some cases, these programs \?qevisions of the .
. W
ery

ol b
. .

recently discontinued WPA programs. The Farm ices Bureau also
1 ) ) ,
’ served ‘migrant workers in rural argas.

Federal subsidy.of industrial day care was provided during this
‘. . J

war period. Two indﬁbtries, Kaiser and Curtis-Wright, developed Lo
' extensive child care ;rograms. Kaiser's program provided full-day
care, including evening care, at two centers adjacent to their

. {
ship&ardS’ During the program's peak year, 1944, approximately ‘1, 0@0
’
! children attended each Week These industrial site progrgms were
comprehensive. With extensive equipment and highly trained staff,
. 7

.they served children as yodng .as 18 months of age (Womens' Bureau, ,

~-1971).
» /
™ The Children's Bureau did not actively support the child care
N ' .
r C e ‘

" programs established at these times, and.was especially fearful of

child care out of the home for infants. The Bureau opposed maternal

-

( _&' ) ‘ _lé; ;f i | . ’
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. employment generally, and group day care in particular, especia%}y

for children under three years. (Greenblatt, 1977) Once the national
emergenc§ was passed, Congress and other governmental units again

appeared to agree with thig*posiiion, and funding was discontinued

* even though working(ﬁothers ang ¢hild adyocates conducted. extensive

¥ .
lobbying for its continuance. Greenblatt gtates that with the return

of men from the war, " ... ambivalence toward maternal employment

returned to the forefront of federal policy." (p. 64) Caliggrnia was

the only state to provide funds to continue child care programs,

. ' The programs developed during this period had a mumber of factors

in common which extended public involvement while attempting to

. reconcile it with past valué positions. THe followiné.valués were

exemplified:
- “
Control/Responsibility “

— “
-Publicly funded and developed child care should

Be provided as a temporary expediency designed to

' meet national needs and solve adult problems.

p  Quality \

-Although“adult needs provide the reason for

" programs, the programs ‘should try to serve
' : . .

children's needs at a maximal quality lgGel.
¢

Scope

-

'-thionally funded progrars should serve not only

* children of non normal (péo: and problem) families,

® -,
- « .
LY -
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but should also serve children whose "normhl" family life was disrupted

by unemployment or militar§ needs.
; .

* -~

1948-1960 . .
\ .
During the period from 1946 tqwl960,'Congress did not provide
funds for child care. National stress, promoted by ghe media, was
on necessity of ‘maternal care of children in the.home. However,
criticism of the Aid to Dependent Children program eé(ablished by
the Social Security Act led to an amendment, in 1956, designed to

foster low income mother's émployment. Provision of day care for.

L~
i

employed mothers was included in the amendment. L'

Both low income and middle income mothers of young chilkdren -
4

continued to work after the war.  Because the need for child'édke
was no loqger met by publicly supported programs, ‘there was an

3 A .
é&pansion of proprietary day care programs. By 1960, 64%.of all

. ‘[' ,
center-based chiid care was provided .by progrietary programs. Only

) .
22 of the children needing care were in such. programs. ' (Greenblatt,

*

1977) For the most part, the children of working mothers were in

’ ¢ . v ' .

unlicensed and unregulated forms: of%aie. Although propriatary care v

e . . )
A?was offfen at minimal quality lewels, there was ho national,éppport .
#'f6r public funding. There was 'some increase in state regulation Jf -
p g ! " ‘

day care; for example, Michigan's first reéulator§ law was passed ia .

e , : \

1944. : . , - 4 L .

The: expediency value poéition'and a restressing of earlier yvalue .
] . , . -~
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i i posittons were voiced duYting this pg&iod. ‘ {

The ungerlying 'value stance was as follows:
‘ €

Control/Responsibility .
’; -The government should not have responsibility
1 . for'fimding child care in periods when no national

emergenc\y is evideat.
-The government should emphasize sﬁbsidizatior.n of the
family, rather than child care provision.

, -When mothers wprll tirey should® have the resﬁonsib_iiity

' for finding and paying for child care. -
” Scope * ’ &.
] < . K
: a -Nationa funded programs should be reauced, rather than
i .
{ expanded.
gglit! . . - * . . - ’
/ -Whtle it is best for most children to be cared for in
‘ L . . their home by their mbthers, public ass.is'te_mce mothers
4= .
_ . . should be encojiraged to work, ’ -
i .
- —The level of, ca’t:e ciuali.ty/.gs expressed. in regdlations
N and fund allocation should be decided by the individual
E . v ~d, .. Aéﬁ ’ o -
- . statp governments. -
\ . ' . o .
' 1960-1980 ’ '°
L v BT T s

’ -This. ‘period b;g}an with a number of'legislative movements increasging
L, . e -

Z national responsibilgy and control of child caré prog.rams: In 1962,
L% ) . . - ¢ ’

' . 4 - ! . h ’
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amendments to the Social Security Act delegated states to offer

day care services to welfare recipients. Day care was seen as a method

“

- of providing social service and fighting poverty by enabling welfafe

mothers to become part of the work force. States could purchase child ’
. . s
care services from existing sectarian or seecular agencies, or from

proprietary programs, but could not deliver dire;t services~since they
would compete ;Lth existing programs. Because funds were only ;vailable

to programs wh:ich" met state licensi;ng regulations, states were !-
encouraged td develop regulations. Cooper (1976) states that this manéafe \
was “.., the first expiicit federal effort to require minimum standards .
for day care ..." (p. 11)

) —
Other legislation of this period--the Economic Opportunity Act

(1964) and Title I‘of the EIemenfary and Secoanry Education Act / }
(1965)--both provided funds for public support of developmental or '
educational p;;grams;fof'young children. Headstart was’the result~0f
EOA, Title I ébgpeqsakori_edugation prescﬁEDIS‘were developed through
ESEA. In bothzcases, the Acts d%f not speak directly to child care.
Their stated‘Purpose was directed toward a nationgl need to break the
cycle of pdberty and reli;ve the government of welfare costs and
mushrooming.soéial and educAtional services. Both programs fbcuséd an
'&1sadvantaged§ - that 185‘Lneedy"‘§}'"problan" famifies. Headstart
i"equired. pareq::: ig'vol{vemeht in’the decisiér:making process, extending the.

parents’ authority over the child's care outside the ﬁqpe. Title I

‘eligibiliﬁy criteria was ‘based on the percent of low inceme families n{k‘

-

.22 .
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"the school district. Although the language of the law seemed
restrictive, the pggcent requirement was so low that most districts

qualified, Therefore, the law actuglli moved toward opening national

’ »

funds for young children's programs to mogt areas of the country.

However, because of the great latitude left to local school districts, '
us¢ of funds for child care programs has been capricious.

~

In 1968, an amendment to the §bcialuSecurity Act estgblished the
Work’ Incentive Program (WIN) which emphasized  child care assistance

as an aid to employment. Child care was specifically designated as

-

a supportive éervice for the purpose of getting families off welfare.)

In 1971, furtﬂer revisions to the Social Security Act made ihe choice

v - -
A

of working or Ataying home no longer an option for mothers of child&gn '

. "above preschool\cge; Welfare‘mothérg must register for work or for -

-

training. Mothets of children younger than schopl age, however, arg

not required to work, although many do register for employment, If

' . - , .t
"théy are employed or in training, they are eligible for child care

-~ Ll
s

(U. s. Department of Labor, 1976). .

.In 1967, an améndment.to'the Economic-Opﬁortunity Aét, required

" that federal ;eguiatfons for child-car; be developed (Codper, 1976).
This resuited in the 'firstaset of Fede:al Interagency Day lare‘

) Regulations. 1In 1974, a revision of the Social Security Act, Title

¢
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XX, was passed. One of its provisions made compliance with the

S D
»
-

!gaeral regulations a condition for receiving federal aid. . Controversy

over the content and the stringency of thefregulationé resulted in
’ 1]

a postponement of enforcement and in a planned revision after an
i ) . i
' . appropriateness study.
- ' Title XX was a revision of the Social Security Act which attempted

L ’f to give greater jurisdiction to states over their use of social service

- A

. funds. Becaus® day care is only of the services for which such funds’

-

can be used, it must compete with other social ‘services such as medical
and youth¥services for funding. Use of Title XX funds for day care
‘ L 3 ‘ -

has been erratic. among states betause of the\Pature of the requirements:

Some states have chosen the option of using Title IV A funds which

provide less service but involves the state less in regulation and
‘ s

h monitoring. (For an analysis ef problems with Title XX, see Morgan,
. ‘ 1977.) , . :

In 19?1, the Comprehensive Child Care Bill was approved by-Congress
Y , .

>

. (Department‘d?lﬂéélth, Education, and Welfare, 1976). It authorized

AV
.

money for compréhensive child development services, including day
care facility construction and renovation, program operation, staff"
training, research and administration. Prime sponsors were local

agencies with parent representation on the policy boards. Low income

families were eligible for day care without costs; however, a sliding

[

24
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opposed the bill and it failed in Congress.
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A

scale made day care services possible for a range of income levels.

rd
This bill was vetoed by President Nixon who called it, "The most

radical piece of legislation to emerge from the-Ninety-Seconz Congre§sj

and cited its "family wéékening“iimplicétibﬁs (Keyser¥ing, 1972).
~ -

" In 1975, Mondale and Bradémus introduced a similar comprehensive

. ’ L9 N
legislation, but with less extensive funding and narrower goals.- The

Mondale and Brademus bill made state governments prime'Sponsors. The

public versus private sponsorship issue caused conflicting viewpoints

-

to surface amoﬁg child da& care advocates. A major mailing campaign,

launched by conservative groups andiprivate day care proprietors oo,
. . | .

4

.

\ - .
In 1978, Cranston introduced another child development bill, even
. . . . pr 3 '
less extensive than the Monda}e and Brademus version. It attempted to
/ T
resolve the public/private sponsorship controversy by returning to

_E variety of prime spensors. Oppo%?tion surfaced eafly and child care

advocates were not able to ‘mount strong counterforce. Cranston

cancé}led heafings and n& ‘further action on comprehensive legislation
has occurred since that time.

~ The onix c?mpéehensive bill passed was the éducétion of All
Handic‘aﬁped Act of 1977. This bill $equired the establishment of ‘
eduéational programs for all handichﬁped children from age 3. It
resulted‘in a proliferation of pneschool.progfams for handicapped

2
= 1
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j" ’~.children, programs developed by publié schools, other public agencies,
or.proprietérs. The mandgte has not yet b;éanet in mahy states.
The Tax Refowm, Act of'l97é assisted parents wlth child .care in
another way. Child care costs could be~dgducted‘as work or school
" training Fxpense; whenever the’qaregiver'; earnings yere,subjgc;,to
social security tax, There was no reimbursement method fop parents who
used informal care arrangements, Chlld care costs differed from other

/\u ¢ ‘ ~ !

4business expense deductions because actual costs were not deductible.‘
Instead,ﬂa ceiling .was imposed, ;llowing only a small ﬁortioé_of costs:
‘ to be deducted. (U. S. Commission on Civil kights, 1979.)
Thiq“perigd reflected movement toward rethinking the national
responsibllityuEowa;d’child care. The underlying value dilemmas still

»
a ' exist, and these basic conflicts are highlighted in the ‘legislation

which was paséed ‘and in that which failed
" In relation to the control/scope/quality dimensions, €c events
reflected the following values:

' Control/Responsibility .

~The national government should assist some_ parents
.in thelr parenting role and serve a social parenthood

role for those parents,

~

~Familial parenthood should be broadened to include
decision-making and control over some groups of

A X

, children in care settings. .

~Type of national child care {unding respoksioillty‘
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. should be different for different grouﬁs off_

r

e ' o citizens, with public assistance families and non-

T

assistance families having different types of ‘
funding and meeting différiﬁg.levels,bf reguiremagz;

to .gain assistance.

t

B ; ; Scoge_ .

-National care g@gograms for poor or problem families

. . .:_“ . shouldrdiffer in scope of services depending on the-

" purpode of the.program and the funding method. '

. N e -

) . ’ . ~ -
an ‘ -The Bcope'of child care should be inereased in terms °

“of numbers of children served, but in a way whieh

. éncburagég proprietary as well as public options ;‘
L E for families. | ‘
' ' -A11 children snd families who neea child gare should

. — g5, E
& i not be a concern of the society.

. =State and national governments should take
responsibility/;::\duieloping and enforcing regulations

. . x . . q\ - -
'r$ ‘that provide for a minimum level of quality care for all

NS N children.
. -Commitment to higher than minimum quality levels
P T ' €§i :shodid be.;xpressed in gggionéi documents. and 1nlfaderalb'
; j.r o ' L . pEPgramlguidelines aéveioped for direét}y fﬁnded

“ . 4
programs even if they are not enforced. - o

%
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Part II: Child Care Policy for the 80's

. e

National peiicY, in the next decada, will likely be directed

s

toward more public responsibility for child care. The traditional
value.s!!nce is still strongly adcated in every national legislative
" proposal, but the need for assumptibn of'rehponsibility for children!s

care by the nation is also increasingly expresskd. This éxptession .

usually takes the form of a basic statement on the importance of the

¥ . .
family, coupled with the asseftion that social parenthood is an asset

"to familial parenthbod. (Bronfenbrenner, 1970, 1976; Keniston, 1977.)

Statistics on the number of working mothers and on'the 'breakdown of

4

‘ the normal family' lend guﬁﬁort to the need for child care assistance.
The first questfon which must be answered for the 80'% is whethe?

the government‘;hould assuﬁe any long term cqmmitment to responsibility

for the care of children. .The nation ﬁas shown gradua} but yacillaéing

movement in this direction. There is not:yet a clear ctitizen consensus
»

and, in fdct, there is ﬁresZntly vocal 6pposition by some groluips to

movement in this direction. A gecond question is whether, if this

)

responsibility is ackhowledged, it should extend to all children or
- . L4

only to some. Although there has been some movement towald broadening -

the scope, expression of the valgg that responsibility should be

extended haé lagged behind the. actual scope of assistance.
. %
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If the nation's vg;ue pOsitian clearl&_ingicates that éovgrnment
tespgﬂxibility f;% theJ;Lr‘ 6f all children is of concern, then the
question is ho; to best fulfii this respons}bility, given the '
resources available, If the position is established that government

responsibility extends on%y to somé children, tﬁe major question 18

how to fulfil this responsibility in a way ‘that does not result in

- ”

perjorative categorizations or a two-track system. N

The nation may not yet be ready to amewer these questions: It

a— - .
may be that national involvement will continue at its present

ambivalentileﬁgi for some time. .In order to look at the possibilities
for the 80's, however, an overview of the possible directions child
care policy could take, if commitment to national responsibility

were to increase, is presented here.

Potential Child Care Policy Directioms i
If federal 1AVOlvemént in chilq éare support is to increase,
the direction the. support will take will be based on .how the state
. versus parent respbnsibility and conq;ol issue is resolved, together
. .

with determinations of the public rgsponsibi{ity toward scope and

quality. National policy could move primarily toward indirect child”

.

care provision, i.e., stréngthening the financial status of families

who then take care of their own child care needs, or toward direct

child caxe provision, i.e., providing actual alternative care systems.

-~
A
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The followirg is a presentation of three possible policy options

affecting indirect care prezisions and three options providing direct

A
" care. -~Of course, many tompromise positions between direct and

fl.lreqt care provisions are also possible. The six possible

directions gre outlined, and their relatioaship to the value continua

4 ! hd

are described.

 Indirect Child Care Prov;§;ons

.
In.this approach, stste responsibility for child care is seen
as primatily as an economic'responsibility: It could take the totm ‘
of direct subsidies, indirect-financial incentives to families, or
incentives to employees, or there coulé be more indirect economic
- . ’

incentiyves to encourage child care 'work leavesh or to institute .

flexible.work schedules, part-time positions, etc. Although this option

assumes a high level of state financial responsibility, it also’ assumes

that the type of care provided is totally a parental decision and that

governmental assistance is not necessary to provide child care facilitles,
ﬂ

*i,e., state responsibility is high, control is not. Scope eligibility

would be broad if the commitment were to all faﬁilies; if only some
families were included, tbg scope would ‘be narroyer. Quality questions
would be decided by parents with at most state minimal regulation lewvels.

Centevs would open in response tormarket demand; thus, the propriétary

system of care would be expanded.

2
¢ - - f
l

s
(%)
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Policy opMions which stress indirect child care support include the

; £51lowing:

1. Direct financial aid to families, with no

provisions requiring the work or training of

=
i . _ mothers, or recommendations on the use of
” - ——
TEENE - familial or non-familial child care. This aid ¥

4 - a7 . 1

is in the form of a subsidy per child or a

grant based on income. Such aid is similar to

‘ : Lt the "mother's pensions" enactgd during the earl;‘
) ) 20th century and the early aid to dependent
o .
T ) . childrén legislation. Whether all families '
: . receive a ‘subsidy for children (as in sgme
f a European countries), or whether this policy is - .
; . ‘ L < focused only on low income or ptgbiem famfiies, is

-

a scope question that needs jto be determined.
TR R !
The level of funding, of course, must be "adequate,"
that is sufficient to (1) allow at least one
parent to remain home, or (5) pay private child
care providers, The state would provide no child ¥
care services.

]

2. .Financial incentives offered to working parents to

(SN

care for their‘own children. This policy would

provide financial incentives to parents (such as ma;ernypy

- -

g : ' . 31
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and paternity leaves, part-time and flex-tiqe work, eté.) or to the
industrial sector (tax write-offs to provide workers w&kh those options5.
Children's care ;eeds a;e control®ed by their parents., The assumption

behind this approach is tha{ at least one parent would prefer to stay

home while children are young,‘or that both parents might alternateiy

.'share this option. It assumes that non-familial child care would not be

necessary. Focus is on traditional.family support, not assisting non-

traditional options.

-

3. Financial 1néenti es offered to parents which provide for
T

non-familial day care if the parent gQes to work. Currently,

a tax cut péovisio; allo;s payment for day care to be gonsidered

. '

an "expense" if fhe parent is working or training for work.

This program supports parental work throuéh financial assistance \
for child care. Also, the present social sécurity pattern provides
child care assistance but requires registration for work or

training for work. This program supports the assumption

that once the parent is working, direct public f‘suﬁﬁort of day

- care costs might be lessenéd, since the working parent could
M # .
then obtain tax credit., Whether full-time employment or high

. 4 ‘ - .
. enough salaries are real possibilities. Por many welfare

recipients 1§ questionable. :

r

~&
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_ In the tax cPedit qysteq' the state has no involvement |
3 - g ‘ ¢ :
i in parental decisions regarding type of care; in the care

x

‘ . dollars provided to welffire recipients, major control is

/
, . over eligibility issues with state confrolling the type

i of care provided. S ’

. : . ( :
. Direct Child Care Provisions ‘ .1
l

St

State responsibillty would involve the development of non-
familial child ‘care sotrces, rather than relying on the "market" to = - ¢
< * do so. This approach btings public and private sources into .
’ competition, By providing a}ternative care systems, child care N
responsibility is shared by the'state. This approach results in
J)active n;tional responsibility fo: the number and types of child‘care\

»

facilities available, and at least some measure of control over the

- —— S ot
-

- quality of the care.‘ The state might provide grants to aexelop '
programs and/or build facilities or encourage additional child care
sources. The national value of parental responsibility for children /

might be kept by maintaining provisions of parental decision-making

S i o

t involvement' simi®ar to that in Headstart «or proposed by the i

"comprehensive bills" which extended parental résponsibility and control
toward a group of children, This requires parents tg»share control of

their child with the governmental unit aad with other parents in the

comminity. Of course, the pblic} could stress, instead, that in order

‘.

to have public child care, parents must ielfnquisﬁ some of their control

4
.
.
)
-
.

’
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and responsibility to the state. Bolicy options which stress direct .

b child cdre support include the following: ;o

e

» . -

1. Direct provision of day care services to specific ’

groﬁps, for specific purposes,'of for specific,

limited time period. This policy of categorical

ot wni
-

-,

LS

_funding has been held by the federal government in
; * e o the past, i.e., WPA, Lanham, Headstart, etc.
However, when direct provision of care is narrow in

eligibility scope, the two-track system prevails.

-
]

|
~.Parents not qualifying for public service programs . i
l

still must have their needs met’ by proprietary programs, .

]

. . Limited categorica} funding prevents a full-scale

conflict between private or public provision of

services, .

®

. ' 2. Dirgect provision of day care services with funds f

available for a variety of sponsoring groups. The =+

- . : Comprehénsive Child Development bill was characteristic -
" of this approach. Both public and private groups .

\ compete for é% . Prime spepsérs design programs to
- !

incoﬁeﬁbhildren are targeted, .

‘meet local need

but other inc evel families utilize services.by

LN

, i
. ’ > payment according to a sliding scale, ‘thus avoiding the

“ £
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two-track pitfall., The level of quality depende on
the criteria set in the legislation. @

3.  Direct provision of child care services by funding a

TR

f@ designated sponsof‘,—s.ﬁ‘ch as the puiilic school. This
' "approach utilizes the facilities Qnd resources of an
% already existing childrep 8 setvi\t system, Although
- this system does not preveﬂt private programs from ‘

. operating, funds are notgnade available to them.

. . This continues the eonflict between pcglic and private

rams and eliminates‘priv te progtams as ac,option
most patents. The level of quality)hipges on the
criteria set by legislation, A direct approach, such
as this option is most'likely to resulz in a universal
AN

2.,
child care support system,

i ‘ -

" Which direction policy decisionﬂ'on child care will take in ghe

'S

80's depends upon how well roponents of various positions re able

to develop proposals addressing the‘iggbes concerning th esponsibility

for and control over child care, ‘the broadnes§ or narrowness of program
1

scope, and the level of quality whie¢h ghould be met.

-

Although the early 80's may see less movement toward naggcnal

involvement, it is likely that the nation's‘responsibility for and

-

control over child care will reach gome higher level of commitment by

= ’,
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1990, 'The dature of the support, and whether it will be justified on the

. // : baai:‘af bekefits to adults or children, will depend on the ability of

child care advocates during this decade to work within the pg}icy ‘

process to influence child care policy.

N

A major lament of those persone seeking to influence child care

policy in the past decade is that national policymakers are not . -

jesponsive go thespositions and pro}osals which child care advocates

> have promoted. A brief,description of the policy érocess and of the
]

policy actors may serve to point up directiona and strategiea for future

child care &dvocacy.

3 . - —

The PQlicz>Proces§

-

» The policy process involves advocacy at a number of levels:

initigtion «f legislation, providing information and advisement, giving
. - ‘

formal testimony at hearin§8.~engaging-in informal discussions, mounting

letter writing or telephone campaigns, and participaticg in advocacy

.Persgns who want to influence the direction of child care can

[

be active at all or any of the steps im’'this process. If passage of

“~
‘or groups advocating a particular option tq find a
- .-m
initiator of a proposal and thentthe advocacgs must amasa general .

1

child care tegPslatigh is to be achieved, the fitst stea is for “individuals
Qciaﬁ to be
rational support. Occasionally, a politician will initiate legialation

’ because of a special, personal interest, For example, in ghe 196Q's,

i 38

comnittees o implement legislative mandatés. ) .
€ .
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President Johnson was instrumental in the Headstart and Title I
". . . . . .
legislation, because' he believed in educatior as a means to break\t'he'

poverty cycle. It must be realized that politicians seldom initiate )
llegislation which does not seem to reflect the mood of constituents.

-«

3
The%fore, to influence policy at the initiation level, advocates of a

———— s

. ¥ .
particular position must demonstrate a broad range of support; making

x \ ' L
the policy seem oné which the public sees as in their range of interest.

Resbonses tyany national préposal should be sought from
. cé'tuénts throughout the country and group rep'resentatives should

g‘ maintain personal ¢ontact with legislators. By closely monitoring the

~

" - bills' progress, an alert can be sent when response is most needed.
' - R Ve ’ 4

.0f special concern are amendments that might:})e fdﬁed at a iate stage
which might change the intent of the bill. i
*IT the bill becomes law, representatives of ‘groups who worked for
passage of the bill may be asked to assist 5“‘ the i';nplementation pha's.e.
It is essential that advocates continue to monitor‘ any imple!nente;tion
s phase,)especially if the bill allocates extensive regulation measures

and implementation decisions to an.agency. .
. ‘ In the policy process, control/scope/quality assumptions are
influential at every stage. The position of proponents and opponents of

specific legislation can be analyzed on’the value cq@géinua. This apalysis

can be used to identify the groups with which coalition can be s:ught, )
e - . LR N
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to pinpoint underlying value confli;ts with otWer groups, and to 4
determine compromise positions which might be offered to increase the -
}ikélihood of a broader base of support.

Advocates must realize what the control/scope/quality value
positions gré which ihfluence policy makers and must.directly address
these positions with comprehensive data. At the same time, they must
realize that information alone does not ch§nge value positioning.
Therefore, they must aiso review alternative directions, evaluate the
ramifications if the alternative policy is passed, and determine areas
of compromise. They must also'bé prepared with Yfall Pack" positions,
so that if amendments or compromises aré made, their priority sections
might still be preserved. — -

Only recently have.groups interested in influencing child care
policy begun a concerted and sustained effort to gain or negate loné
term public involvement and commitment to child\;are. Coalitions of
grou;s interested %n child care, not only toimee;\zault and societal
needs, but also to meet children's niggg; can be a tajor influence
on chiid care policy in,the 80's. " dther groups, oppased to child chre
assistance will also be major counteractive forces during this decade.

.

Policy Actors

)

.

Greenblatt states, "Within the }plicy arena, presthool age .

children stand mute - unable to express their interests, families silent -

-
.

.

38
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unaware of possible claims or unwilling to articulate them, 'and

neither organized in their qwn right. Represent;tion, if any, has

been provided by ;E;rogafeg, either establis tradition. (kin,

es, social workers,

anthropists)." (p. 225)

ecclesiastic spokesmen) by law (family court

etc.), or by sel ‘selection (volunteerg,
- .

In earlier perjods of the nation's history; the major child
advocates, were wealthy women who did not seek legislation or -public
. support, but who instead established philanthropic prograns. fhefe
was no/need to lobby }o; support, regulgtieP; or'staﬁdards. No

professiond} group, other than the clergy, was involved-;n policy

decisions. Neither parents nor children directly influenced government

policy.
. . »-
Upper income women continue to influence child care policy;

however, a variety of other interest groups - some well organized; some

v

not - also seek to influence government involvement in child care. :
Many of these groups organized for different purposes, but now find
child care to be a“cru;ial area of'intetestj others were concerned with
child car; pglicy since their inception, even thouéh or{gipalkf’they
were geared more toward the dissemination of informatiem rather than
lobbying. .

In earlier times, advoc;tes direccly igitiated child caré“r
programs, Now idvocates must'focus much of their atgention on attgmpting

to affect legislation or impact on public agencies. There are existing

laws, regulations, and standards which mﬁst be reconciled with new

39
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policy decisions. Préfessionalugrouﬁs in heélth, social services,
education and mental health have proliferated. Individual action to
influence policy is seldom possible because access to policymakers is’
limited. Group action, which requires group consensus and discibline,
iq'usually essential, With the exception of a few pafents who are"bsﬁefly
dréwn together when a loss of services is threatened, parents and children

”

still do not have much influence on policy decisions. This may be due

'Y

to the fact tﬁat parents, coilectively, do not even acknowledge that
child care should be a public issue; parents have not demanded a national
' commitment.fof assistance w#th this responsibility,

In the absence of a cléa% voice from famil&ss ard from children, the
field is open to mgny su}rogatg voices. They can’bg categorized as (1) .
governmental policymakers, (2) child and family related professional
groups, (3) other érganized groups,n(é)‘child care p;oviders, (5) high
status c{fizens,‘(6) human service groups, (7) ;esea;ch-oriented experts,
and (8) consumer advcates. /

1, Governmgntal policymakers include-those in
governmental posi&ibns wﬁo develop and effect
legislation toucﬁing families and children. This

. ) S
includes the President, Congress, and Jul&ciéry
at the national level and th2ir counterparts at

state and local levels, as well as directors‘Pf -

governmental departmenéé or agencies. Politically,
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" to perceptions of the stremgth of advocacy.groups who

perceptions of the interests in.child care ‘'issues are
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) . ‘. .

%he goal is often to develop policy which,can be . - \' /

agreed upon by as many groups as possible, especially '
. . .

those ﬁolding power posit}ons. While some politicians .

are sincerely interested in child care policy, most— .

are concerned about these 1gsues primaril}fin relation’

~

- havé’!hterest in these issues, Because politicians must

i

|

initiate.and sponsor child care_legislatiop, their - - = . _ 1
' ' 1

crucial to the pdlicy process. The J“&%ciary's role is

: an interpretive one, usually leaning toward the rights of

parents rather tha"

The directots of age cies looated within the national

~

lgovernments (Departments of Social Welfare Education, "

hJ
Health etc. ) and their subordinates also make many policy - .
- ‘,\x
aecisions because the development and implementation of

rules and regulations a‘l tasks of these agencies. In

ry cases, the law allows Yor a variety of interpretations )

-

and this subatantially affects the actual care. For example,

-

fund day care affects the type of care.affor

«

recipients. encies must operate within the guidelines of

. . 4

legislation. Using day care to get mothers off welfare has

meant that eligibility priorit& for day care money goes to- ii
welfare recipients who work or vho are in trainiag for worh, *
] [ r ’ v ‘ f s
L 4] § - .

. v
4 l. :
' .
. - ‘
. . : X . -
.
. .
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rather than to families with problems such as'child.abuse.
2.; Profesé@qnal organizations:are becoming/increasingly active

in influencing khild/ﬂhre polic&. " These 1nclude group

L e ..

haviné a prime purp®se of 1nffuencing policy (such as the

‘Children's Defense Fund), grodbé with Egth informational
e ’ . VA .

and policy influencing goals (su&h’as‘the Day Care and
R ; 0

’

Child De&elgpment Coquiigiland groﬁps with a wide range

of professional -goals, including child care advocacy

oy :

(such as the National As$ociation for.the Educatfhn of

-

Young Children). Other professional grouﬁs,(puch as the
American Fedeération of Teachers) are concerned with child
care policy insofar as these policies may affect their

profession. Professionals in the social work, health and

*

mental health fields are also wvocal on child care policy

issues. .

Most professional groups support some version of federal

support for child care; but differ on the type of support,

‘the level of, support and the plan fpr control of funds.

-

. . . .
. This 'has been 4 crucial problem affej;}ng the strength of their

L4 -

influence.on goverdqsntal policymakers. When professionals

diffet greatly on recommended policy,.legislators grow

i
impatient and avoid promoting(zﬁild care support of any kind.

3. Other organized groups, vocal on national child care policy,
. ),
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. their economic wellbeing or on their value assumptions.

- For example, representatives of the Catholic ‘Church

. »
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are those who view child care issues as impinging on

. *

oppose national day care funding unless funds are

also 2Wailable to religious institutions, (for an account -

of their past opposition to dax care fundiné, see~creenbla;t, )

- -

1977). Similarly, religious opposition from fundamentalist

groups and other conservative organizations contributed to

Nixon's veto of Comprehensive Child Care Bill. These

-,

F -
"traditional walue guardians" are consistently opposed “to T

any policy which would affect the traditional family structure °

(father supporting family, mother at home with children).

Even though evidence indicates such a family styucture is

disappearing, they are active in resisting any change -,
P

perceived as increasing the dissolution of this structure.

Althaugh a major present advocacy issue of the traditional

valué- guardians is to reduce abortion choice, it is their .

«

N -

}olicy stance to wppose any program which moves awéy from

“ N [ 3 . .
perceived ttaditional .family values, i.e., to assist working £
' \

women with non—familiaf\child care or "children's rights"

3 \ '
isgislation. ~ -

Whether the traditional jvalue.guardians would support greater

national financial asgistance to families is unknown;

howévé?)ﬁlegislation allowing a subsidy for each chiid 4n & ~
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family, or providing other “no strings" support for

»
H

r .
vt - families might be supported. The 1980 White House
. Conference on Families°is expected.;o have. strong

‘- ) 3 o representation from this opposition front and the
! /
' recommendations for legislation from this conference -

El

- . reflect the traditional value viewpoint. Groups which
‘ have advocated 1ncreased federal involvement in child
. care support have also been 4ctive in expressing their
'i e "views and also promoted.their pesitions at the Hhite
| House Gonference. For example, Women's rights groups,

LN

_such as NOW, are supportive of comprehensive legislation for

¥

, o é; ‘ “.cﬁild‘care as an aid,}o furthering women's choicesl Labor
"g : 4" "b i - > .
-k % . R
B R ;'unions are also voicing concern as women begin to take
¢ "’*Q. .
Q‘;i . stronger advocacy positions withtn the union structure
Ate e - . .
Y ICT (Jordgn, 1977), .
{ , & “;}-‘t ;‘Q:7 ! B v % . .
P ’?f;%*: , Government policymakers' perception of the depth and range
. L ?
< »
\ T ’ q o£ national s?;pport for the positions of these vocal oppesing
| S - ' i :
A . . forces is crucial to their influence. If they are seen as
-e
re g . extreme "fringe".groups, their influence is limited., If
) + AN 1 N 3
‘ 's‘ . " ’a/
. . *  geen as expressing "mainstream" opinion, their influence can
L : . ! T 7
be great.

4. Providers of child care are increasingly vocal‘é: child care
decision making. Through an organfzed effort or as separate

- y

e o 44
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individuals, directors of proprietary centerseand private

family day care home providers are addressing features

¢ ‘

of legislatiYe proﬁbsaIS‘or regulations they feel would
be helpful or harmful to thefr economic interests and
tgeir programs. Similarly, providers of presently
federally supported child care are vocal.in support of
comprehensive programmiﬂg and regulation, expension of
federal support, of comﬁunity and parenta ontro}
over programs. During the years when active public support ) ) >
is lacking, proprietary program; grow to meet market demand.
Therefore, if direct public programs are dela&ed the force
of proprietar& program providers will continue to grow. '
High status citizens contlnue to be 1n;olved in child care {
policy. Some are upper income égg;q>who ha;e social'codfacts

with politiciangg By having direct access to policymakers,

they can ege;t some influence over'tﬁb direction of child

care polic&. Other high status citizens’exérting influence

are physicians, uni&ersity professors, psychologists or:* \\\

- - .

others whose opinions are sought 'to provide infdtmation
during legislative or regulatory policy formation. These
groups are less visible because¢ most of their influence is

informal or individualized. Theng;e most likely to ¥ffect

the type of care or care quality level once 4 general suﬁpért,

*

-

policy has been proposed.

" -
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\

14

National Child.Care Polic&
] 43
Citizens' advocacy éroyps,concerned with huntan services,

such as the Child Welfaxe-Leagde, are also involved in

influépcing child care policy. They see child care as i ~
one service necessary to family welfare or human
. . ¥

.

services in % broader sense, and so work on attempting

to influence legigslation. Many of these groups £such
> .

as the Michigan League for Human Services) operate atii'

state levels rather than at the*national level. Their . }‘

family and ﬁhey'ﬁave served often as "watchdogs" when

&

redaction in servise to the poor is jeopardized.

ResFarch- oriented experts have been increasingly active. .

[ 4

This policy is fnflue;éeé by disseminating -
igfgg@ationﬂwhich descfibes present conditi;ds, points out
needs, clarifies pelicy proceéses, or predicts consequences
of poiici%s. fhis'approach to policy influence attempts to

present facts which ¢an give -direction for decision making.

Two major problems with these '"facts' occur, even when the

-

a - o
data has been collect®d according to accepted research

standards. One is that the same facts can be .used to support
. e .
v .

very different p6licy directions. For exampie, research showing

infants from soér or. 'problem families may benefit by group

1 . A i
care in cefiters can bé used to justify Somoting infant .
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/ group care or be used to advocate'promoting family home day

care which includes certa%n centef‘!;re components. The
-

7

sgcond problem is that much data is incong}efeﬁtr-cunfi;cting,
" or umclear so thatlgdvocates of already firm positions may .
selsct the studie; which hangSUppoft‘for their‘posit;ons'and
ignore others. For examplg, althouéh a number of studies '
report no harm to basic infant-mother'attachment from group
care, one study which regorts potential hafmful effect; was

cited in Congress when day care support legislation was
4 } a'

.ingroduced. In collecting and evaluafing data bertlnent to
economic issues ;élated to national support for day care,
research-oriented experts have been especially prominent.

For example, studies of present utilization of non-familial
i .
care and statistics on number of families taking tax credit

-

for child care are used to support the view that national

fInancial support should not be increased. Haskins (1979),

.

cites data indicating that half of the nation's parents elect .

child care provided in the child's own home, and that, therefore,
N . T .
parents prefer informal care by relatives., Similarly, Larson

(1975). states that because there is currently no shortage of !

market-inspired care space and that evidence of child benefits
are insufficient to warrant national suppdrt of an extensive ’ ’

care systems  Shifron (1974) cites data indicatdng that

. -
*

.
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subsidizing day care does not‘fed{stribnte,Income and

that, therefore, the need for public inyolvement is. / -

.questionable.' In general, these economic types,of reports

use cost effectiveness data, marketing data and "pareat
: ‘ » <
choice of care" ahtg to sutbort the view that there is no

need for expamsion of child care suppbrti They are based on

the view that existing patterns give evidence that parents
would continue to. prefer prEEent options eyen if a'systeﬁ

of expanded options were realistically avgilable, AFor

discussions of these issues, see Larson, 75). These reports

also discuss issues related to cost/quality level; tMat is,

.

what'tyngof care is nationally affordable,,and to possible )

effects gf public supported day care on the proprietary day

gare inddstry.

To support national commitment to pgpvision of child care,
2 4

other experts cite data on numbers of working mothers of

preschool children (Roby, 1973) and reports of the poor quality

of proprietary care centers. ‘Predictions based on the cohtinuing

L.
increase in number of working mothers (from 9% in the labor
) 17

fofce in 1940, to 49Z in 1976):@are used to point to a need

for -expansion of national support. ,Tﬁe care advocates predict

-
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1985, as compared with 5.4 million in. 1976

|
6.6 million working ‘mothers with children udnder S by +
(U..S. Department of Labor, 1977). They also dite current

evidence examining the type and quality of programs

available as support for the need for nattonal responsibility

and control. For example, Keyserling (1972) reports a study
~ ) . “ \

which rated 49% of proprietary centers as "bai/,and only

15% as "good". If expetts use quality of care as one criteria
. )

in determining neeq,.then national financial support and
regulation is usual y promoted. If need is defined on basis

of available*space, no metter what the quality, then no -

national involvement may be recommended.: Comment of Ginsburg

~

- (quoted in Hymes, 1978) reflects this problem of determining

/ need. "The problem isn't ‘the shortage o£ facilities —_—

it is- the shortage of good facilities..." (p. 24) Morgan

(1977) indicates that there‘are‘those "who,ﬂee the need for _

d!y care as the difference between the number of children of
working mqthers and the number of children 1n formal dgy. care

arrangements, versus those who look at the data on what working
7 . .

" ‘ . parents are doing with their children and conclude that no new

) oj’ care is'yeeded._ Obviously the truth lies between~these

L e two @¥tretes." (p. 25)
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In the face of the highlf organized opposition to national
cﬁild'care programs, many research expert advocates of direct
éompréhensive child care are tempering tﬁeir auééesfions to
"mode;t proposals", (Zig%fr,'l977) -Instead they advocate a

iseriez‘of separate, smaller scgle measures such as after schoql
child?care by public schools, upgrading of ;xisting family day

’

i/—‘\qgre,'providing options for mothers to stay home with infants

or have infant day care, fundiag child care through vouchers or i-

tax credit, minimum standards monitpred by parents, and develapment

of referral gystems on the child cadre market.

”

L

sﬂeseaffh experts ofteﬁ collect 49ta for actiyist groups to
use.l"Their impact depends on the groups which read and act on
theiripubliéation;t R i ‘

8. Consug?f groups of citizens have potential f;r.influencing

. decisions. H§Vever, their voices are usually heard only during-

brigf’emefgency periods, rather than as sustained commentators.

‘  Welfare mothers do not generally a;tempt to influence broad
chilq,ca}e policy decisions. Similarly, minority groups do not
focus-their attention on child care ;s a priority item. Most
midd%é—class working women remain silent on what their needs

.- mightibe for cﬁiid é;;;/;upport. The reasons for their lack of:

vaiced concerns may be due to lack of experience .in lobbying er

-

perceﬁ;ion_of,thems;lves as havingflittle influence on decisiéns.

50
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Whether these groups will mobilize to voice an opinion :

concerning the, direction child care policy should take is

. tunclear. ‘ r |
i Consumer groups, together with citizen, profes,iional, * o

-

" and provider groups mighf be welded into a strong and
extensive child care advocacy group. However, given the .

. diversity 6f opinions regarding the appfopriate direction ‘

[

for national child e::ijgglicy, this' coalition is not yet .

©

firmly established., The wqu of the 80's may be toward

. 'establishing a coalition of this type. If this type of

@J"‘

d ’ coalition 1s to be effective, it will pggﬁgbly have to be
initiated by other policy actors ratﬂEr than\parents most of )
' whom still see.their child care neede™®s individual family
proﬁlems rather ¢han needs the government should addréss. )
One recent attempt to unite diverse supporters of day care
o - has béen that of the Natiqna} Campaign for ChilAyDa§’Care for
\\\\ L beiiqg Families. In early 1980, they deyeloped a "platform

‘statement" signed by g_ssons from a variety of professional
provider and consumer gronp&/ The- purppses of the campaign are
-
t\ to draw attention to the need- for uay care and to deveiop a
‘\/H policy statement agreeable to a wide variety of groups which is
- "free of the rhetoric that‘has caused the average American to

fear child day care 'and its effects on the family" (June, 1980 ,

statement), The statement stresses the value of day care as

| . ‘. ! -

o
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contributing to the proBuctive work force, as increasing

family self sufficiency and economic viability, and as_

extending rather-than supplanting the family's care.

~

The group is presently engaged in soliciting support for the

. platform from professionel, provider, and consumer groups.

As long as. financtal resources are not allocated to child care as
. a national priority item, a type of "universal' system is
' unlikely to be developed ’ .

.

»’ Child Care Policy: Short and Long Range Conclusions

Priority shifting to children's needs seems unlikely in the

-~ near future. What is more likely is thet the present patcnwork,
temporary and inconsistent approach will continue for at least
the firs: nalf of this decade. Trends presently gppear to be
toward "Hold the line“ or even retrenchment approaches. For

+ example, revision: proposed for Title.kx,in 1979 will ndd;a 4

ceiling to traininé funds and will cause numerous state training
programs to be eancelledﬁ ‘
However, the present ifdirect tax credit approacnes could be
extended as more parents take\éovantage of the option; Day
care provisions for welfare recipfents coulo remain at present
levels, or;eligibility criteria -4uld be furthet/narrowed while

Congfess is in a budget restraint mood. Because of their

popularity, Headstart and Title I ,preschools, could probably

»»
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continue at levels similar to present ones.. Public schools
’ .

could become increasingly'involved, as a Eartiel response
to declining enrollments and empty school facilities.

_;f ei;her wer or depression occur, it may be that
provision of day care for children could again become
extensive. This was the national response during the 30's

*and 40's. This™type of difect provision of day care
/

services could, probabl}, continue to be based on reaso

related to adult and societal need: employmenf. or defense. At the

v

. t
end of the crisis period, however, the time for a'reckoning .

with a national policy toward comprehensive fiﬂély support
4 . ‘ N

and/or comprehensive child care could occur.’

~

Even if no national crisis period occurs, as more data

is amassed on the cost effectiveness of day care and preschool ’

programs a new Euildup'of interest 1in
children's programé.may develop, which could also lead to a
‘new thrust toward comprehensive family support and/or

)

comprehensive child care. This position should be based on

/-children'e needs as well as on soctetal need. Whether the focus

on‘children's needs will become stronper wiil depend :both
on the data amassed, giving evidence of beneficial effects
of. child care, and on the active coalition of groups who are
concerned with provid{eE/EB}idren‘;{th'maximal quality ca{e'

and parents with alternative care arrangements, f

Lo

¥

v
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Because of the ﬁresent political strength of the

"traditional value guardians”, programs assisting
/

children may suffer until this group's pressure on

politicians lessens.

3

" During the nation's h{story, child care policy has
focused on families (usually headed by women) in economic

need or otherwise '"not normal." Child care has been seen

[

as a "necessa%y evil," essential to meeting adult or oo
- \
gocietal needs and promoted as a temporary expedient which,

at some future time, w;;}ﬂ’erase itgself. Within the fgét

decade, child care is becoming an issue for many-more

%amilies. As "the-fahily" itself leaves the traditional

mode, national policy must come to grips with the 1ssué of .
social parenthood. Child care policy decisions of the 80's
will be influenced by the underlying value assumptions-of | .
American sociéty, which still characterize the mother as the

____\-~3Pt1d care pfovider. yat?onéi action has moved to a definite, "
if uneasy trend, toward social parent <« The value position

. stated rhetori®ally and held as part of the natioﬁal belief .

»

system is that the family, and most esbecially the mother,

P .

’ has this reponsibility; indeed, that it is subversive for

’

’

the state tb take this reponsibility and the nation ig\jn -

the ambivalent position of espousing familial parenthood

4 «

i e i e . -
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parenthood, while moving increasingly toward social®

.

parenthood. At the present time, those groups mast

threatened by the' evidence of a necesgsary soclal parenthood,
L4 : - g

4 -

are extremely strong and vocal, It is possible that they-
. ) . ,

will succeed, in the: short term, in turning back tHe
movement toward social parenthood. If®fhéy do, it Will be™
hard for those famiﬁes with genuine nfed for child care

. .

‘agsistance: welfare mothers, uworking poor f.amilie's, teénag'e

continue

. barents, single.parents, and mlddle clasg rkmg mchers

It is more lgkeiy, however, that the ation wil

‘ with bne foo't in ea'ch‘camp' for a whiifle. Advocates for child

i

care could then, continue totry for 11 gains %cifically

forﬁ.dentified problem groups ﬁo 5 not fit the traditional
‘ q .
_family stereotype. As more and more families -fall into the

, 'mon-normal" caﬁegor};, the weight of public opinion could

fall to’ethe sidé of social parenthood with the state.at
. R §
o least a joint partner with the family.

‘ rl
Then the nation may be ready to move to a #ong term

- A
sustained commitment to responsib'ility fom child care. The
. . R ' ;
character of that eommitment,.lndirect through family support,

dirre’ct child care prb'visi‘pn, or both wifl depend on those

groups who are.a%tive in 1nf1uencing &hild care po,licy e

*

dyring the decade ahead. The chéllenge 13. g.réat//ﬁut the

opportunity fo—r a ‘national" commitment “to‘ children and families

is also evideM.
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