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CHILD CARE: BEGINNING A NATIONAL
INITIATIVE

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 4, 1984

HoUSE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
SeLecT CoMMITTEE 0N CHILDREN,
YouTtH, AND FAMILIES,
Washington, DC.

The select committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:38 a.m., in
room 2222, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. George Miller
(chairman of the select committee) presiding.

Members present. Representatives Miller, Schroeder, Weiss, Row-
land, Sikorski, Marriott, Fish, Coats, Bliley, Wolf, Johnson, and
McKernan.

Staff present: Alan J. Stone, staff director and counsel; Ann
Rosewater, deputy staff director; Jill Kagan, research assistant,
Christine Elliott-Groves, minority staff director; Don Kline, senior
professional staff; and Joan Godley, committee clerk.

Chairman MILLER. The Committee on Children, Youth, and Fam-
ilies will come to order. This hearing is the first of several designed
to raise the level of national debate on child care.

This hearing reflects the committee’s desire to move public
policy on child care from the 1950’s to the 1980's. Today we begin a
new national initiative which we hope will produce a set of specific
recommendations to the Congress for improving child care services
across this Nation.

A few weeks ago we released a study prepared by the Congres-
sional Budget Office. This report concludes that the current mix of
child care policies are inadequate, especially in light of the growing
number of working mothers, the growing number of single parents,
and the growing numbers of young children in America.

The study reflects what our hearings have uncovered across the
country —the pace of economic and social changes are vutstripping
the capacity of our institutions to respond. Could any of us, for ex-
ample, have predicted that 44.5 percent of all women with children
under 1 year of age would be working? Yet, that is one of the facts
that we will learn here todaK.

The simple truth is that the need for affordable child care is now
a very reel, everyday problem for the majority of American fami-
lies. Unlike a decade ago, the need today cuts across the entire
spectrum of economic and social lines and as a result child care is
a less partisan issue than it has been in the past.

The nearly 60 national organizations endorsing our efforts attest
to the breadth of constituencies affected —women’s groups, religious
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groups, children’s advocacy groups, labor, educators, and vouth or-
ganizations

All fumilies are concerned about how to make sure that their
children are well supervised, safe, and given the best opportunities
for -healthy development and learning This is true of two-parent
families. This is true of families with infants, schoovl-age children,
lurge families, and families with a single child.

The care of millions of children is at stake Sou are new opportu-
nities for the mothers whou want to work or need training if they
are tu establish self-sufficiency for themselves and their families.
Child care as an issue has a common border with just about every
major domestic goal, from full employment to economic growth,
from improving education to reducing child abuse, from providing
early developmental opportunities for the handica,.ped, and respite
for their parents, to helping teenage parents stay in school.

In beginning this new national discussion we are not precluding
any possible approaches— whether public or private, Federal, State,
ur locdl. The tax code, direct public expenditures, or employer-spon-
sured benefits, or some combination of these will have to be re-
viewed, as will volunteer and church-based initiatives.

This is the first in a series of hearings. Future hearings will be
scheduled for Texas and California and we will hold a hearing in
(unr cut in April on the problems of working families. We will
make oite visits to various facilities, homes. churches, businesses
and schools which are involved in providing cuild care or which are
helping parents learn where to turn to find child care.

We will talk with resource and referra! agencies, parents, chil-
dren, police and fire officials, doctors, researchers, advocates, em-
ployers, and anyone else we can find who 15 concerned with this
problem.

[ am making today available a fact sheet on child care, as well as
a list of nearly 60 nuational organizations supporting our initiative.

But the first obligation of this committee in the face of this enor-
mous need is to provide a forum fur developing recommendations.
We will lead off today with the very best researchers in the coun-
try, and then, in our tradition, follow with people who are expert
in experience— parents and children from nearby communities.

Mr. Marriott.

Mr. MarricTr Thank you, Mr Chairman

[ am pleased that our first full committee hearing this year will
fucus on the problems and the potential solutions for the working
family's .. " " child care. Today we will hear experts in the field
who have been unvolved in the study of these problems for many
years We will also hear from mothers who have taken the initia-
tive to identify working solutions

The solutions some of these mothers will tell us about include
day care for school-age children that mvolve coordinating the ef-
forts of local school boards, county councils, private day care pro-
viders and others.

We will hear from mothers who prosvide family day care in their
homes, & day care option preferred by a great majority of parents
who use child care We will also hear from mothers who have elect-
ed to remain at home to care for thewr children even though they
are well qualified in areas where employment is available.
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I am also pleased that we will be holding field hearings through-
out the country devoted to the subject of child care. As we indicat-
ed in the beginning of the year, child care will be one of the major
concerns of this committee. We are hopeful that our search for so-
lutions will be productive.

I would like to thank each of the witnesses here today for taking
time from their busy schedules to be with us. Some of our wit-
nesses have had a very short time to prepare for this hearing, and
I sincerely appre~..te the cooperation they have given us under
some difficult circumstances. I look forward to learning a great
deal from our witnesses today and especially from those who have
been successful in solving the problems and who offer options that
may be useful to us and to other parents throughout the country.

Mr Chairman, I would like to thank you for holding this hearing
today and making child care a major prionty. I think we are on
the brink of establishing some policies in coordination with the pri-
vate sector and the public sector to help solve some of these prob-
lems and make the life of our children a lot better. I look forward
to the solutions that come out of these hearings and again I thank
y(;)u and the other committee mmembers for making this hearing pos-
sible.

Chairman MiLLer. Congresswoman Schroeder.

Ms. ScuroeDER. Mr. Chairman, I want to say that the child care
issue bas deep meaning for me. While we can cite statistics on the
need, I remember the years when I had two very, very young chil-
dien here in the Congress. People would ask me what my biggest
fear was I knew I was supposed to say something very serious like
would peace be maintained, but my greatest fear was that I would
lose day care and my whole life would be totally upset.

My situation was much better than most working parents. I had
a good salary level and a spouse who was very understanding. I
cannot even imagine the terror that must go through the hearts of
many working mothers who do not have that salary cushion and
spouse cushion and the other sorts of cushions that I had.

I think that is why there is so much real feeling on this. I am
delighted we are movin,; on the day care initiacive. There could not
be anything more impor:ant.

Chairman MiLLer. Corgressman McKernan.

Mr McKgrNaN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just want to join
Congressman Marriott from the minority side here in commending
you on conducting these hearings. I think it was H.L. Mencken
who once wrote that every complex problem has a simple solu-
tion—and it is usually wrong.

Well, we are facing a complex problem, but it is one that is faced
by more and more families, both single-parent families as well as
two-parent families with both spouses working. I for one look for-
ward to these hearings because I think that probably the child care
issue is the most important issue that this committee is goiug to
face during this session of Congress. I commend you, again, on your
leadership in really addressing this issue.

I am hoping that we vill come up with some creative solutions
that are really going to address the needs that clearly are out there
for child care in the society. Thank you.

Chairman MiLLer. Congressman Rowland.
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Mr. RowrLanp. Mr. Chairman, thank you for having these hear-
ings and I look forward to hearing what the witnesses have to say.
I am certain it will be very enlightening for us

Chairman MiLrer. Congressman Johnson.

Ms JounsoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman I, too, am pleased at
the quality of the panels that we have here today and commend
you on convening these hearings

Thank you.

Chairman MiLLER. Our first panel will consist of Sheila Kamer-
man, who is a professor at Columbia University Schoc! of Sccial
Work and Fellow, Center for Advanced Study in the Behavioral
Sciences in Stanford, CA, Edward Zigler, who is the Sterling Pro-
fessor of Psychology and head of the psychology section of the Yale
Child Study Center and director of the Bush Center in Child Devel-
opment and Social Policy at Yale University, and Rachel Tomp-
kins, who is the executive director of the Children’s Defense Fund.

If you will come forward, please. The committee welcomes you
and appreciates your taking the time to come share your knowl-
edge and your understanding of this issue with this committee.
Your prepared statements will be included in the record in thesr
entirety and feel free to proceed in the munner in which you aie
most comfortable. We will hear first trom you, Dr. Kamerman.

STATEMENT OF SHEILA B. KAMERMAN, PILD,, PROFESSOR, ('0-
LUMBIA  UNIVERSITY SCHOOL OF SOCIAL WORK. AND
FELLOW, CENTER FOR ADVANCED STUDY IN THE BEHAVIOR-
AL SCIENCES, STANFORD, CA

Ms. KamerMaN Good morning, Mr Chairman and members of
the committee.

Chairman MiLLER. I think you will have to pull the microphone a
little bit closer.

Ms. KAMERMAN. How about that?

Chairman MiLLer. Fine.

Ms KaMERMAN. My name is Sheila Kamerman. In addition to
being a professor at Columbia University 1 alsu cudirect the Cross
National Studies Research Program, as part of that program I am
currently cudirecting a national study of child care services in the
United States.

I am delighted to see that the committee 15 beginning its delib-
erations by acknowledging that the need for child care services is
already well documented. Therefore, given that, what 1 am going to
do is simply highlight some of what I think are the most important
new trends and issues that are influencing the need for child care
services and the patterns of use at the present time, also mention
what some of the options are that are available now.

So first, a few new and important demugraphic desvelopments. In
1983, for the first time, slightly more than half of all mothers of
preschoul age children were in the labor force, including about 35
percent of thuse who have children aged 3 to 5. That means that 47
percent of preschool aged children nuw have working mothers. It
also suggests two other interesting developments.

First of all, for the first time we are beginning to see the conyer-
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ers of preschool aged children. Second is the growing continuity of
attachment to the labor force by mothers, despite pregnancy and
despite maternity, the most dramatic indication of this is the growth
in labor force participation rates of wotnen with children less than 1
year of age.

Now close to 45 percent of mothers with children under the age
of 1 are in the labor force—an extraordinary increase of almost 30
percent in less than 5 years.

For a quick look at what v.. know about the effects of cut-of-
home child care and maternal employment on children and their
development, I would point out that although clearly this is an im-
purtant issue and much discussed and debated, existing research
allays some of the fears with regard to what the consequences uare.

In particular, the most recent published reviews of research car-
ried out by a National Academy of Science panel that I chaired,
suggests that neither of these conditions in and of itself is necessar-
ily harmful to chuldren. However, what we do know, increasingly,
is that how children are cared for during the day while their moth-
ers work or while both parents are working is an extremely impor-
tant aspect of what the consequences may be.

So what do we know about how they are being cared for? Here
the picture gets a little bit more cloudy. That is, although we know
more than we used to know, we do not have either a precise pic-
ture or a complete picture. National data arr not collected either
systematically or regularly, and in some cases we have no nativnal
data at all.

What we do know, however, suggests a rather complex and di-
verse picture. In particular, if we look at the general trend of what
is happening to preschuol aged children while mothers work, the
trend is toward more use of nonfamilial, out-of-home care. More
specifically, first with regard to infant and toddler care, what we
know is that there is a scarcity of such care, that it is very expen-
sive, and yet at the same time despite the scarcity and the cost
there is growing use of this type of care.

In effect, given the growth in labor force participation rates of
women with children under the age of 3—and those rates have
grown from 34 percent in 1975 to 16 percent in 1983—given that
pattern, the demand for infant and toddler care is inevitably going
to increase.

We know about the pattern in use of such care. here we have rel-
atively firm data. Relatives continue to be an iniportant component
of the child care used for very young children. However, there 1s a
growing use of out-of-home, nonfamilial care for children of this
age, tou. More specifically, more than a third of the children under
the age of 3 with working mothers are now in out-of-home, nonfa-
milial care, about two-thirds of them in family day care and the
remainder in group care.

For preschoolers, those children aged 3 to 3, what we know in-
creasingly is that the dominant mode of care is some form of group
care, largely a preschool program and, to a4 substantial extent still,
part day. The result of this, of course, 15 that for many children of
this age in preschool programs, there s a significant need for sup-
plementary types of child care One result 1s 2 kind of "packaging”
of several different types of chuld care that mothers have to orga-
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nize, in order to obtain child care for the whole time they are
working

At present we estimate that more than 70 percent of the cliidren
aged 3 to o that have working mothers are in some form of pre-
school program For J-year-olds this means kindergarten, largely
public and largely part day. For 3 and {-year-olds it means nursery
schoul programs, aguin largely part day but vverwhelmingly pri-
vate.

Federally subsidized day care and Headstart programs obviously
constitute an important component of the services for children of
this age, but they are nowhere near adequate at present to meet
the needs of those children wt - parents qualify for them.

Perhaps one of the most important patterns in the use of pre-
school programs for children of this age is the growing use by afflu-
ent and well-educated parents of ,ome form of either nursery or
preschool, as compared with a continued use of more informal care
by lower income parents. If we look at 3 and 4-year-olds, about 33
percent of the children in families with incomes above the median
level tend to be in preschool programs, while only 29 percent of the
children from lower income families are 1n such programs.

For & quick look at what we know about primary school aged
children aith working mothers, particularly those aged about 6 to
10, we really know very little. That 1s, there are no national data
on where these children are after school, or when school is closed
and no national data on what 1s available. That is why there are
currently estimates of so-called latchkey children that range be-
tween 1.8 and 7 million children. The enormous disparity in esti-
mates has to do with who 15 doing the counting, and what is being
counted and how self-care is being defined.

There are a few other trends that are important to note. There
has been a significant reduction in the mailabilit{ of title XX sub-
sidized child care places, in other words, thuse places that are di-
rectly subsidized by public funds and available to low income chil-
dren.

There is growing evidence that some children are being bounced
in and out of subsidized day care centers. Because of the title XX
cutbacks, states have reduced the income ceiling for mothers
who previously qualified for such care, therefore, as soon as a
mother earns a little bit more money, she loses her eligibility for
subsidized care in certain States and the children will then be ex-
cluded from those programs

There is growing use of the child care tax credit. That has now
become the single largest Federal subsidy for child care. For 1983,
the estimates are that it represented about 31.5 billion in tax ex-
penditures. Somewhere between » and 9 wullion children are now
having their care partially subsidized through the child care tax
credit What is most dramatic, however, 1s that 1t is serving, over-
whelmingly, children of middle and upper income famihies, only a
very small number of children from low-income fanilies are able to
benefit from that tax credit

There 1s growing provision of child care information and referral
service.. The most interesting develupments, of course, are in Cali-
furnia, where the State provides a public subsidy for such services.
We need to recognize that these services are important in that they
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increase parents’ access to care, but of course the value is limited
to the availability of services in each of the communities.

Finally, in terms of the major trends, there is growing discussion,
but unly modest developments, in what employers are doing in the
way of sponsoring child care services. Current estimates range
from 415 employers doing something to about 1,000, but there is a
great deal of confusion with regard to exactly what it is employers
are doing and what is available.

1 would note here that about half of what is provided is provided
by hospitals. Hospitals, as we know, have a unique problem in
meeting the needs of nurses, many of whom are mothers. About
another half of what is available is either in the form of modest
contributions by employers to community services or in the form of
seminars, lectures, meetings, and so forth, available for working
employee parents.

A very small number, perhaps 60 programs currently, are operat-
ed by employers at the work site, and perhaps an equivalent
number of employers are also currently providing some form of fi-
nancial subsidy, either directly, to pay for child care, or indirectly
through the development of something called a salary reduction
benefit plan. Mure employers are beginning to explore establishing
such plans, but given recent IRS announcements there is growing
concern as to the tax status of such plans for employees.

Probably the most significant development on the part of ¢m-
ployer-sponsored child-care services has to do with the growth in
information and referral services that employers are sponsoring. A
growing number of the very large and leading employers are ex-
ploring these services. This is where [ think future developments
will occur.

Now for some issues, and here there are four issues that I would
like vo highlight. First and most important, the sapply of infant
and toddler care, full day preschool programs and after-school pro-
grams, is still vverwhelmingly inadequate. Although many moth-
ers, in particular low-income single mothers, have no choice with
regard to worl and therefore use whatever child care service they
can find, a_recent census report found that more than one-third of
mothers with incomes under $15,000 a year who were not now in
the labor furce would in fact go out nn(f look for work, and would
hope to find work if they could first obtain affordable, decent child
care.

In general, infant and tuddler care has long waiting lists, wher-
ever such prugrams exist. The family day care providers increas-
ingly tell us, as we carry out interviews, that they really do not
want to care for infants. In addition, many communities still have
absolutely nothing avuilable in the way of after-schvol programs.

The second issue is the continuing and growing problem of access
to child care services. In effect, with the growth in supply there has
been alsv a recent growth in dlversny Parents find themselves in a
situation 1n which they do not know where to lvok for children
and, more important, they do not quite understand how to assess
differential quality of care and how tu be sure they get something
that is good.

Related to the above is the growing concern about the qualit
child care services provided Given the absence of uniform c?nld
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care standards around the country, the decrease 1n State superviso-
ry activities, and the decline in standards at the State level—all
the results of both cutbacks in title XX as well as the elimination
of Federal requirements—given all of this, we are seeing around
the country a growing decline in the quality of care available.

The fourth issue is the continued problem of affordability, in par-
ticular for low-income families. Given the cutbacks in supply subsi-
dies such as title XX and the parallel growth in consumer or
demand subsidies such as the child care rax credit, we now have a
situation in which public subsidies are increasingiy available to
middle class and affluent families and subsidized care is less avail-
able to low-income families.

The tax credit, although clearly important, has very limited
value at present for low-income families. In particular, it is quite
clear that where such families are concerned, for example, a family
with income under $10,000 a year parents are not going to be able
}o spend $2,400 a year on child care for one child, let alone $4,800
or two.

I would add here that although we have not carried out any sys-
tematic study of the costs of child care around the countrv—and I
do not know of anybody else who has recently—what we are hear-
ing from those provides with whom we have discussed costs and
fees is that in low cost areas the average or typical fee is about $45
a week for preschool-aged children, and $55 a week for infant care.

We are also being told, increasingly, that the difference in infant
and toddler care costs between family day care and group care pro-
grams is negligible. In higher cost communities the prevailing fees
are about $75 a week and higher for preschoul-aged children and
$125 a week and higher for infant care.

In general, it seems quite obvious that given the low wages of
many women and the growing iumbers of female heads of families
who are likely to have low incomes generally, the problem of the
cost of care and the fees charged parents is especially serious.

Now for some recommendations, and I give these recognizing
that the committee is at the beginning of its deliberations and that
quite obviously it is going to make its recommendations at the end.
I 'might also add that since our own child care study is still in proc-
e~y we are not prepared to make any cunprehensive recommenda-

— .#ons either and will not be until sometime next fall.

However, given where we are in our study, there are certain
issue¢s that have emerged and certain recommendations that we
feel we can make at this time. [ urge the committee to give them
serious consideration.

First, the rapid growth in labor force participation rates of
women with children under the age of one is going to place an in-
vreasing demand on already insufficient infant care places. More-
over, what is going on, given this trend, underscores the inadequa-
¢y of maternity and parenting policies in the United States at the
present time 1 would urge that any policy consideration given to
infunt care pay attention to the importance of maternity and par-
enting related leaves from work, both unpaid and paid leaves.

A second recommendation. We know increasingly that affluent
and weli educated parents use preschools as their preferred mode
of child care for children ages 3 through 5. These parents do so re-
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gardless of whether the mothers are in the labor force. They do so
because they think this is a very valuable experience for young
children.

I would urge that the committee be extremely sensitive to the po-
tential for developing a two-tier system of child care, one in which
children from low-income families are closed out of an experience
that is increasingly being identified as important for the develop-
ment of these children.

Here, therefore, what I would recommend is that consideration
be given to providing incentives to State and local governments to
expand public prekindergartens and to extend partday kindergar-
tens to a full day. Such an approach would certainly contribute to
the avoidance of any development of a two-tier system.

A third recommendation. As we all know, there is a substantia!
gap between the school day and the school year on the one hand
and the work day and the work year on the other. Most working
mothers work full time and the proportion who do sv is rising. The
issue of after-school care is appropriately in the province of State
and local governments, but clearly there is need for Federal help
and perhaps incentives here, too. I would urge this as a high priori-
ty and a relatively low cost item

A fourth recommendation. Given the disparities in the quality of
child care available and given the decline in State standards and
superyvisory activities, strong consideration should be given to the
use of Federal leverage to raise and enforce standards.

And finally my fifth recommendation. Given the continued prob-
lem of affordability I would urge the expansion of the dependent
tax care credit, including making it refundable for low income
working parents and at the same time increasing title XX budget
funds so that it will no longer be necessary for programs to bounce
children in and out of care as soon as their mothers manage to
earn a little more money.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

[Prepared statement of Sheila B Kamerman follows.)

PREPARED STATEMENT 0F SHEILA B KaMERMAN. PROFESSOR., Cott MBIA UNIVERSITY
Scnvot ob Sucial, Wourh, AND Frriow, CENTER FUR ADVANCED STUDY IN TiE BE-
HAVORIAL SCIENCES, STANFORD, CA

This Commuttee had correctly noted that the need for child care services is Jlear
and well documented ' There 15 widespread recognition that most women with chil-
dren under 18 are in the labor force O percent in 19835, that most children have
wothing muthers (31 pereent), and that most mothers who work, do so full time
tmore than 70 percent of thuse with school aged children and 62 percent of thuse
with preschoolers)

In my testimuny tuday. I will provide sume infurmation vn five aspects of child
care services °

Some less well known demographic data that have implications for the future of
chauld care services

A remunder wneerning research findungs on the effects un huldrea of maternal
employment and non-familial, out-ot-home child care

An overview of what 1s known about where the childrer of working mothers are
cared tor

"The anformat un presented an this testumony i~ Irom a bational study ol chuld care services,
spunsored by the Carnegie Corpotation based at the Columbia U niversity School of Social Work,
and co-directed by Shella B Kamerman and Alfred J Kahn

*For some additivnal detail see the two nrtides appended  one publishied in the Monthly
Labor Retiew and the second in Working Woman
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A summary of current trends in child care

A brief list of 1ssues

1 Some new demoygraphic data that are particularly salient te any discussion of
child care today-*

In 1983, for the first time. slightly moure than half ot all mothers of children under
age 6 were in the labor force, including s percent of the mothers of children aged 3
to 5 and 4€C percent of the mothers of children under age 3 Forty-seven percent of
children under age 6, including 49 percent of those aged 2 to & and 15 percent of
thuse under 3 hug working mothers last year Although single mothers have always
had higher labur force partiupation rates than married motherss, une important
new development 15 that among women with preschoul aged children, labur force
participation rates for single and married mothers are cunverging. A second new
and dramatic development is the gruwing cuntinuity of wumen's labor force attach-
ment despite pregnancy and childbirth For example, labor force participation rates
for women with chuldren under one year of uge (and wives and single mothers nave
almost the same rates) was 45 percent in 1983, an ucrease of almost 30 percent
stnce 1979, when the rate was 34 percent.

2 The effects on children:

Although the cunsequences of maternal empluyment for child development, and
the consequences of non familial, vut-of hume care arrangements for chuld develop
ment have been—and still ure—much distussed und debated, existing research
should allay at least some fears Recent reviews of research have concluded that nei
ther maternal employment nor out-wf-home child care, i1s a condition that i1n and of
itself, is harmful to chuldren * What 15 important. huwever, espeuially for very young
children. 15 huwe they are cared for during the day, while both parents or their sole
parent s at work

THE CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENTS OF CHILDREN OF WORKING MOTHERS

In presenting this brief uvervizw of where children are cared fur, the types of care
described include famuly day care ware in the hume of a non-relatives and centes
care, public and private nursery schuuls, preschools. prekindergartens, and Head
Start programs, all day. part day and after schoul care, provided on a regular basis
(Relative care 15 referred to, but counted separately from non-relative care.)

Unfortunately, although we know far mure than previously, we still do not have
either a precise ur a complete picture of huw preschuul and primary school children
ar. cared for while their mothers work Moureover. what we do know suggests a di-
verse and complicated picture National data are not collected regularly nor in any
systematic fashiun, so that tu describe who uses what types of care we must piece
together different, sumetimes nct fully cumparuble duta, collected by different
suurces at different times Furthermore. there are groups of children and, or types
of care for which there are no data

Infant and toddler care—care for children under 3—continues to be relatively
scarce and expensive, yet is une of the most rapidly growing types of child care
Given the recent but rapid growth in lubor furce participation rates for women with
children of this age (from 34 percent in 1975 to 46 percent in 1983), and given the
inadequacy of maternity ur parent leaves fullowing chuldbirth. the need fur this type
of cares hkely ts grow still larger

Acvurding to a Census Bureau report of child care arrangements used by wurking
mothers in 1982, relative care continues tu be very important for this age group, but
ust of famuly day care and group care 1> growing * More than one third of these
very young children nincluding 10 percent of thuse whose mothers work full time;
are cared for outside their home, by nun relatives— about 23 percent 1n famuly day
care and 10 percent in groups programs Chuld care 'packages” —the regular use of
more than one type of care  wre used by 16 percent of the mothers, and even more,
by all:out o8 pereent, when fathers wme an important compounent of the child care
“package”

For preschuolers, aged 3 to 5, we have unly piecemeal data There are no national
Jata un how the whule whort 15 cared fur, nur are there recent data on child care

"The statistics uted here are frum both published und unpublished data provided by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics

‘See, fur example. Sheilla B Kamerman and Cheryl D Hayes, eds  Fumilies That Work,
Washington, D (' Natwnal Academy Press, [9%2 and Cheryl Hayes and Sheilla B Kamer
man, Children of Working Parents Washington. DC National Academy Press. 1983

*US Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports. Series P-23. No 129, Chuld Care
.l\rn:u;:enwnle of Working Mothers June 1350 Washington, DC Government Prnting Office,
OK:

15



1

programs, nor on what local schools are providing Using a combination of 1982
schoul enrollinsent data and 1937 day care enrollment data, we conddude that the pn
mary type of care fur this age group is some furm of group care, usually 10 a pre
school progran, often vne that 1s only part day and thus mey reguire supplementa-
ry wdre arrangements The major new developments are the bepaning growth an
full day preschool progriams and in public school bused programs

We estimate that mure than TU percent of the children of this age. with working
muthers, are in a group program for at least a part of the day For the 5 year olds,
this usually means kindergarten, usuclly public, and usually part day For 3 and {
sear ulds, it may mean a nursery school or pre-kindergarten progran, alsu part day,
but in this case vverwhelmingly private Enroliment in nursery sche I~ doubled
sinee 1070 and the proportion of the age group attending these programs has grown
even more For these dhuldren, muluple forms of care are espeaidlls Likely sinee su
wiany vrograms are part day Federally subsidized day care centers and Head Start
programs are alsu an important cumponent of the service system fur these children
but space 1s inadeyuate even to meet the needs of those wha qualify

Of particular importance, the preschoul programs are being used increasingly.
whether ur not mothers worh, by parents whu see them as an important develup-
mental experience fur their children Indeed, 4 majur wnceern s the pussible emer
pence of a dual sssteni of child care in which chuldren of affluent and well-educated
parents attend preschoul programis —whether or not their nivthers work —and chil
dren of luw incume fanulies use more informal care As ilustration 53 percent of 3
i year olds in fanuhies with median or higher mowmes attended preschool programs
i 192 as wntrasted with 29 percent of those in tanulies with loser incumes Simi-
larly, 72 percent of 1 year olds whose muthers are college graductes were in a pre
school program

We have no national data on where primary school children waged 6-10, 10 par
ticular are cared for when schoul s (dused or when their mothers work day goes
besond the school day We know that the demand for before and after schoul care is
growing and that the suppls 1s growing. too —but 1s nuwhere near able to meet the
demand But we have no svstemiatic data sn how these children are cared for, by
whum and where The estimates fut so-called latch-hey children range from TS mul
Lion tu 7 mullion depending on which children are cowated and what s defined ay
“selt-care’

TRENDS

N nongs the most significant trends we have wWentified are the tollow g

More vut of home. non-tanuhal Care 1s being used for preschovlers generlly, -
Judimg tants and toddlers, and groug care. especially, is expandig The demand
wntinues to grow, i particular, tor fant and toddler care, school aged chuld care,
and for full-day preschool programs

Mure 4 to 5 vear olds are attending preschool programs whether or not their
mothers are worhing, and there seems to be a growing divergeiwe in patterns of
care for this age group. by tamily income and parents education

There 15 contmued growth in church-spunsored child care senvices and i for
protit ¢hild care. and thete are some signs of growth i public school based pro
gradns

Thete has been o significant reduction i the numbers ol (ald Lare places that
ate subsidized directls by public tunds, lareddy as o consequence ot the cutbacks in
Title XX funds

There s some evidence thet childien are being bounced " and vut of income
tested, publicly subsidized Child cate programs, in some states, as the inwome crite
ra dor elpabidity are reduced as a onsequence ot less Title XX tunds, and as low
icowe workig women alternatels gaany and lose their elyabihty for subsidized
vare with mmor changes in labor force status or earmings

There s~ growmg use of the child care tax credit, now the largest single federal
Culd care sabsidy benefitting between s and 4 mudlion chaldren and costing about
215 budlion e tay expenditures e 193 However, according, to the Congressiunal
Budget Otfwe, only about 7 percent ot the 16 nulhion lanulies using the credit had
incomes below 310000 ;0 1981 and less than 6 percent ot the tax credits went to
these families

There 1= growing provision of CQuld care information and eterral (I&R) services
The most extensne development i~ Calilornia o state that provides o public sub
sidv for these services Child care ISR services constitute an tmportant device for
tavlitating access to Jhild vare by helpiog parents Toan about what s avaalable -
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and for providing parent consumer education regarding how to chuose a satisfactory
child care service

Thete 15 growing discussion -but very modest development - of emploser spon-
sored child care Although the estunates cange trom 115 te about LUOU employers.
there are no firm numibers regardiog whach cplosers are doing what And there 1s
a goud deal ot contusion regarding what i~ being provided A very latge part ot what
i~ indduded are hospital based ur related Culd care services Another large group are
epluyers mahing modest contiibutions to community facithities, or sponsoring vwea-
~ional worh-hups dand ~einuiars tor employee-patents In contrast, thete are estimat-
ed tu be unly about 60 (ld care centers actaally at the wothplace in private places
of eniployment Given the curtent attitades of buth emiployee-parents and employ -
ein atdoes not seem hikely that these progranms will espertence a sery large growth
There arc aboul the same number of caployers who are subsidizing some part ot
cplovees child care costs o faalitating poay ment with tay free dollars through o
~alary teduction we flesaible benefit plan More are esploring this but a recent IRS
aniodiicement may have rased questions ot sume employers about the tax status
of such an approach The most Tikely torm that emploser saceurship will take s
proviswon of mtormation and referrral services Several coripar s are now provid-
g o planuing to proside such services This s catrent v g very worthwhile en-
deavor but dearly s not the <olution to esisting chidd care needs

ISSURS CURRENT AND BME R NG

Phe supply of intant and taddler care, full day preschool, and after school pro-
srars s sudlh madequace Athough many mothers, espectally simgle mothers, have
no chuice but te wark and use whatever tvpe ot chuld care they can find, o recent
Census report idicates that 36 petcent of womien with duldren under age 5. 10 fam-
thies with incomes under 215000, would look tor work if Child care were avadable at
reasonable cost i constrast to 13 percent in tamilies with incomes over 325,000 ©
Infant and toddler care centers often have waiting Lists and atter school programs
are almost non-exastent i many communities

There as awrowany, problem of access to chuld care services because the increased
diversity of programs has led to g situation i which parents do not know where to
find ¢hld care nor how to identity which services are  good’

Related to the above there s growing concern about the quality of child care pro-
cudodas well as about the problems parents have i ascertaning gualits, given the
absence of undorm child care service standards, the decredase 1 state superyisory
activitiescand 1+ dechine in stundards at the sate level- all as a consequence of Title
AX cutbacks and the clnmation of federal requirements

There 15 a continued problem of altordatnlity, i particular for low imcome fami-
hes as supply ~ubsidies <sach as Title XX have been reduced and the demand or con-
~umet subsidies ~och as the dependent cate tax credit have hmiated or no value for
~uch families Moreover, the tax credit does not really compensate for a sigmificant
portion ot chuld care costs for these tanulies siace it s highls unbibely that o fanuly
with an mcotne ol STO000, for_esample. would spend 32100 for child care for one
chlds Tetalune 800 for two’ We have not carned out a ssstematic study of child
vare fees natwnaddly o do we hnow of anvone who has done so recently, but in
thise states where we viated programs i 1955 WCalitornia Flenda, Massachusetts,
New Yotk Tesas child care tees of 3105 a0 week lor preschool aad 3955 for anlant care
were at the “low end and tees dulered vers htde between group care and family
dav care Inmore expensive dreas the weehly fees were $75 and 3125 respectively.,
«and hurher

Guver the Tow wages ot many woemen the growing numbers of fentale headed fam-
thes and the Ihchhood that thes hase very losw mconies the problem of the cost of
careand the feed charzed parents s especaliy senous

RECOMMENDATIONS

I realize that the Comunttee i~ only at the beginming ot its ¢ splotations, and wll
modhe st poooiendations nuch fater Our own child care stady s stll i prooe -
and not prepare Laath comprehensive recommendations vet However it s alreads
dear that the Iollowang deserve Commmittee conswderation

Fhe rapnd crowtn o labor force paticpation rates f women saith chaldren lees
than e vear of aee, places vnotmous pressure on anoansatboent supply of infant

care and undciscares the wmadequacy of wmaternits reladed pubicies o the U'S Any

LS Bure viob the Cans s op ot
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policy concerning infant care should include attentiun tu maternity and parenting
policies that make possible paid and job-protected leaves fur sume time after child-
birth.

2 Affl '.>nt and well-educated parents use preschools, increasingly, as their pre-
ferr ild care service for children aged 3-0. We need to be very seasitive tu the
potential for developing a two-tier system, in which children from low income fum-
lies are closed out of such an experience. Providing incentives for state and lucal
governments to expand public pre-kindergartens and extend kindergartens to a full
day would help avoid this development.

3 There is a substantial gap between the school day and year and the work day
and year Most working mothers work full time. The wssue of after school care s
properly in the province of state and local government, but there is need for federal
help and perhaps incentives here, too. This 15 a high priority item that need not be
very expensive.

1 Given the wide disparities in the quality of child care available, and the decline
in state standards and supervisory activities, strong conside. ation should be given to
the use of Federal leverage to raise and enforce standards.

5 Given the continued problem of affordability, we would urge. (aj the expansion
of the dependent care tax credit, including making it refundable fur low income
working parents, and (b) increasing Title XX budget funds so that it will no longer
be necessary for states to “bounce” children from child care centers as soon as their
mothers earn a little more

El{k[c‘s-zqz 0- 84 -3 18
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[From Monthly Labor Review, December 1983, Vol 106 No 12

Child-care services:
a national picture

As more mothers hold jobs, the demand
Jor child-care services continues 10 grow--
espectally for ifam and toddler care—
and 18 exacerbaied by brief matermty leas es

SHiLA B RAMERMAN

In 4983 lorthe tint ime, halt of all mothers with Childien
urder age 6 were in the labor toree ' Out of 2 wohont of
19 0 aulhon Jhildren undet age 6. 47 percent had working
mothers 10 the neas future the majonry of preschoolens
will very likely hase working mothers ay nint )hoal age
children already do How preschonl children are cared lor
while their mathers wotk s something that relatvely hale
1 hnown about, although what v known suggests a qui-
comphcated picture

What 1 the prture 1oday of child care service, for pre
swchool aged children® To help the reader vise afize the pr
ture  four questtons are addremed

» Where are the children of worlang parents bang cared
for*

& What »» hoown about the hinds of thild care senvices and
arangements that now exist’

® What 15 known about the quality of care now pr ded
and what 1y happeming to i’

* What are the cufrent trends, developments, and emerging
nsucy tn the child care services field?

Fuox the purposes of this adicle  child care services will
ixlude family day care and center <are, public and private
nursery school and prekindergartem Head Sunt centers,
Sheila B L amerman i 8 profeasar of Saciad Puiny and Masnng ot
Qirecror of Crons Nahonal Stwdies Research Program  Columing Univenuty
and currenthy n a fethm ot the Conie for Advanced St 1 the e
Nvonal Soemes Swaford Califoons

all day qare, par dav ware end atter whool ware (Non
monctized care! y relatives andbrict occasional babssitiny
are pot i lude & ) The disqussion is about relanvely regular
ware of atten ance 3 specific aumber ol hous per day Jnd
regular d+ s et wetk of provivioa 10 lanulics and proap
anae omcnty - under both eduational and soial wedlan
auspices

Types and amount of available child care

Unforunately, 1n addiion 1o the chid-care piture not
being very clear, t1s not very complete National data are
nat collected 1n any systematic fachion on chiidren 1n out-
of home care dunng the day. child-care arrangements used
while parents work, of child care service programs To stud.
what exists and who uses which type of care 0ne must pice
together different. sometimes not fully comparable data
coliccted by different sources at different times

In providing an overview of child care servies for pre
school aged children, he types of services can be distin
guished by the following

» The age of the child
--infant and toddler care (U 1o 2 yearoldy)
— peeschooler care (3 105 yar-olds)
» The kocus of care
—th own home
~tn a relative’s home
—1n a noarelauve’s home
—1 3 group facthity (center ve < howly
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MONTHEY TABOR REVIEW Docombr 39530 0 (hdd Care Senias

® Ihe susprc of qang
cducation nusary shocl prckinduy anton "hinde
prtony
g widtare Tday care centrl

@ The wource ot tundy
ditect and indirest public subudy thor cvample public
Prants ol DRl s o g provider of 3 tan ohichtsuch as
the <bild carg tas cndin
pros gt ubudy
vhplovet wbudy puront fs

Proswhootors Aaboggh et an Do proase tiguns con
corning the numbaes of chddion im oul of botme carc. by
ape of child and typ of care e ot womplt data 1o
date ate those on proschood childion apad Vo S Howescr
even hore exbmates nud b uvd

The must recant national surves of day cate ceniers was
complaed by AL Assocratos i 1977 e numibens are
known to have prown substantialhy simee then Moceover,
these duta do not i lude prograni undar cduc ghonal aus
pives nursery shools prekinderganens and hindergartens
Thew are the laigest ungle type of chald care erskes for
childton ot this agc and it most raprdly growany component
among child care servias tor this age ptogp

The mont cunently publivhied consumer data on 3 and
4 vear old childien of wothing mothens ate trom a 1977
Cutrent Population Survey (¢4 condw ted by the Bure av
af the Cemvus *Oniv data on childsen wnder axe $ and on
the soung ot child an the lanuly were ikluded  However,
because the wunvey wan wammied out 1n June  when many
shooks are cowd childien i group Lare programs are
sgmbcantly underrepontad bor cvample, lewer than 21
peran of Childien of this spe with mothers who worked
full ame 1n 1977 were reported as enrolled in g care,
as wontiasted with M percent ol alf chikden this age
W76 & ording to Censun Burcau sehaol enrottment daty,*
and 17 percent in 1950 as uited by the Natwonal Center for
Educanonal Statntics * 18ec 1ables | and 2 ) Funhermore
the prapurtion ol yuungaters enrolied 1 preschool programs
wav mgnificantly higher when thair mothers worked (44

r - R
Tadk 1 Population ef preschooiers, preprimary school
owml. 80d labor force status of mothet by chikd s

sge,

Corsiruent et
oM " T e
v ' o ‘ hiond
e
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peteent) Moreovcr those data do pot report ntuiteple miodi s
of ware the  pahapes  of cild cate armangements whith
arc mont frequently used by working mothers * Such pack
apes include wonk combination of a preschool progtam
tamily day are and relative care they may imvolve fout
of more differentyare givers dunng an averape weeh More
extenuve chuld vare data were collected in the 1982 Censun
Buresu s national tertihty sunvey but these data had not vet
been publinhed when this antkle was prepared

Using 1979 showl entollinent data and dats from the
1977 Abt <upphy studvy of day-cate enrollment, 1t s found
that almost twe thards of @ff 3 10 S year olds and moed than
70 percent of thine with wotking mathers are 10 some foom
of group child wre program These numbers are made up
of the fllowing ninety three percent of all § veat-olds were
mn aueery ot kindergaten, of hnt grade 10 1979 Thirs
five pereent of all ¥t 4 year-olds were in nursery shool
of prelinderganen A growing numbxr of thew preschovl
programe are full day the proportion of 3 10 $ year olds
16 3 full day program doudled dunng the 1970's from 37
peteentin 1970 10 M pereentan 1950 By 1980 37 pereeni
of ¥ 104 year cidy were in preptimary programs Although
hinderganten entollment for S year olds v about the sanx
whether of ot mathers work (ainkat all $ vear olds ate in
pteschool of primary schoolh, entollment rates for 3 ta 4
year ol are signiticantly higher when mothers ase in the
laboe force (44 percent compared with ¥ percent in 19801
All day enrotlment 18 of course far hagher tor chifdren wath
full ime working mothers Although these progranis nuay
be valued for their educational content, they are often uswd
becaase they (ulhll « noeded child-care function

Kindergarten enrollment increased by almost one third
betueen 1967 and 1980 (from 6 to BS percents However
the nctease tn nunery school enroliment hay been even
more dramatic doubling tn numbers duning the 1970 + und
more than doubhng as a proportion of 3- to-d-yearokds en
rolled (from 16 peruent in 1969 to 37 percent tn 1950)

Motcover notonly are children of working mothers more
likely to be enrolled 0 preschool programs. but the enroll
ment raics arc even higher when mothers have larger in
comes and more education Fifty-three percent ot 3 to 2.
year oly children in families with median or higher income s
attended a preschool program in 1982, a3 contrasted with
only 29 percentof those 10 bower income (amilics A ooted
cnrollment rates increase av mothers’ education kevels fise
and ncrease shil more when those mothers are employed
Only < (hildren whose mothens are college graduates n
thete nc differeme between those with working and those
with sonworking mothers For example, about hall of such
3 ycar okdy and 72 percent of such d.ycanolds were 1n 2
preychool program n 1932 ¢

Oiven these data, one could atgue that not oniy 1v there
growing usc of preschool as a child-care senice for the
V.4, and 5 year olds with worhing maothers but there i
capeunally high use by afflwent, cdated working famalies
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Tabie 2 Preprimary $chool entoliment Dy chid ¢ age and bor force stalus of mother, 1940
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Boosus ol those propane ate pesate amd relatiseds
apenase such highuse by the mone atlfucot raises serious
Quustions aboul the conseguaoes for those datdren i lowa
monk tamilies thcdow medun inconmed without &eess o
such proprams whethor o nol the i mothens work
Accarding to the AbLsurses an additon to those (ildren
i proschool propianes abust U peruent ol the coboat
PG OO Wi anday cakc aniens imest weng b oord v
oldst Thus ahere s o g tolad of S pucent ot itk
Uoand 4 sear olds with working mothess 1 some kind of
proup care dor wonk past of the das This tigure o bikedy to
be higher bouduse ncatly @ hall milion (hiidsen are st
maled o hase hean entolied in Titke AN Junded venters i
1981 2 migmifhanl inrease over the 197, hgurcs' LAnd
U Staey were it luded an the 1981 hyure because they
did nat provide data 5 Sixiy hve percent ol these whildren
were bt Soyeat uids 1and more than hall were age 3 or
4 and aimust all had working parents dhese hgures may
hase doereased an the past sears Al Head Start serves
marls 300 000 (hildren Jargeds 3 and 4 sear olds
Fedralls funded (Title \N) conters hase irened e
oumbars, tou thete were an estemated 11 W2 o 981, 2
sigmiticant jump bom the ® 100 1denuticd in the AM s
oy Some ol these centus may hat osed 1n the past
sear v dvomeguenae of cutbacks in lunding dut nospecifi
data on dosings ate available as of ths woung Hesd Stan
proprams bave abw cxpanded witke 1977 and about one
hith ae tuld day progiams More than U pescent of the
dav caie centety in the Abtswives were propaetary o for
peonit extabhistimients Both the numbers and the propurtion
ob propuctary vhibd care senies have grown signihoantts
sig then Because st of the large imultaenters for protit
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uhild<are wrvee companies did mt recesse Title AN noncy
1n 1981 these numbeis are additise sather than oserlapping,

In addion ahout 47 pereent ol 3 o 4 year alds whose
muthers worked tull ime in 1977 1and 25 pereent ol thine
whose mthers warhed part ime ) were cared for in wonkone
cise s home. usuaily tn 4 ponrelatine s home Hamily day
vage) "' There s g sigmibant, if unksown oserlap between
the Jhitdren in proschood progrann and thos cand L ina
honk be it by a relative or nonrelative, part ol th (hild
care packaging  mentioncd above, and particularly 1im
portan* for children whose mothens work longet than the
preschool of sehool hours About 100,000 Children were in
fedesally funded family day-care homes in 1981 ' Bs lai.
most thildren in fanuly day care (abous 90 percent of the
moee than 6 midion chiddren estimated to ¢ an fannly day
care for 16 hours or more pe. week an 1975) were inn
toemal, uasegulated care 'Y About 6 percent were tn fiensed
care induding 2 percent in care provided 1n a bome but
under the spomorship of an umbrella spemcy Howeves,
most of these childeen were under age 3

Infunts and ioddlers Ay difhoult 3y 3t 1 1o estimate <ov
erage and type of Late prosided for preschoolens the data
on infant and toddler care are far less sdequate A planned
nabwonal survey of infant care, to be camed out by Abt was
vamelled The nuwch ated Natwnal Consunies Day Care
Study was poorly designed and inadequately analyzed Ad
conding to the 1977 Current Populanon Survey the pumary
<are artangement for Children under age 3 was family day
care usuails in the home of a nonrelative

Foumating fiem the cin data, more than one third of the
chiidren wah worhing motken were in either family day

3
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dre ok deup cane e E9 T Mo ysosticati abeout ong
third ! thane undve sy Uwath fulb tn ¢ waorniny muthees
amd 47 poreent ol these wath poant e woskiny mothers
weren Tamnds das v and morc than 9 ponent of thow
with Juld e working iothers and S8 poent ul thes
whow mothars workod pant e worcan groupaare intant
atd toddice vare bas haen prow g tapidis anae the mad
90 s thus the vonerage data st wndoubtedis hryher to
Jay
Ihe 1ellmang feumds out this priure of how ( htdsen are
sated tor whik praronis fospooalis mothe e atean vhe labor
1on,

o\l proportion of babies with weakoy e thos g,
caredd tor afbon by By mothass o nstormits hoag
Tower than U povant ol working oty g onbithad
to ot pand loace gt the nar ol (lildb b usodlis s
ahodl b o N wudhy and g sotcwhat i s ioup nas
rnan Benx on gt unpad bul peb proaiid e b
Tor 2 monthy '

®  Som pannis opvaialh those withprosch s agod bl
e work Jstfuaont alts in oo o manag .y ohiid vane
Althouch thy mcthod of Care bas roon sy i
At nbion thus I towathoes uany theee Bidonont dats
ot Carent Fopulanon Susaos the Piocd Stady ot
Iecome Dyoamnes and ibe Qualiis o E nsphosim nt Sur
sevt hane found that this mas by g nwre aenthioant
patern of work by pasents with souny chitdecn then
pedted

® Aty few emplavers largels hospitals proside onate
Ahld cate serviees tatsmt 230 hospitals about St em
phyernt and a few o' subsidize pasoent of cate '

Child-care quality. proge g and standards

More than haHl of all ausery shools are private 66
pescent Eaphis cipht percent of the binderyaitens ate pub
B There ate hinted natioaat data avarlable vn these pro
pamy On the other hand 2 tnuch more cutenune piture
c it reparding the more than B 000 federadis fumted das
care venters 1hat exsted 1n the fall of 1981 This ype of
center in dsiunsed here

In carls 1980 the Ixpanment of Health and Homan
Sennes wued proposed day care tegulations com cimng
reoup wre Mafl to chid tatos taning quahific atioms fog
cate pivefs nutnihon healthcare parent parriapation: and
socbsersices o become effective in (s tober In the mean
time the Congress an it Omnibas Budget Recomibation
Act ot 1980 delaved the cflective date of these proposed
tepulations Belfore the proposals could beconwe effectine
the Soural Services Bk Grant Adt was cnacted  Amung
other things this Act amended Federal requitements and
standards egarding Titke XX dav care centers This mxant
that State and v al dandards where they eanted wetean
ctfect (Such vandarde are likely 1u be beluw those set by
the Federal Government )

The Ommbun Budget Reconcidiatom At inandated the

s

Department ot Health and Human Seivnes to awiteah
State in conducting g v emalin aseanint of Lorrent pra

fes 0 Title A\ furdid das i propranin and proside o
womars report of the assessment o Congress by Juny

1981 ' Acvording to the 1cport proveder pracines were
invomplunce with vt suipassed the proposed Fedetal vand
ardy More peciticaths

o Deapite the fact that 73 08 the 37 States reporting have
no proup sze regquicements Al \lated their centen had
proups smaller than those setin the proposed tepulations
for all but the under 2 scat olds

o Sttt o child ey wete agpitaantds bighcr than peo
pesed Bor shaddeon gy d Vand wldet Bewetar ot were
apmibicantiy fowet tor those yndr 3

o Altheugh vnly hall thy Stascs oquined the venters i
provide teoning ocaths sl prosided such naming amd
Wee quarters ol centers case gvers and one halt ot
famnly das cate mothurs haa pone thioay b sh g tram
g program wibin the past son

®  Sevents hve perant of the centens tand hall of (e homess
presidid the Doparent ol Apculiure « revomannded
ohitd Lare o progran

® Sovents ponent of the States assored Jhitdien n o
fundad v Tathe NN the bocdod boalth soovices amd ™~
FRUYIRFRNTTES NUNTINTARY NN RO TRV IO

Fader! tunding under Biele N\ bas been signiti antis cut
sme F9al Das vare wacone of the thred highat tunded
Tutle N\ services represenimg 1% persent of all Latie X\
cpenditurcs naiwnwide  Funding tor ihe child nutntwon
program a component of pubhic support of das care has
abw been reduced Few proprams have sctualts (hosed thus
Lav bul this mas axau 0 ghe future Gasen the Jarge wut
bachs 1n Federal grants 1 Siates most Stales afe umder
growing tinancial pressute in this arca These States will
view themaelves as forunate if thes (an maintain the guan
Gty of care they are unbihely to enforce standaeds evenf
standarde eunt

A gocstion emxrges reparding wheiher the e ttent of com
plance that custed in 1981 was nrt related to the expec
tatond of Federal wandards and enforcement From now
on the Staies will have pomary tesponsibaliy for st ing
and enforung standards cor eming the bealth safets and
developmental needdof chikdren incare. Whether providess
will coninue 1o maintain these wandards and whether States
will moaitor what peosdere do remains to be seen Thus
day cate regulation puns prepomarny whoul gencrally as an
arena 10 which the petection af (hldren will depend com
pletely on the State

Towgrds the future

The only ugmitiant Federai de velopment is the e apanvion
ofthe hild care tav ceediin 1982 and whscspuently mak
ing it available even to those who do not itennze deduddions
However unleds the sredit v incteased  and made teiumd
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The mupor desclopnert an the field in recent vears has
teen vhid s an intonmaten and relemal sences Theoe have
burgeoncd expecratiy o Califorms when they sk pubin by
tunded s o g0 grea o which o csaphovens aic sop
udveingars hement avwell Binsily comemwith the Qual
e of edin abion v deading soimc Sates and kcabivies 1o
1ICC camine thaar Prepriman pragsams Sume AE pow im
cauny full dav Kindorgariens othesy an extablinhing pre
hindergarten propsams and stalf others are convidening bath

The deinand Jor (hild care senvaes vontinues 1o grow
and Most parents of preschociers want an edudate nad pro
pram Most such programy ate puvate pannuolath hose
betow hindospanen lesel U nfirtunately good programss e
very often cxpeinine Morcover thete i st a sanity ¢
tulh day progsamin we numy parents are pakaging @ eroup
proatars with onc or mare other bpes of care with son
sequer oy et koown The cutbachs in fumding yroup
programs ate apcyrath uepitiuant in theif (MpdE ofe St
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faes b dow and meddhe nvane shildien Many of thow
hildren who were it publich subsidfzed preshon] prae
granis are bony tramibcized mto antormal and uhicy abated
Fanniy day i as subudios 2 cat Back and progiams clow
o pareon dose hen chigibihiy ot 3 wbady the (hildnn
must dapt 0 2 new sare giser and otten W the Toss ol
tends

The biggert current Jomand b Jhud vare soivices i ot
inlants und toddicis bevduse it anmwny thos nothats that
the inrease sn babwor e pastiopation hasy heen proatosd
and the sanaty of senvies moat sevae Pad matomis
idevabibity Floaves are available only o s annotity of woikiny
women and 31c usually brie! There v an urgent pod do
capand and amprose materminy related benchts provided @t
the workplace ™ Data voncermng how bahies and (ddlis
e heing cared for and what tvpes ol care exintare farga by
inadeyuate Mont of these shildien are 0 snformigl famibhy
dav care arrangoments but boicagan fttdo s known ot
these senvices

Althoasth the | uttent (hud cate putute o hardhy o
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LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION RATES (LFPR) OF WOMEN WITH CHILDREN
UNDER 18, BY {ARITAL STATUS OF WOMEN AND
AG". OF CHILD  (March 1984)

LFPR
All
Age of Children Mothers Married Siagle
Under 18 . 61 39 68
6~ 17 68 65 77
Under 6 52 52 53
3-5 59 58 63
Under 3 48 48 45
Under 12 months 46

Source:  Bureau of Labor Statistics, tnpablished gata,
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THE
CHILD-CARE DEBATE:

WORKINSSMOTHERS
AMERICA

hould mothers work? Amencans still ask. ncluding the
S Jobholders surveyed by the Public Agenda Foundation

for the survey reported in WORKING \WOMAN n August
and September In fact. the majpority of mothers do work
and—as the survey also shows—most of the work force
thinks that the care of their children s being neglected and
that something should be done about it The question s,
what ? To answer that question nteligently, we first need to
know what the child-care situation ts for mithons of American
famibes n 1983 For enhghtenment, WORKING WOMAN
tumed to one Of the NatoON's keading authoribes on the issue,
Sheila B Kamerman, DSW, professor of socal poliy and
planning at Columbia University School of Social Work n
New York Kamerman s co-director of a major natonal study
of child-care services. supported by the Camegie Corpora
tion, and author of a number of books on the subject, nclud-
ng “Child Care. Family Benefits and Working Parents,” with
Alfred J Kahn {Columbia Unrversty Press). and “Parenting in
an Unresponsive Society Managing Work and Family Life”
{Free Press) Her newest book. "Maternity Polices and Work-
g Wormen,” 15 being published this month by Columbia
Universty Press. With a crucial Presidentiakelection year
about to begin, Kamerman's reflecuons form an important
part of the growing diakxjue about what needs to be done
for the children of working, parerrs. Although most American
putticans have largely gnored the chikd-care ssue for more
than a decade —the last chikd-care bill was passed by Con
gress in 1971 but was wtoed by President Nuxon—they can
alord to do so no knger

b WO e v T S

BY SHEILAB KAMERMAN

W dong aicrice W over Aflet an ad
sencr of evet o docade child care 1y |

#bOUt 10 return 10 the ainonal agen |
s The debate n hhely 10 be very |
@fferent thr ome and (he upsurge of inveren |
» accuming Joprte efforts in Wathungion dut |
g the infervening yamrn 10 1gnore of deny the |
mportance of thld -care servces l
Ten years agd the push for chuld caremas s |
Puah 10 audnd 3 nev feders! program of
day<are centens and the people Sehind the
wiue vere prolasonah and advocates con
cmed about thidren Tedsy the focus ne
Jonget u just on Washington and & brosd
based conttrtuency has emerged AL K ore |
are sorlung perents temaelves PO» ab Over
wiciming majonty of parents f
Jotang with them are Rations! wormen » or
ganizations sch as the Assocustion of Juswr
Leagues and the Nationa) Organuaton for !
Women (NOW) women's migslines<in |
Cluding WORXING WOMAN—4A] cchpous '
Organizanions such as the Natwnat Councl of
Qhurches 1a addigson to profeswonals snd od |
vocates for chidren for example the Wah !
mgton based Ohuldren « Defense Fund mew |
groups have Prmed most noushly the Chld |
i Core Acnon Campargn s At cosliton
founded ¥y Ehror Guggenhamer to odd,
Congreus and yeesd wflomuton whxh in 1
' Shder among My members reprEcRtatn e
the madis aducaton. profeasaonshy and s wade
of wOmen s orgamations '
. Thenew goalgons bryond federal peograms
! to encourige support from doth pevate am!
PUbX bacton and from every kel of gonern
meni—federal state Jocal What clesth n
eeded v more than s ungle national peogran
ll’\t PUth W 00 1O IcTemte the quaniny of
| Chdd<are serion svaliblc 16 €4 MNd aies,
10 Ihem 10 make » vanety of krvxes affoed

able ¥y all wha need and mant them and 10
' wnprove (he quainy of Lare provaded

| THE NEW REALITIES

Onz romson there hasn 1 heen o stzong boed
Based push for child cate servcns before ave
| that many Amencam have been unden she
musappechenisca that not many shaldren need
| o3 them The avarladie services were v o
wat (Mought largely by welfare famibes 3o -
were Mot programs Lhat Ihe majonty of Amen
cans wanled 10 promote of 10 s for there
ownchublten
Mot ;otens were 81 home taking Lare o
4 thar thadren. Amencans Weheved Ever of
| MotMTy workad it wab cnhs fo1 s few Moun s
Say whike 1hai chikdren mere 0t sehool
| What s more care of 8 Sl Outhade bn e
Mt owny home —cspecialiy i some bind o4
E group facthty - was WM 10 e bad for by’
| #ren Therdore working perents wmed tand
i pecferadi relavres 1o care for thar (Midres
while they were at worh  group wate wan 1t
i Ehddren eath probdems [noany vase the con
Seatus w ot 1hAat working parenis had ac it
! €l Anding ehukd care

] One by One these myehs han s beens erfaneyt
Ahbough the Jvoceas sl i notsomplede the
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It's unlikely that employers will be able to bear a major— ‘
or even significant—portion of the child-care burden.

Only very large companies can afford to fund child care, ‘

and most. women work for very small companies

21

public 1 becomung aware of the new reales
of (aeruly Me and child reanng

Reahity numbet one 18 tNat masl Amencan
mothers are not st bome wih therr chiddren
The mout dramatic ncrease in female Lador
force panxiIpstion rates over the last decade
Aat been among marned women ek chal
dren an panscula’ those with very young chit
dren Accerding 10 Ehzabeth Waldmun e
MOr econamnit 10 Lhe diviuon of emphoy ment
wd uncmployment sastysn of 1he US Buresu
of Labor Statntach. the pereentage of mothers
of chubdren wader 2g¢ 18 who are tn the Lador
force has wcreased fom 40 percent in 197010
Umost 60 peroent m 1953 —and the tare for
marned women with ehildren under sge &
Cressed from 30 percent to 30 petcent dunng
those same yoars Today VY percent of chl
deem 1n Iwo-parent famibes have werking
mothers. wchuding more 1han 46 pereent of
chddren ynder sge & And mout wurking
|ethery—more than 70 percens of (hone wih
xhood s8¢ chukdren and approtimarehs 62 per
oomt of Bite wib prewchookery—work full
L

What s more »hile some people stul INnL
of “day care™ a3 s0omathing fot pooe famubes oe
forruher wxh problems, and of group care nv
Sermful toyoung chdrer 1he bogpest wers of
“preschool™ programs (group child<ate wn
der sducational auspwces) are the naton 4 ehte
Afuent aubes 3nd haghly aducsied parensy
Sompert wrth One another 1o enroil 1har 3
your-ods (and ancresungly 1derr 2 year-okh)
W oprnste auren chooh. even when the
wothery e Rot weeking They ¢o not seem 1o
doud [0t 2 moment the Senefis for therr chal
dren of 8 §00d grovp eapeneme i prexchool
The ovalable research suppons It judg
ments AN IhOve mothers whe work full tine
sman)y do, seek out full-day peogt am

ANRDough the pumbdet of young chiddres in
e population av & whole was substantially
waaller mothe 19700 nunsery whool enroll
Wrat more than doubled Nationa) Conter of
Than 1000 tatintacs thow that 43 percent of 3
& ¢ yesroldy m famibes wih incomes at o
shove 325,000 uitended o pemchoot program
w1982 Laws than 29 percent of thowe from
faaihes WA ncoma elow 333000 were wn
prechool What's more, sbowt half of Ihe )
your-0ldy aad T2 porcent of Ihe 4-year-okh
whose mothen are college gradustes were m
Such prograns wm 192 Ay /conomnt Mary
Rowe ipecial apsntant to the prewdent of
MIT sarn, “The future (A8 care mawe for
ehidren of (hss age may not be avsibabebty of
care but 7athey s esubehity and afflordsbebey

But araledehty shll w 8 problem  especulty
for infants aad toddlen Ok ware gvovaders

T ot e

IATOUEAOUL he COURLTY Loy that the greatest
unmet demand for sence n from perenn of
chakiren uniks 3 Women with chuldren of this
age are the mont rapedly groming pan of the
Lador force—ihe proportion of there mewhets
10 the b mask et My increased from 3 10 44
PO tince 1975, the firit yoor nxh data
were pubinhod A combnation of morr wom
m working and & asuona! maternity poiy
that denney maternity as a disababty and honiy
income (and often job) protection 10 roughly
s t0nght weeka after chuldbenh, has bed 1o an
upeurge 10 the demand foe pleces for nfants

The newest contbmer group® Usbomn Se
Bacs, dccotding to Robent Lure who heads the
Summit (New Jeney) Child Carr Center

Parenis come 10 me almost a3 100 1y the
wift knows she n pregnant  he says “They
some 1o 1tacrve & place for 1herr child tobe It
wab parens previure that ded us 10 open & new
service [0f snfanis aged & weeks 10 | year
Mot parents of infants and toddlens can L find
sxh programi—and if (hey éo find them
they re probibtively eapensive

Intesd Ihes parents reson 1o famly day
care homer 10 meet thar child<are needy
There generally are informal arangemenas in
= hich & Mg Moc hood woman carey ot one of
more hldten Family day <care homes may or
™ay »ot be heensed

Foully while some people femain con
iaced that iy eesy for workng parents 10
find decent chld care. ths WA 1 true [nsurvey
afier survey (Mg cur chald care propect at Co-
Jumda Univernty has teviened werking
mothers continue to kit child care 4 the
unghkt mont imporiant prodlem they faie

eapenence backs up thee findingy

Laten 18 an) discwanon n which working
mothers 87¢ peesent and you 5 hear il abous
he comtheared child<are pachages they oy
Aad 16 0r §3011¢ tn OrGer 10 COver B0 entire day
ot week The pachage may ctude care pro-
ided b the patents themaciven, by othet rela
Tives, RsgABUn or frendy, snd by & vancty of
formal pnd arvangemenis—lamily day<are
homer peeschooh. aurery khook, centen
and 10 foth Many husbands and wives Mave
chonen 10 work different thafts v order Lo e
sure iheut cid w cared for sdequately and
Sorme ungle Mothers have worked ot umatas
Arresgernents WM relatives The rouh oftem
w s daaperety mgghng act

What does all thn mean® I means 2 Bew
defmron of chidcare needs and a powerful
Bew sonittuety for smproving bow we han
dlethem The ol conception of chibd care way
&4 prosactive service for the minomiy of <M
Sres from inadequate homes. and a carrlatmg
servce for ancther sunany of pooe <hidren

.

i
whose mothers had Lo work Changen mn the ?
fabort force have made st an psential ervice for
the maynty of Amencen children—normal
aversge chuldren Thar mothers work {or the
same financusl and nonfinaacial ressons thay
tharr fahers work tecausc they sre the sole
SPppOn the pORUry SUPHON OF & MAXH (O
wdes [oe 1hers chukdren a sconomisc secds snd
Secauic work consintules an cssentul part of
thear penonal identity  The ayuc no donges i
Whether e need such 341 KT8 Bt rather how |
10 833UIC access 10 J0OT Ones

INFORMATION GAP |

What 30 we hnow sdout the services that are !
2.01a%¢” This npan of what cut study My !
Seen working (0 senain and the pcture nat |
best sncompliete We know what i nensladle by
way of nurnery ichooks, kinderganens and pai
mary ikhools, bt we Mve very incompieie
wformation on which of INese schools provide |
upplemeatan) services and what hours theve
are open We haow sormethung about federalty |
funded Head Sun progiams and day<care
cmntens but much bess about the tatrer than we
snce dd Since 1981 when congresnonal kg l
{
|
t
1

uiatscn turmned Titk XX of the Socwal Secunty
Act (whxh funded day-care centens) 1o o
Socra) Seices B xk Grant ao more nations}
wiormaton has been collectad 0o how much
of that money w weed for child care what
inch of servicws wre provded and st what
0813, And which children are receiving them
And of 1he v a3t miormal mnark et of famaty dsy
care Momes—1t he nost umportant type of chikd
care for very youag chubdien and among the |
mot) wnportant ko preschool and poman
whoo! children—we hnow virtuatly nothing
Whats move there M been 80 natnal Wt
vey of chldcare i ices unce The mad 19700
and a0 MONa| survey cver of servnes foe
W hool aged chikdren

Oneihing we doknow Such servces are on
the nie Licensed chuld care facilinies 1n
creased dunng (e 1970v—paniy decause of |
the growih in the sumbens of working mothers
and ther demand for such care and panh
Sevsuie faderal subtadars wete a3 astabie 10 pres
wders canag for cidren of low  and moder
atencome (armuber Even w the Latier part of
the decade. wien funding drd 80t hacp vpr wrth
MAaton. the nwmber of programs that ¢ither
uartad Whadieg ch.)d €art or were newis
aubiihad grew by more tan 23 pervess
sccording 10 8 1911 repont ¥y the Depanmen;
of Heath and Human Servicen Mo of the
Federal swbaady wem 1oward the putshare of
child care from prvate provsders (uh mon
peolin and for prefiay In addivon 8 i98. s
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V€ by 1he Nanona: Counatl of Churches dden
nied amowm 300U progriam unda church
aurpnes around the counuy that offered
Miidasre serines one third of hese pro
g1 am rex v € some public funding

Over the devade the proporiicn of (hikdren
v hindergarten targels poblic) increased by
abews one Lhird  Nursery school enrollment
uargely posates atmt doubled  Prexchoul
programs emerged as the largess ungle 1ype of
chid<are sence for 3103 year-oldy These
often ate coupled wath vanous other e\ of
child care 1o comtitute 3 full-day child vate
package Ahhough most prescacoh sl are
only part day 1he peoportion of children en
rolied 1n full day programs has doudley from
1Y percent 1n 1970 10 34 percens in 1987 av
more parens request thin Indeed even publn
hindergariens imreaungly are decomirg full
day rarther than half-day peograms

A new component among chilkd<are et
vices s the large regional o natsonalsommer
ol cham (vee MOARING WOUANY  Augut
1984 These chaind began in the 1970v and
hast more than doubled 18 uze Carcle Rogin
the director of the nanonal irade snaciation of
he peahit making child care prosden s
thatihe profit mak g centers nos srve sbous
10 percent of all s hidren i (hidd s are

Family day<are homes vontinu Lo be an
importsng But largels snvuble form of child
eate Only an avmared i0 peevent of faemily
day (are ;n Inenaed of regracied and vinbic
The rest 1n underground  with sestively In
the knomn ahcut 1 Some o 1he byened home
are pant of sponused (hid (ate nerworky
often HAREd wirh ka1t A ctrers ot prew hoois
The US Depanimers of Agniuhivre Child
Care Faod Program whih funds food fov
ke moane Chuddren in boeh day care cemierns
and lamity dav<ate homer hay prosaded an
moentive for maling 1hese Laregnen more
saubde By far ihe majporty of infant and (o0
dher care 1akes plac e inthese homes

Whar coke i buunes, playing’ Some em
ployers hase been discusung doing something
bt the CNixd<are noedh ot ihen employens
DUt 1o daee 1here has been Ear more 1alh than
acion A 198, suivey (ibe Navonal Esnpiey
er Supported Chdd Care Propecs sdemiifind
41% employen wha were WppUMng some
A Lare reisied st - ahout Mall of these
were hoapaiain Among the progiam suppx 1t
ed £y prsate ndutiry 4o wire on e (ks
CRIEACTVICEN, (en wEle v ber programa J0Y
A AT SUPPOIL TG COMMUANY WK Ute
atvinrhe Lorm of s madey inam st onint
on and 1Y were (hild<are i rmanon and
referiatverve e Dana Fricgman E3D s
reveans b felkow a1 1he Work and Family Infor
manon Center al the Conferense Boord o
bunness revesrch organusison 1o New Yook
ceports thal more employers are bevoming i
volved alf the ime Newefthelens 1 unlibtly
1hat employ €1 sponsored L hikd ware will be the
maxe of even s ugnfusnt -soute of Chibd
A a1¢ for maoss chuidren Among oiher reasonm
ol very large emp yen can afford 1o peo
Vit s h 3 Denefis and muwt women by far
wark foe very amall emploseny

Chld Care wrimes are incicanng slbough
hes are Ofganized and K'ncred on s Maphar

Th8 ra Nt AR x
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ard basn Which services chiidren actually re
cerve cbniovtly depends on thar perents sdil
ty 10 pay for them This makes publy funding
& crucul component

ROBIN HOOD
IN REVVERSE
Since the Reagan sdminnianon came 1Nt

office, s smeeping shange in emphass has 1ah
en place in the kinds of publs, monies prosded

—_

for chikd care Dhrect pubhc funding for shakd
care services foe kom income famaties has fallen
off sharply a1 1he same 11Me there has bren s
substanial increase in indirect funding of
child care throughiax credits thas benefn mid
dle and upper ICOME Arencans

The largest increase in dhrecl publn subs,
dres for daycare centers occurred in he carly
and mxd 19700 with the growth of federsl
funds for socual services By the late 2 al
most one fifth of the federal geners! sl
services fund (adour $450 mulhon) was speni
by the saies 10 peovide Ixensed chibd care for
adout 730000 bow o maderale income chil
drcn an s3diional $150 milhon w a3y provided
by stare and socal funding Atnotime thaough
x3 Lhn subssdy cresie enough openings for all
w ho quahined for subsidized child care

Morerecenily mn 1981 Congress patsed the
Reagan sdminniranon + proposals reduding
overall sxial ke expendiures by 21 per
cent from 311 bulon to 314 bithon Al
though na firm dats are sxalable mo stare
$OCI80 servm € adMInIMEStOn a1 (OnInced
that ihe propormon of these monses gung v
Rkt ware has deciined 100 Funding ke ihe
Agruuhuie Departiment s Cikd Lare Foud
Program sho wa cut by Wpercen And ) the

A CAPSULE
DEFINITION

Chidcare ®1vions outiude 8 child s own
home may be full or pan day sad include |
* Prochoohs i
© Nurwry &hoohs t
© Xindergastens \
© Family day <are homes
© Dy aate centens

® Afes hool programs

.:qu' y ¥ \.‘:
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#mount Lhat workmng mothens on welfare were
permitted (0 deduct from 1heu carmings for
Chikd-care expenses (defore having thar wel
fary yrant rduced) was cut to 8 manmum of
$160 pet month per chid (Monthly fees for
prachoolers 1n gtoup facalities across the
couniry range from 520010 3300s month)

These cuts are i stnking contrast 10 the
hefty nie n ndirect foderal subaadies (tax
benefinn 1u middle and UPPET income fam |
ihes The ‘childcare (&tually the “depen ¢
enicare” ) U credit. which fint bocame »
ugmficant benefit 3n 1976, was incressad av l
part of the 1951 Economuc Recovery Tax Aet |
Parents arho cam enough 10 pay tares RO Can |
take a credit of 20 10 3O peroent of chukd<are ‘
apenies up 10 2 manmum of $720 o0 ex
penses of $2,400 for one chtid and $1.440 on
eapenses of $4,900 for two or more (f the
perents Jomt income 18 under $10.000) The ¢
minimum benefit—avalable 10 famibies with
incomes above 528 000—1s $430 for one chid
and 3940 fo¢ two Or more it hardly n Mely
though that » family with an mcome under
$10.000 would spend $4 $00 for chald care for
w0 chilkdren—or even $2.400 foe one—the
amount needed Lo obtain the manmum credn |
The estimated cost In Jost Lax revenue 10 (ke
1983 fucal year becavie of these credits $19
Wihon Furthermore, by 1987 the Jount Com
mutice 00 Taratson extimates the cost will ap-
prosch §3 bathon

Beineen ngh\ and rune suthon chikdren re
caved wme y for chald care
through mnkufn in 1992, mcm. tocon
greswonal L $afT A migmficant numba of
pearents who quahfy 6o not use this 1ax benelu
aither out of ignorence of because they afe
uting a farmily day<care provader who i work
mg off the toods ~ Tuenty seven states she
peovide sOme Lax henefits 10 working parenis,
about Aalf 1edin 10 the faders] provision

Tes not that the child<are tax cradii—or
any other device for defraying some of (he
coats of chald care—u » bad thing Jus that
whde (his help w gromng for msddle #ndd
upper moons amabses, (hikd care subsides for
kow income famibes mere eedwed And ths s
very unfair and really makes no sense a1 8!

There w growing peessure 10 make LA 1oy
crahiy “refundable 10 that low income fam
shes wha 3o not owe Lanes Could FEctive Il 8v 8
cash benefit (A family of four needs a vom
Wned gros income of $3.400 or mote (¢ ose
wies ) There alio 18 prersure 10 raise Lo O |
percent the peoportion of €O Lhat can be |
rombduned st keasl for bow  and moderaie |
ncome famales These modifiatony might
make this benefit mote wonSuhile for ks
ncome familes

Ihe 1981 tax begrlanon ahso provaded an
other indirect subsidy largely to the more of
flvent The Dependent Care Asintance Bene
fit permats employen 10 sponsor (subsadire)
child care for the chikd of an employee oy pant
of 1hert dusiness costs and without this money
deing included as pan of the employee s av
abde income Thus far Froedman of the Con
ferera ¢ Hoard estimates that apgronimarely ¢
employers have et upsch programs

Sull ancther employee Benefit 1 poaadie
through heguslsnon that permuts empdoyen i
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e radlah » fund with employscs’ pretaa dollan
2nd Use 1t 1o pun. hase vaNOUS €MVICes, includ
ng child care ARhough the RS has not yo
nsued regulatsons approving such plamy, s fen
employers are Jookmyg into the wdea Both of
“hese benefits. even of availadle more eatensive
1y. sccrue pnmanly tothose with good jods
This movement from direct 1o indirect pud-
¢ subadics in the 19908 Aot had three ugnifi
cant effects One result s that (he greater bene
s are going 10 the more afMvent famibes A
second related comequence has been 1o in
crease the Gvertity of chuld-care rvices and
8 Lhurd w that 1901 of the recent growth mn the
supply of chald-care senaces has been in the
pavate sector, muchof it profit making

NEW APPROACHES

The mewest ekement in the childcare sene
e 1R (information snd 1eferral) sence—a
network created 1O improve the “maich or
“fit”™ between pareats and the growing vanet)
of heemed child<care provders 1aRs sho
w0tk 10 educate parents/consumens sbout the
charsctermtis of 8 gh-quahty childcare ser
vice, while leaning 10 (e patent the vlumate
decrvon of which service 10 choose

Cahfornia 13 the only siate thus far 1hat
provides 8 publc wdudy for 1AR wnxe
Fifty-five such Resource and Refernal pro-
grams (81 Cahfornus calhs them) now are 1n
operation, sccording 10 Party Seegel. drec. o
of the Cahfornia Resoutcc and Referral Net
work as additional 165 are operating naton
wnde A few employen also have establishd
uch servces For that employees, 3y 2 kow conl
ahernative 10 the ditect 3ponsoniup or opers
tron of 3 child-care program

A recent development that makes these 21
VICES €ven MOre IIpOrtant » & rOwIng MOsC
on ihe part of 1ome watey and locahties 1o
allow chplie parents 1o spend harr socasl
services child-care allotment on the chuld<care
program of thau chosce Tha approsch s dc
scnbed under 8 vancty of labels mchuding
“vouchenng™ (severs! aates) “purchase of
care” (Flonds) and “slternanve payment
(Cakfornua) The stared obyect » 10 use Lhese
wKarce publc monics more efficrently by cul
ung ad costs, and h 1o
BVE PAREALS A CEWS 10 2 wader 1ange of servicer

1dcally. the services 1hat parents can pus
chase with 1hese vouchen ate prescreened 1o
asture ot least 3 minimum bevel of quaMy (for
example. heensed care) 1n out own study at
Columbes, we have found 1hat this 1 not 3l
waysihe case

Conumer sobuadws sJone may not provde
encugh of 3n Incentive 10 mivre 1he avatatn
1y of incapenuve, good-quality servwes 1n
Jow sncome netghborhoods In Houston Tes
83, according to Katheen McNemar. deecior
of da) care a1t Neyghborhood Center Inc 3
nonprofit socisl-service agency, the sste con
tinwes to fund some kow income centens direct
1y 1n communinics shere the eanting supply of
canters v madequate Where enough good
child care eannts. the state provides vouchers

Women are in 1he abor forie 10 stay—in
{act the progeciions arc for femabe labor foree
PANTKIPALION FIES 10 SONTINGE 1U K FERVe duL
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ng the 1930s, ahhough a1 3 tlower pace than
dunng 1be 708 Women who are peegnant o
have very young chidren are kkely 1o contin
ue 10 »ork And 1he need for services to care
for tharr chaldten sl grow, 100

WHAT'S AHEAD?

Gyt 1R cuprent political s:tuation 1 Wash-
ngion, it seems unkbely 1hat faderal subodws
for chid care will crease ugndicantly. except

Bvers n 8 part of the sountry where wages are
Magh SWlT chyld ratios affect costs, 100 Thus
the states that requise Mgher Proportions of
staff to chaldren are kely to have more capen
wve chld care In general famdy day care 13
much Jeas eapensive wuaally becavse the care
gvers charge Lutke for thar o om time and skl

The major focus 1n recent years has becn on
wcreanng the ameunt of chuld-care semces,
and 1here has boca 10me success i thas, there
w hkely 1o be more The new emphanut u on

g aceess and Here, we
have a bong way 10 go—partxcularly of we are
B0t 10 Cres(é 3 two-tier syutem. m which the
more sfffuent e preschool programs for therr
2. 10 S-yearalds aad m-bome caretakens o
hghqushiy greup lek" 1nfants
and 106d)ers, whale Jowes familws in.
creaungly are direcred to fanuly iy esre—

And 1ven there's quakty, an wsue that 13
betng virtually gnored Federa! standards for
chuld-care services were chmunstad when Con
£°6 prased the Resgan adnunniration’s 10
c1al services Block-grant epalsnon, and now
R W U IO tae states 10 set such standards and

then Many states have asdequate
sandards and cven those standards may be
appicadie only 10 2 small propornon of echild.
care programs. What's more, some stsies 0
B0t enforee the standards ihey do have One
current view i that servicz quakty sall im

indirecth. through the tax sysiem At present,
1he taxvredht 1 8 relanvely modest subsidy for
middle and high icome famibes If eanting
pubhc Ak cate funds are tumed into vouch
ers for low income famybes, probedly they wall
ot provice encugh money 1o perrnal these
farmibes sccens to the quatity of child-care ser
wes svalable 10 1he afMuent Nor ase pnvate
phianihropc or corporate funds bhely to
wake up the difference for such pasents—r to
provade help for 1hose msddie incomee (amuhes
sho 30 not quahfy foe foderal and stare subu
des Allhevery Jeart the chiddcare tas credel
should be made refundable and the benefit
kevel raned

Some stater and localitics are beginning 1o
expend (hew kindergaricn and preschool pro-
Jrams. b1 publx progiatns for 3 1g 4-year
ol il are 1n very thon supply Afier-school
peog! are 50g in severs)
1%, Bt again the development n hmited The
recent aationad focus on MadequCies IN out
ducational system may bead i mote suppen
for pubhe preschooh bus there n bitthe ev
dence of 1hn supportas y et

Good ¢hld care w not chap Our study
thows that couls tange widely depending on
the type of care provided and (he region of the
country In Orlando, Flonds snd Rocherter
New Yoek care o 2 preschoolar s sbout 345
3 week and for an iafant/1oddker, 1y $33 8
week By contrast  Summit New Jervey
and Phiiadelphus thecosis are 375 3 weeh for a
preschooks 396 fou 3 10dbes 08 New Jersey),
3126 for an infant Much of shat » avarlabic
now 13 pced beyond what mou patents can
affoed

The difference inconts o largely & maties of
the salancs pard 1o wff Highe: wisnes usvai
Iy rflecin ghes bevel of tranang among care

prove s p MeTezacs smong provd-
€3 That has not yet appened

Famly day care, the maye resource for the
very young, remams largcly loviuble Inorder
10 incresse tne supply and scceiphity of such
care. many junsdicions are sdiftiag from
largely unenforoed hcenaing proviaons 16 Jets
onerous registnation (wlf nuag and sl a3
scasment of quahty by the pronder) The con«
saquences of such shifts are unknorn

Ultimately, the value of good-quahiy child
care and it concomitast couts will need to be

4d: The Resgan odm At be-
o0 10 Lk sbout chats care a3 one of 1ts mew
“women's mutistives ~ 30 far tere 13 0o sgn of
Ppropossh for more adequate funding, and cer
tasnly RO &..ontion 10 the Peoblenis of low

mcome famibes Unkess the saue of afford
abhty 4 addrased the costs of sunh carc wifl
continut 16 be borme By parents of by vate
givers (in the foem of ety low salanes of
unieshincally Jow charges for family da
care)

Somve of us are convinced thal the shole
socuty has 8 stake 1 how children grom up
and the ksxds of adults they Secome—and
thus 1t byw thay are cared for when they sre
young If more prophe become v wed of
A, there may be suppont for amay  utian
tial smvestmoent i chald care 1T not, given i1he
hugh costs of good care and the hnited awtiny
of most pasenss to pey, we maY Increax the
quantity of care Svailable and gatend access
somewhat (hoth lauciabie goals) But the quah
ty of care wall remusin an unaddressed mave—
solved now, 1n part by the wadequate pey for
caregivers, mauslly women, and 1n pan by fosv
than deutable care for children This 13 avery
srange outconse for 3 Nk 1ocety, sthegedhy
<ONCErned wiuh children and wad to iead the
world in ¢ hiid-development resear h L
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Chairman MiLLER. Thank you.
Dr. Zigler.

STATEMENT OF EDWARD F. ZIGLER, PH.D., STERLING PROFES-
SOR OF PSYCHOLOGY AND HEAD OF THE PSYCHOLOGY SEC-
TION, YALE CHILD STUDY CENTER, DIRECTOR, BUSH CENTER
IN CHILD DEVELOPMENT AND SOCIAL POLICY, YALE UNIVER.
SITY

Mr. ZigLer. Mr. Chairman, I welcome the opportunity to testify
before this committee. Let us start with a little history, because I
have been a player for a good number of years in this field. Let us
go back to 1970.

The White House Conference on Children at that time noted the
need for good quality child care as the No. 1 problem facing Ameri-
can families. Unfortunately, no national effort to meet this need
was put into place at that time, and over the intervening 14 years
the problem has worsened.

Currently, more than half of the mothers whose children are too
young to care for themselves are working outside the home, and
our best extrapolation is that by the end of this century this figure
will top 75 percent. We must be very clear that for most of these
mothers staying home to care for their children full time is simply
not economically realistic.

In modern America mothers work for the same reason fathers
do—economic necessity. Many more families would be living at the
poverty level if they did not have two parents in the labor force,
and one-fifth of American children now reside in single parent
households where a mother’s income is often their only source of
support Because of these dramatic changes in the demographics of
American family life, there are now approximately 6 million chil-
drer;( under 13 being cared for by others so that their parents can
work.

Nuw, should parents be concerned about the growth and develop-
ment of young children in such care? What type of citizens will our
Nation have in the coming decades? The answer to whether we
should be concerned or not depends upon a number of factors, espe-
cially the quality and kind of care the child receives and also, per-
haps, the age of the child.

Most child care experts now believe that high quality supplemen-
tal care produces no ill effects on the cognitive or socioemotional
development of the toddlers and children experiencing such care.
However, in regard to the effects of child care on children in the
first year uf life, no consensus has develuped. Nonetheless, there is
a large and quickly growing demand for such care, as Dr. Kamer-
man has pointed vut to us. In fact, it is the fastest growing type of
child care in the United States.

The lcontrovers) bte":tween those who give infant day care a clean
psychglogjcal  bill ;0 Ith and those who do not has become
rather g%mb“&th dﬁ‘ ﬂrdmlilger'lt workers on both sides of the
issue. I am currently involved in a review and reanalysis of the lit-
erature un the effects of infant day care Our preliminary sense is
that the risks of infant group care seem to 1ncrease when the child
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is also experiencing other life stresses such as father absence, pov-
erty or unstable care arrangements.

However, our chief concern is that infants are simply more vul-
nerable than are older children. Therefore, it is necessary to have
at least one staff member for every three infants, to have staff rea-
sonably well trained, to have strict sanitation and infection control
procedures, to have small group size and so on. All of this costs
morney, with infant care costing upwards from $5,200 per year in
most metropolitan areas.

Currently the tax laws allow a lower middle class family a child
care credit which amounts to 30 percent of the first $2,400 they
spend on supplemental child care. This credit is welcome relief and
is reasonable for families with preschool and school-aged chiidren,
but it does not go very far in deferring the higher cost of infant
care. Therefore, I am suggesting that the amount of tax credit
available should be higher for parents of infants than for parents
of school age children.

Even if high quality infant care were affordable, many parents
and professionals would still be concerned about the potential ef-
fects of separating parents and infants in the first few weeks and
months of life. Hence, I would also like to suggest that the Federal
Government begin to investigate the feasibility of a policy of part-
paid infant care leaves, commonglace in Europe and Canada.

Infant care leaves are typically financed by employer-employee
contributions, with some government incentive. If America had
such a policy, many new patents would not be faced with having to
choose one of two unacceptable alternatives—that is, one of them
quitting a job or, second, placing their very young infant into out-
of-home care arrangements.

Another issue confronting parents is whether to choose family
child care, in which one adult cares for several nonrelated children
in her own home, or center care, where a number of adults care for
larger numbers of children in a central location. Currently more
children are placed in family day care homes than in large centers,
but the issue of which type of setting is best for children remains
an open question, one that should have been settled long ago but
has not been.

There is some evidence, provided by Sandra Scarr's research
group, that for children under three family day care homes may be
superior in many ways. On the other hand, Mary Keyserling, in
her work “Windows on Day Care,” points out serious problems
with family day care. The major problem is the difficulty of con-
trolling the quality of family day care.

It is very likely that both the best and worst of day care situa-
tions take place in family day care homes. The vast majority are
unlicensed and unmonitored. The Federal role should involve pro-
viding seed money and incentive to the States to increase the visi-
bility of family day care homes and encourage licensure or registra.
tion of them.

One noteworthy approach to family day care, such as the Pacific
Oaks model, involves clustering family day care homes into net-
works where they can provide mutual support to one another, help-
ing to assure quality of care.
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Most recent discussions of day care have focused on children of
preschool age. However, we should not lose sight of the fact that
about two-thirds of the need for day care is for school-age children,
ages 6 to 11 An estimated 2 to 4 millior, and, as Dr. Kamerman
points out, we dv not know the exact number, but an estimated 2
to 4 million, of such children are left alune to fend for themselves
for a significant portion of each day.

These latchkey children are more vulnerable to injury from acci-
dents and from sexual and other kinds of assault. A relatively inex-
pensive solution to this problem, which Dr. Kamerman has already
recommended and which I also put before you, would be parent-
school partnerships in which the school buildings, which are al-
ready housing these children for most of the dav, are used to house
them for a few more hours.

These extra hours should be supervised not by teachers, which
would be too expensive, but by a child development associate, a
graduate of a much shorter competency-based program. This is one
area in which the Reagan admiuistration has provided important
leadersip, especially through the efforts of the Office of Human
Development unde * Dorcas Hardy.

OHD has recentiy distributed an RFP designed to assist States
and municipalitie: in the identification and implementation of ef-
fective school-age day care programs. This effort by Health and
Human Services should come to your attention and should certain-
ly be expanded. It is a target of very high upportunity, because it is
very cost-effective to provide day care for this age child.

It is clear that modern American society is not in the position of
choosing for or against supplemental care for a large percentage of
its children The only operative questions have to do with afford-
ability and quality. The current situation forces too many children
into less than adequate child care arrangements, and the research
concerning the negative effects of inadequate care is clear.

Inadequate child care has lasting negative effects on the intellec-
tual and socio-emotivnal development of the children experiencing
such care It has been associated with cognitive and language defi-
cits, as well as difficulties with social relationships It would be ir-
responsible for us to fail to chuuse for the availability of high qual-
ity supplemental child care for all of America’s children who need
it.

(‘hild development experts have pretty sound ideas about what
constitutes good quality of care. That is not the problem. The prob-
lem is whether we have the will and the imagination to develop
social policy that makes such care available.

Thank you.

[Prepared statement of Edward Zigler follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ProF EbpwARD ZIGLER

In 1970, the White House Conference un Children noted the need fur good quality
child care as the number one problem facing Amerian families Unfortunately, no
national effort to meet this need was put intu place at that time Over the interven-
ing 1 years, the problem s worsened, as more and more mothers have begun to
work vutside the home Currently, more than half of the mothers whose children
are tou young tu care for themselves are in the labor furce, and our best extrapola-
tion is that by the end of the century, the figure will tup 73% We must be ver
clear that for most of these niothers staying home to care for their children full
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time 1s simply not economiucally realistic. In modern America mothers work for the
same reason fathers do economic necessity. The bulk of current American middle
class fanulies have achieved their standard of living through both parents in the
family working. Many more families would be Living at the poverty level if mothers
were not in the labor force. You must remember that onefifth of Amencan children
now reside 1n single parent households and mother's income is often their only
source of support Because of these dramatic changes in the demographics of Ameri
can family life there are nov. approximately 6 mxlﬁon children under 13 being cared
for by others so that their parents can work.

Should parents be concerned about the growth and development of young children
who in large part are being cared for by non parental adults? The answer depends
upon a number of factors, especially the quality and kind of care the child receives
and also, perhaps, the age of the child. (blost child care experts now believe that
high quality supplemental care provided to toddlers and children from relatively un
stressed and stagle family situations probably produces no ill effects on the cugni
tive or socio-emotional development of the ch i{dren experiencing such care

However, in regard to supplemental care 1n early infancy (that s, the first year of
hife), no consensus has developed What is clear 1s that there is a large and quickly
growing demand for such care, 1n fact it 1s the fastest growing type of child care in
the United States (Jones, E., & Prescott, E, 1982). [1] The controversy between those
who give infant day care a clean psychological bill of health and those who do not
has become rather heated, with very prominent workers on both sides of the 1ssue I
am currently involved in a reviews and reanalysis of the literature on the effects of
infant day care with Thomas Gamble at Yale. Az of this writing, we remain rather
less sanguine than most of our colleagues about the benign effects of group care for
infants. Chances of negative effects accruing to infants experiencing such care seem
to increase as a function of the number and magnitude of other life stresses (such as
father absence, poverty, unstable substitute care arrangements, etc.).

However, our chief concern 1s that achieving even minimal cunditions of qualit
for infant care 18 very expensive The problem s that infants are simply more vuf
nerable than are older children, making it necessary to have at least one staff
member for every three infants, to have staff reasonably well trained, to have strict
sanitation and infection control procedures, to have small group size and so on All
this costs money, with .nfant care costing upward of $3200 per year in most metro
politan areas. Most parents cannot afford to pay that much, and providers cannot
afford to charge less. This leads to my first suggestion. Currently, the tax laws allow
a lower-middle class family a child care credit which amounts to 30% of the first
$2,400 they spend on supplemental child care This 1s welcome relief and is reasona
ble in regard to the average cost of care for pre-scheol and school aged children But
in regard to the more expensive infant care, 1t does not go nearly far enough There
fore, | am suggesting that the amount of tax credit available should be higher for
parents of infants.

Even if high quality infant day care were affordable, this does not allay the fear
that many parents and prufessionals have about the potential effects of separating
parents and infants in the first weeks and months of life. Hence, 1 would also like to
suggest that the federal government begin tu investigate the feasibility of a policy of
part paid infant care leaves Such pulicies are communplace in Europe and Canada
They are typsally financed by empluyer-empluyee cuntributions, with some govern
ment incentive I{Amencu had such a policy, many new parents would not be faced
with having to choose one of two unacceptable alternatives, that 1s, one of them
quitting a jub, produuing a significant drup in income, or placing their very young
infant into out-of home care arrangements Our current sense 13 that most young
fanulies would prefer un iufant care leave to plauing their newborn in a day care
center

Another issue corfronting parents is whether to choose family child care, in
which one adult cares for several non-related children 1n her own home, or center
care, where a number uf adults care fur larger numbers uf children in a central lo
catwn. Currently, more children are placed in family day care homes than in large
centers, but the question of which type uf setting is best for children remains an
open yuestion ~one that should have been settled long agu, but has not been There
15 some evidence, provided by Sandra Scarr's research group, that for children
under three, family day care homes may be superior in man, ways (McCartney, K,
et al, 1982) [2] On the other hand, Mary Keyserling (1982 in Windous on Day Cure
[R1 £sints vut serious problems with family day care

The mayor problem is the difficulty of cuntrolling the quality of famuly duy care It
1s very likely that both the best and worst of day care situations take place in
family day care hivmes The vast majurity are unliensed They are difficult to I
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cense, much less to monitor, because there are su many, and because many of then
go 1 and out of business rupidly The Federal rule should involve providing seed
money and incentives to the states tu increase the visibihity of fanuly day care
humes and tu encourage hicensure or registration of them One note worthy appruach
to family day cure, such as the Pacific Oaks model, involves clustering famuly day
vare intu networks where they can provide mutual support tu une another, helping
tu assure quality of care It is alsu iImportant tu start educating parents about what
tio look fur in regard tu the quality and safety of such arrangements for their chil-
dren
Most recent discussivns of day care have focused un children of pre-school age
However, we should not luse sight of the fact that about two-thirds of the need for
day care 1y fur schoul aged Juldren (6-11 whose parents both work An estimated
2 4 million suck children are left alune to fend fur themselves for a sigmificant por-
tivn of each day (Schoul-Age Child Care Project, 1951 [1] These * latchkey ™ children
dare more vulnerable to mjury frum acadents and from sexual and other kinds of
assault For this age group. 'believe that there is o relatively inexpensive solution
to the problem The sulution ivolves parent-schoul partnerships in which the school
butldings, which are already huusing these cluldrer, fur most of the day. are used tu
house them fur a few mure hours These extra hours should be supervised nut by
teachers (which would be too expensives but by o Child Development Associate, a
graduate of o much shorter cumpetency-based program This s vne area in which
the Reagan Admuustration has provided important leadership, especially through
the efforts of the Office of Human Development under Dorcas Hardy OlfD has re-
cently distributed an RFP designed to assist states and municipalities 1n the identi-
fication and implementation of effective school age dayeare programs
It 15 (lear that modern American suciety 1> not in the position of choosing fur or
aganst supplemental care fur a large percentage of its children The only vperative
questions have to dv with affordability and quality The current situation forces tov
many children into 'ess than adequate child care arrangements, and the research
woncerning the negati.e effec.s of inadequate care 1s dear Inadequate day care has
lasting negative effects on vie intellectual and swciv-emotional development of the
children experienung such care 1t has been assuciated with cognitive and language
deficits, as well as deficits in regard to suaial relations with parents and untanuliar
adults It would be irresponsible fur us tu fail tu choose fur the availabthity of high
quality supplemental child care for all of America's children who need it Child de- |
velupment experts have pretty sound ideas about what constitutes quality of care, |
that's not the prublems The problens 1s whether we have the will and the imagina- }
tion to develop social pohicy that makes such care available |
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Chairman MiLer. Thank you.

Dr. Tompkins.

STATEMENT OF RACHEL TOMPRINS, ED.D., DIRECTOR,
CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND, WASHINGTON, DC

Ms> Tomrrins. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, |
am Ruachel Tumipkins, executive director of the Childrengs Defense
Fund 1 am testifying today on behalf of our president, Marian
Wright Edelman, who sadly is unable to be here. o

CDF is delighted that the committee is beginning its mmn
of child care and providing a public forum in which we can debate
policies that affect many American farailies The supply of child
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care lags so far behind the demand that more than one in six
American children 13 years old and under may be going without
care. The need for infant care and after-school care has been high-
lighted by the other two witnesses. I will not go into any of the
numbers that are in my v ritten testimony.

Mothers work out of economic necessity. Close to one-fifth of all
families with children under 18 years of age are headed by women
with no husband present. Married women are also essential provid-
ers of family income. Among married women who work outside the
home, 27 percent have husbands who earn less than $10,000, 73
percent have husbands who eain less than $20,000. The average
?ignsglle mother with children is far worse off, earning only $9,495 in

As Harper’s magazine describes it, 80 percent of American work-
ing women are employed in traditional women's jobs. They spend
their days waiting on tables, typing letters, emptying bedpans and
cleaning offices. On the average they earn just over 510,000 a year
You cannot buy very much child care on that kind of salary.

The lack of affordable child care is a major factor in keeping
women and children in poverty. A Census Bureau survey deter-
mined recently that 45 percent of single women with children and
36 percent of low-income women with family incomes under
$15,000 would work if child care were available at a reasonable
cost.

Lack of affordable child care also restricts the training and edu-
cational upportunities that allow women to advance and perhaps
earn the additional income that would allow them to purchase
quality child care. One of every five or six women is unemployed
because she is unable to make satisfactory child care arrange-
ments.

Let me give you an example that is typical of many of the
women who are seeking child care. In Washington State a single
parent mother with three young children ages 8§, 4, and 1 has been
struggling to keep her family together and to move off welfare. A
year and a half ago because she had problems with alcohol she
placed her 4-year-old in foster care. She turned to Alcoholics Anon-
ymous for help. She got help through that and some other pro-
grams.

She got her life together. She got her son back home. She got a
scholarship to attend a beauty school. However, the lack of child
care for mothers on AFDC who are enrolled in training programs
in Washington State has not made it possible tu tuke advantage of
the scholarship. She has been a real advocate. She has gone to a lot
of people for help. However, the policy remains and she cannot
move ahead to gain the skills that she needs. She continues today
on welfare.

Obviously child care is a shared responsibility between families,
the Government, and the private sector. However, there is simply
no doubt that low inconie women must have help from the Govern
ment if they are to be able to purchase quality child care.

The average costs for child care are high. The range of costs we
have for child care rangcs frum the very lowest of $1,200 a year for
family day care up to over 35,000 a year if the child is in center-
based case. If we lovk again at the income level of the families we
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are talking about, around $10,000, it becomes very clear that it 1s
extremely difficult to purchase adequate care.

Naturally it hits the poorest families the hardest. More than one-
fifth of all children live in houscholds with incomes below the pov-
erty level Dr. Kamerman has pointed out the danger of the two-
tier system. This is something we are very concerned about.

The statistics on the numbers of 3- and {-year-old children from
middle and upper income families who are in preschool programs
compared to the number of low income puor children who are in
those programs is of great concern to us.

The dependent care tax credit, our largest Federal program, costs
about 31.5 billion It is available to all families regardless of income
and it provides important help to lower middle income families.
But it will not affect this discrepancy described by Dr. Kamerman.
Low income families have limited disposable income. They cannot
purchase child care up front and then receive it as a tax credit.
That does not help them sufficiently

A woman earning $10,000 a year would kave to pay approximate-
ly 25 percent of her income, or $2,400, to purchase center-based
care That is more than twice as much as the 10 percent of income
that is considered reasonable for child care expenditures.

These problems are also exacerbated by the fact that over the
last 3 years existing child care supports for low-income families
have been drastically cut. Title XX was cut by 21 percent in 1981.
The other direct subsidy for child care programs, the child care
food program, was also cut in 1981, The impact of that has been
demonstrated in a study that the Children's Defense Fund did of
all 50 States on the effects of the title XX cutbacks on child care.

Thirty-two States are providing title XX child care to fewer chil-
dren in 1983 than they did in 1981. Thirty-one States have altered
their eligibility standards and made it harder for families to
become eligible Nineteen Stutes have increased fees. Twenty-four
States have reduced funds for traning. Thirty-three States have
lowered their standards and 10 States have been creative and have
shifted from providing child care to low-income families through
title XX to reimbursing those families for their child care expenses
through AFDC title IV-A child care disregard.

Under the disregard, the family makes its own child care ar-
rangements, pays for the child care out of pocket, and then those
expenses are disregarded or subtracted from their earned income
when caleulating their AFDC payment. This results then in the
fanuly receiving a larger AFDC grant or, thus. a ‘reimbursement”
for their child care costs

The problems with this are, again, the disposable imcome prob
lem The family has limited income to pay for child care up front.
Second, they are limited to ¢ maximum child care disregard of
160, regardless of the cost of care Families have to locate their
own sources of care, which often are not required to meet any
standards of quality

Child care providers vpertate on a very hnited margin. They are
low income operations themselves They cannot afford to carry
families who cannot pay for & couple of months And AFDC bene-
fits tn States are simply intolerably low, forang the families to
choose between child care and basiwe health and food
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Because of the method in which the child care disregard is used
to calculate, there is a Catch-22 which means that families may
even get less income when the AFDC disregard is used than when
title XX is used to provide child care.

What do all these changes mean in terms of children? They
mean that a large number of children have lost child care in the
last couple of years. Between 8,000 and 12,000 New York State chil-
dren have lost day care purchased for them by public funds. [llinois
has gone from serving 28,000 to serving 18,000. Delaware has
halved its subsidized slots from 2,000 to 995. Virginia has gone
from serving 19,000 to 15,000. It goes on and on. They have done
this by a variety of means, but fewer children are being served.

Second, the budget cuts have fueled the development of the two-
tier system. In order to keep their dorrs open, some child care cen-
ters have begun to serve fewer low income children and families.
New policies have eliminated child care for these families or result-
ed in fees that poor famiiies cannot pay. Programs are simply
taking fewer subsidized children. We have many examples of that
from around the country in our testimony.

Another thing that is happening that is of great concern is that
children are being shifted to less supportive child care arrange-
ments. Given the testimony of the two earlier witnesses about the
importance of quality care, this is something that is of great impor-
tance to us. It is estimated that one-sixth of children affected by
the funding cuts, over the last 2 years in New York State are being
regularly left unsupervised.

In my own home State of West Virginia, 739 West Virginia fami-
lies lost child care. Some 563 of these families responded to a ques-
tionnaire recently regarding their current child care arrangements.
A total of 391  hildren had experien-ed some kind of change in
child care arrangements.

What that means to a 2-year-old or a 3-year-old or 4-year-old who
is leaving a known, comfortable child care arrangement with an
adult that hus been caring for them and going to some new place is
hard to describe, but it is important to try to understand.

Seventy-nine of those children in the West Virginia study were
caring for themselves. There s no more puignant example of the
lack of care than in John Merrow's film, “Your Children, Our Chil-
dren”’—the child care {ilm in that series of seven that is now on
public television.

It shows a 6-year-old now caring for his 17-month-old sister while
the mother works at a fast food restaurant. The only alternative
she had between 3.00 and 6.00 p.m. in the afternvon was to have a
B-year-old care for the 17-month-old.

We did not have a good system to begin with. Our patchwork
child care system has always been terribly inadequate. Although
many families using Title XX child care are headed by single
women, short-sighted policies limit child care for mothers enrolled
in school or training programs, denying themn the oppottunity to
gain the skilis necessary to move out of poverty, to have a shot at
the jobs that provide higher income that would allow them to buy
child care und move toward self sufficiency. We give women a little
bit in these situations but not enough to have them really make it.

36




32

Child care is also subsidized by the low wages of workers. Two
out of three center-based care givers earn wages below the poverty
level, while 87 percent of family d=y care providers earn below the
minimum wage.

Let me say a word about the private sector and child care. An
expanded private sector role in child care is vital. If we are going
to have a patchwork quilt of child care services in this country—
and in some ways it makes a great deal of sense. There are diverse
needs out there and so having a lot of patches that cover those
needs makes a lot of sense, but let us be realistic about the role of
the private sector.

Dr Kamerman has provided a great deal of information on this.
If the private sector’s role is not accompanied by an expanded
public r. ., millions of lower and lower middle income families and
children will be without adequate child care support. The majority
of employer-sponsored child care is indeed in hospitals, places
where there is a need to attract employees by providing incentives.

When child care is provided in an on-site center, its costs can be
beyond the reach of lower income employees. Senator Hatch held a
hearing this November on private sector initiatives. The two com-
panies testifying highlight the problem. Both First Atlanta Bank
and Zale Corporation do not offer employees a reduced rate
through a sliding scale. This means that the lowest income employ-
ees of those two firms are frozen out of the on-site center.

For many firms employing low skilled workers and suffering
from the effects of the recession, new benefits are the last issue to
be brought to the bargaining table. In fact, employers are increas-
ingly offering child care assistance through salary reduction pluns
which again are most beneficial to higher income families.

If you make $100,000 a year and you employ a $10,000 a year
housekeeper, you can take a $5,000 a year writeoff on your taxes.
But it does not help much for those women, the majority of whom
are earning less than $15,000 a year. In addition, 50 percent of
American workers are employed by firms with fewer than 100
workers Sinall firms usually cannot afford this kind of experimen-
tation unless positive outcomes can be reasonably expected.

Information and referral, which is definitely needed in most com-
munities across America, is very helpful if there is care out there
that is available and affordable. But an information and referral
systern that helps someone find absolutely the most wonderful
child care in the world and that they cannot afford does not help
very much.

A recent study by Kristin Anderson of 10 indusiries in New York
City looking at the attitudes and practices of 80 city employers and
5 unions discuvered that on the whole companies are cautious
aboéxtdproceeding and waiting to see what other companies in their
field do.

Her final recommendation was interesting. It is critical that th
business community play a role 1n impressing on Federal, State
and city guvernment that it is in business’ best interest for govern-
ment to continue and expand subsidized child care services. The
rule of business in providing child care assistance will continue to
expand, but public and private complementarity is essential if New
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child care needr of all working parents.

There is no easy way out of the enormous dilemma we face, both
in terms of the accessibility and affordability of child care. Public
investment is essential if lower nuddle income and lvwer income
fumilies are to meet their child care needs. It is another one of
those investments in children that is worth making not vnly for
our future but also for the current needs of workers today.

Thank you.

[Prepared statement of Rachel Tompkins fcliows:]

PRepARED STATEMENT OF Ractiet, ToMpkins, Eb D, Exec¢ TiveE DiRbCTOR, CHILDREN »
DerFeNsE Fu s

Mr Chairman, mebers of the Comnuttee, [ am executive director of the Chal-
drea’s Defense Fand CDF 15 a natonal public charity created tu provide o lung-
range and systematic vowe un behalf of the nation s Children We are organized into
four program areas eduvation vhild health, child welfare, and Child care and fanly
suppurt services We address these issues through research, public education, muni-
turing of federal and state adnunistrative and legislative policies and practices, net-
wurk building, techmcal assistance to natwnal state, and lwal group, Litigation,
community organizing, and formation of specific ssue coalitions

We are heartened that the Select Comnuttee un Chaldren, Youth, and Fanulies
has decided to fucus un Jld’care and tu provide a furum tu discuss pussible solu-
tins to a serious problem shared by many Amernican famhes

The supply of child care lags so far behind the demund that mwre than one 1n six
American Children 13 years old and under, .ncduding many preschoolers, may be
going without ware The need for infant care 1s steadily Jimbing as 1y the demand
for after sshoul programs so that young children are not left waiting up to four
hours @ day 1 empty homes, i school yards, or un neyhborhoud streets while par-
ents work The labor furce partipation of mothers with children has increased dra-
matically e the last torty vears Only 19 percent of women with children under age
I~ were an the labor force in 1947 1o contrast, b0 percent of these women were em-
pluyed 1in 1982 a threefuld increase 1n about JO years As more and more parents of
soung children work (hild care needs will become an even greater problem

Furty one percent of mothers with chiddren under une are i the labor furce

Almost {6 percent of mothers with cheddren under age three are an the labor
foree
‘ Almost 77 pereent of mothers with children ages three to five are an the labor
oree
By 1990 a1 least halt ot .l preschool (hildren - 115 pullion - will have mothers 1
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York City 15 to huve child care system that equitably addresses the

the labor torce. as will about 60 percent 172 nullion ot all school.age children

Child care 1> important to mary tamilies

Each sear 600,000 babies are burn to teenage parls Without «ild care these
young mvthers wall find it nearly impossible tu return tu school and complete their
education

There are approximately 500,000 handicapped children unde, age six and 37 mil
Liou handicapped school age (huldren in this country whuse parents need adequate
child care so they can work to help meet their children’s special needs

There are over 6U0.D00 abused and neglected children in America who need (ld
vare to protect them frum harm and to prevent either a recurrence of abuse ur the
need to separate them from their families

Mothers work out of economic necessity

Cluse to onetifth of all fumilies with children under 18 years of age are headed by |
women, with nu husband present Anwng blacks, 4 pervent of children Live with |
therr mother only  These temale hends of households are the prinapal svurces of |
support fur their fanulies Married wumen are alsu essbntial providers of tamily }
inwonie  Amonyg married wonien whu work vutside the hume, 27 percent have hus- |
bands whu earn less than 310,000, 51 percent have husbands who earu less than
215,000, and 73 percent have husbands who earn less than 320,000

The average single mother with children s far worse off earming only 39,495 1n
19%1

As Harper s magazine describes it Epchty percent of American working wumen
are emploved i tradiional women s jobs They spend thiar days waiting on tables, ‘
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tping letters emptang bedpans, and Jdeamng offices On average thes sarn just
over 10000 4 vear’

Lack ot atturdable chuld card as o magor factor in heeping women and Juldren i
poserty

A recent Consus Bureau surves ashed women who were not an the labor torce
whether they would work st chuld care were avalable at o reasonable wnt Forty -
five percont of sigle women replied yes as did 36 percent of low-ncome wonve 1
with tamuly incomes under 315,000 The U8 Commission on Cinal Rights notes that
the inability to lucate affordable duld Care restricts not only wonien s empluyment
and tranung vppurtunitios but also their ability to partiapate i tederally supported
education prograins A nunber of studies have shown that approumately one of
every five or six women s unemployed because she s unable to ke salisfactory
Juld care darrangements The unemploy ment rate for single mothers waith cldren
under sivc s nearls 20 percent

A mother i Massachusetts talks about the unportance of Child care to her ability
to work

Things are very ditficult for me finanaally right now, but | m glad 1 have not
lost miv day vare totally as T thought T mught at vae point last vear | nced day care
su [ van work and attend school Even though the incentive s not there to work, |
telt trapped in the welfare system Day care has given mie b leedom to get an
education so that Toan get employment and sonw day get totally out of the wellare
ssstem

Secretary Margaret Hedkler shares this mother’ s sentiments  Avalability of ade-
Yeate day care bs an essentied element ib wellare mothers or others with vounyg chal-
dern are to work

Chuld care help tor mothers seeking to gan the traiming necessary to obtain jobs
md 1income to move thar families out of poverty is hard to find

The tollowini mothers are not aty prcal

A Washington State single pareut mother with three sounyg Chaildre 1+ ages eght,
tour, and one struggled to heep her tamly together and mwove ol dependence on
welbare N year and o half ago, she placed her tour year old i foster Care because
she vould not hamdle his disapline problems She turned to Aloholics Anony mous
t help her wpe with her own alcohol problin A parent-aide volunteer group also
helped her She grew stromger and took her son back home She also recenved a
scholarship to at’end a beauty ~chivol However, the ladk of chitd care for mothers
on AFIX® who are eurolled in trawang programs i Washuneton has not made it pos
sible tor her to take advantage of the scholarship She sought to get child care help
turming to legislators and others However, the policy remains and she cannot moyve
ahead to ain the shills she needs to wove off dependence on welfare

Jane Anderson had a baby in the tall of her senior yvear in high school She
vartied her high school diploma by attending apeaal dasses for adolescent parents
that induded o nursery for the babies Jane s married the baby s lather but 1t did
not work and Jane lett home with her child

Atter aovear of dopendence on AFDC Jane deaded to go to a school su she would
eventually support her child and herself In May she applied for an educational
kroant and pot on the wating list for child care assistatice so she could to to schoul 1n
September When she chedhed un child care assistance i August she was told that
tunds were sull not available In November a statf mesber called Jane and told her
Hinds were avadible Jane reported that she had torfeied her educational grants
because she could not pay for child care herself '

Mrs Brown's husband left her with two preschool Children She tried to find o job
to support the chaldren and herselt Becaase she Tacked tormal traning or special
shalls the jubs open to her were at the minmum wagee level Her gross income would
be %0 and her chuld care would cost 3365 Taxes and work expenses would take up
part of the renae 3215 She wants (o work to preserve her selt-esteem and digni-
' so she apphied tor Cild care assistance Her pame was added to the wating hist
aid she was advised that it nuight be a year betore funds were avarlable fur her
Jhdd ware: Mres Brown then deaded to 20 tu school su she wuld increase her gjob
potential She needed Child care assistance w order to go to school and. agaun, her
vanit was put onc the waiting st and she was told she may have to wait tor avear
Lo survive tinandcally. Mres Brown apphied for and resened AFDC payments of 3500
{month

Obviousts, child care 1s 1 shared responaibiaty between tanihes, the governiment,
aud the private sector Howeser, there s no doubt low income women must have
help trom the government if they are to be able to purchase quahity (ild dare

Average costs tor chald care are hyh
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AVERAGE CHILD CARE COSTS

Infant (under 2 years—group or center. $3,000-35,000 per year, fanuly day care
$1,800-33,500 per year.

Child_(3-5 years)—group or center. $2,200-33,200 per year, family day care.
$1,200-32,200 per year.

Child (school age)—3$10-350 per week.

These costs naturally hit the poor the hurdest Mure than one fifth of all children
live in households with incomes below the poverty evel. Amoung blacks, 40 7 percent
of all families with children live below the poverty level. The poverty level uf single-
parent families headed by women s particularly high. more than 27 percent of
white female-headed single-parent famxﬁes are below the poverty line, as are a stag
gering 56.2 percent of black families headed by women alone.

These high costs of .are are contributing to a two tier system of care for our
youngest children:

According to Dr _Sheila Kamerman. "Enrollment rates of children in preschool
programs are significantly higher when mothers have larger income and more edu-
cation Fifty three percent of three tu four years olds with median ur higher incomes
attended a preschool program in 1982 as contrasted with unly 29 percent uf those in
lower income families Enrollment rates increase as mother’s education levels nise
and still more when mothers are empioyed. Not only is there growing use of pre-
school as a child care service for the three, four, and five year olds with working
mothers, but there s an especially high use by affluent, educated, working families
Because most of these programs are private and relatively expensive, such high use
by the more affluent raises serious questions about the consequences for these chil-
dren in lower incume famil.es without access to such programs whether or not their
mothers work.”

A Dependent Care Tax Credit, which 1s our largest child care program, costing
almest $1 3 billlon, and available to all families regardless of income can provide
impottant help tv lower muldle incume families but it will nut affect tlie discrepancy
which is described by Dr Kamerman Families with Limited disposable income are
simply not the primary beneficiartes of this appruach to subsidy. A woman earning
$10,000 & year would have to pay approximately 30 percent of her income or $3,U00
to purchase center based care. This is three times as much as the ten percent of
income that 1s considered reasonable fur child care expenses. Young mothers en-
rolled in school or training programs with limited or no incomes cannot use a tax
credit to help them meet their child care needs.

The need for direct support 1s highlighted in the experience of the Dade County
Florida school system when it upened s county wide after school program. It leads tv
a concern that after school child care may also be a service primarily geared to
middle income families Unless a subsidy is avadlable, luwer-income families do not
have the surplus income tu pay the extra $13 to $25 a week for these programs. One
hundred ten of Dade County’s public elementary schuols are running self-supporting
after schoul programs But unly 6,000 children vut uf a prujected 9,000 are attending
Enrullment 15 luwest in the district’'s pourest schouls where parents cannot pick up
the 315 a week per child enrollment fee. There is no shding scale which takes
income or number of chuldren in the fanuly enrulled into consideration. We hear
simuilar repourts frum child care pruviders who have unsuccessfully attempted to set
up schoul age programs in luw incume neighbuthuuds without sugsxdles to families

Existing child care supports for luw income families have been drastically cut

At CDF, we were concerned about what was happening to child care support fur
families at the lower end of the econumic spectrum There are only two federal pro-
grams providing significant direct support for child care The Chxrd Care Food Pro-
gram which funds meals to children 1n child care centers and family day care
homes wus cut by 30 percent in 1981 The Title XX Social Services Block Grant was
reduced by I1 percent We deuded tu focus on Title XX as the must important feder-
al source of this suppurt We surveyed 16 states and the District uf Columbia to de-
termine the impact of the cuts in Title XX on child care The results were alurming
and vontribute tv the concern about a dual system of child care The 21 percent in
Title XX has triggered equivalent or greater cuts in state child care systems
thruughout the country 32 states are providing Title XX child care to fewer chul-
dren 1n 1983 than tn 1981 and have cut their Taitle XX expenditures for child care
16 states have cut Title XX expenditures for child care more than 21 percent, ]
states have accumplished reductiuns in the number of children served by making it
harder fur families to become eligible, 19 states have increased fees for services, im-
posed mintnium fees or allowed cupayments for Title XX child care, 24 states have
reduced funds fur training child care workers, 33 states have lowered their child
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care standards for Title XX programs, 10 states have shifted from providing child
care to low-income working faniilies on AFDC through Title XX to rermbursing
these families for their child care expenses through AEDC'S Title IV-A Child Care
Disregard However, this program is not equally beneficial to families because of
many problems, including the fact that it forces very poor families to choose be-
tween i)aymg a child care provider and basic necessities such as food. clothing and
medical care

A move by a number of states to support our lowest mcome children—those
L&ihose families need AFDC—through the Title IV-A Child Care Disregard is trou-

ing

Since 1981 Colorado, Hawaii, Kansas, Michigan, Montana, North Dakota, Rhode
I.land, South Dakota, Vermont, and Washington State have completely shifted
funding for child are for employed families receiving AFDC from Title XX to
AFDC’s Titie IV-A Chitd Care Disregard.

The way in which these two programs work, however, 1s very different. Under
Title XX, the family’s child care costs are paid for either through a contract or
grant with a particular child care center or family day care home or through a
voucher to the family Under the Title IV-A disregard, the family must make its
uwn child care arrangements and pay vut-of-pocket for these services The state
then “'disregards” these child care expenses (substracts them from the family's
carned income! when calculating the aniount of the family's AFDC grant. This re-
sults 1n the family's receiving a larger AFDC grant, or “reimbursement” for its
child care costs.

Unlike Title XX, the Title IV-A Child Care Disregard is open ended. The federal
government will reimburse states for at least 50 percent of their costs for AFDC
benefits regardless of how high the total cost climbs

Thus. states rresumably can use AFDC to pay for at least part of the child care
costs of low inLume wurking families on AFDC and free up their limited Title XX
dollars for other services This would appear to be a creative approach to child care
financirg

However, there are serious drawbacks to the Child Care Disregard that result in
the program’s funding an unstructured and inadequate child care system for poor
families

The reasons that the Title IV-A Disregard does not work well for famihes are
numerous First, fam.hes are Limited to a maximum child care disregaid of only
¥160 a month per child, (egardless of the cost of care States can set even lower
maximums for part-tilne care This limits families’ access to quality care that may
actually cost far more

Second. child care centers that receive Title XX funding must meet minimum
state or other applicable standards regarding the quality of care they provide
Under Title IV A, 'fanulies must locate their own sources of child care, which often
are not required to meet symilar standards for quality

Third, through the Title IV-A Disregard, families with exceedin tly low incomes
wre_reimbu after the fact for child care expenses. Because a family's current
AFDC benefits are caliulated on the family's expenses for the previvus month, these
benefits may not reflect increases in current chlﬁ‘; care costs

Often, a family's day care costs are not reflected in the AFDC grant until two
nonths later However, welfare families cannot afford tu carry this expense in the
mterim And many child care programs, which are also uperating on limited budget,
cannot wait one or twu months for the famuly to receive its AFDC check and pay for
services provided

Fourth, AFDC benefits in most states are intolerably low, faling tv provide even
1 maximum level of decency A famuly’s out-of-pocket costs for child care must «om-
pete with other, even more basic needs, such as heat. food, and clothing. Because
the 3160 4 mcqth cap on child care deductions does not reflect the real cost of
~are which orten ranges between 32,200 and 33,200 a year for center-based pro-
grams in urban areas—a family must be willing to make up the difference iIf it
-hovses care in a child care center Poor wurking families on AFDC simply cannot
affurd to make up this difference Only four states, New York, Colurado, Wisconsin,
ind lowa, make Title XX funds available tu supplement the AFDC money a family
has available for child care expenditures

Finally . because of the methad in which the Child Care Disregard is used to calcu-
Late a faraily’s AFDC grant, these families can end up with less avmlable income
than working AFDC fanulies who recenve child care support through Titie XX The
hild Care Disregard is subtracted frum a family’s earned incor.e before the 330
tad 'y disregard iwhich increases the size of u famuy’s AFDC grant by disregarding
2t and 'y oof the famuly’s earnings befure the size of the grant iy calculated) Be-
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cause a family’s child care expenses are subtracted frum its earnings first, the size
of the $30 and '3 disregard 1s lowered. If, on the other hand, the family’s child care
costs were paid through Title XX, the family could receive a larger $30 and 's disre-
gard for working families after they have been on AFDC for four months )

Many state officials express concern that funding child care through Title IV-A
results 1n an inadequate catch-as-catch-can system for low-incume Jhildren. “Cost of
Day Care 1n FY 82 Savings of the Transfer to IV-A,” a study by the Michigan De-
partment of Social Services, is the sole formal analysis on the effects of the switch
to funding child care with Title IV-A rather than Title XX. It reveals a decline 1n
the use of child care centers and a corresponding increase in the use of family day
care homes The number of AFDC families using center care dropped from 21.2 per-
cent of the total in Aprii 1981 to 5 percent. in April 1982,

The number of children who have lost child care are disquieting.

Between 8,400 and 12,000 New York state children have lost day care purchased
for them by public funds between 1981 and 1983 The day care losses have directly
hit the working poor Since 1981, nine counties have totally eliminated Title XX
subsidies to these families. There are now 34 counties in New York with nu subs:dy
for non-AFDC working families.

Illinois has gone from serving 28,100 children to 18,000

Delaware has gone from serving 2,039 children to 995

Virginia has gone from serving 19,505 children to 15,681

Pennsylvania has gone from serving 23,700 children to 21,786

Nevada has gone from serving 879 children to 457.

Iowa has gone from serving 1,729 children to 1,200

New Hampshire has gone from serving 4,000 children to 3,000

West Virginia has gone from serving 5,200 children to 3,900

Budget cuts fuel the development of a two tier system

Federal, state, and local budget cuts h.ve placed great strains un Jhild vare ven
ters and family day care homes already receiving fragmented and inadeyuate sup-
port In order to keep their doors open, somne child care centers have begun to serve
fewer low income children and families. New policies have eliminated child care fur
these families or resulted in fues that poor families cannot pay. Centers have
switched to a greater number of high income families who can pay. A state day care
administrator comments “‘Prugrams are taking fewer subsidized <hildren und mure
whose parents can afford to pay privately fur their care. Instead uf taking ten state-
funded children, they are taking two.” This pattern can be seen across the country.

In January 1980, two child care centers in Black Hawk Courty, Iowa, served a
total of 12 fee-paying children and 3% poor children subsidized under Title XX. In
November 1982, the venters served 60 children whose parents paid full costs and
only 43 children who received Title XX assistance

In Wilmington, L laware, the Salvation Army opened a center to serve the chil-
dren of v:orking poor families. Recently, it faced the pruspect uf Jlusing because of
dwindling enrollment About twu—thmfs uf 1ty children used tu be sasbsidized by
Title XX; now only about one-third receive subsidies

A Grand Rapids, Michigan, day care center used tu serve 5o children, all of whom
received public subsidies Nuw the venter serves 31 children, nune of whom receives
a subsidy

Children are being shifted to less supportive child care arrangments

The results of federui, state, and local cutbacks 1n child care from wumen who are
strugghng to improve their fanuly's situation through empluyment ur training are
extremely painful

Children are being left alune ur Liave been switched tu less familiar, and often less
supportive, child care arrangements

A survey of selected families indicates that the luss uf subsidy 1n New York state
has resulted in increased numbers of children left alune A state study of Westihest
er County concludid thai uhe loss ui day ware inereased riskh of maltreatment or ne
gleet Sume parents chuse tu leave wourk altugether and tu gu un welfure rather than
tu neglect thewr children Many struggled tu pay the fees uf venters, uften unsuciess
fully Others placed Juldren intu the cure of vlder siblings Stil] uthers were forved
intu tnadequate babysitting urrengements where nutrition. stimulation, and Jkald
develupment were lacking Fur sume children, arrangements were sporadic, result
ing in harmful shifting from caretaker tu caretaker [t is estimated that at least
vne sixth of children affected by funding cuts are regularly left unsupervised

Low incume wurking families lust day care in Monroe County in 1981, 293 families
earning an average of 310,000 were affected A survey conducted to deternsine the
effects un families and Jhildren twu years after the cuts revealed that 59 famibes
began receiving AFDC after the subsidy cuts, 33 percent of ail Jhildren were wur-
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rently in at least one child cu-e arranpement which causes parents to worry, and
almost one-third of the respondents reported using methods to juggle finances in-
cluding not buying adequate food, clothing or medicine for the famuly

In 1981, 739 West Virginia fanulies lust child care Some 563 of these fanulies re-
spunded tu a yuestionnaire regarding their current child care arrangements A total
of 391 children had experienced some type of change in child care arrangements.
We need to luok at this change from the viewpoint of two, three, and four year ulds
who are forced to leave familiar waregivers and friends Seventy-mine children were
caring for themselves

In Pittsburgh, a combination of Pennsylvania policies—incduding tighter eligibil-
ity criteria and fees for services—resulting in over 200 children lusing child care
services, 10 percent of the total nuniber being served Some parents quit work One
parent commented. ' I'mi forced to leave my child in the care of an unlicensed baby-
sitter whom I don’t trust as much as the licensed day care provider " Another
mother says. "My children ure no longer with me because I couldn't find day care
The (hildren are with their grandparents.” Many older children have been furced tu
stay home from school to care for preschool brothers and sisters

Federal and state cutbacks 1 Tatle XX are damuaging a patchwork child care
system that was never adequate

Even before 181, families earning little more than poverty-level wages were not
thigble for child care assistance in many states Fur example, Texas Linuts child
care subsidies to families earning 47 percent or less of the state's meédian income, vr
F1L006 for a fanuly of fuur While Towa himits help to families earning 38 percent of
their median income which  below the poverty level

In many states, inflexible inconie guidelines regarding who wan receive Title XX
thild care penalize parents who experience small wage increases Muthers refuse
promutions because even a sunimal pay tneredase van lead to the loss of a $2.500 a
year child care subsidy

Although most fanilies using Title XX child care are headed by single women,
shurt sighted state and county rules hmit child care for mothers enrolled n school
or tramning programs, denying them the uppurtumity to gain the skills necessary to
muve out of puverty There are very few child care programs targeted to adolescent
mothers Buth mothens in high school and thuse in training program. face lusing
their child care support once they finish schooling or traimung or wurse yet. pulicies
which du nut even allow support tv enable them tv wmplete school or fimish a tra:n-
ing program

Child care s subsidized by the low wagers of wurkers Two out of three center-
based caregivers earn wages below the poverty level while 87 pervent of family day
care providers edarn below the munmum wage  Approximatels 75 percent of the
costs of child care are salaries

Elgible Title XX fanulies wmpete for hmited slots The few states that matntain
a furmal waiting Iist for Title XX lunded Child care highlight the unmet need Mos-
sachusetts has d waiting List of 5,000 chuldren, Florida, 4,000, Georgi, over 5,000
And these states do not keep count vt the mothers who fail to sign up on the wait-
ing List but walk away in frustration aud anger The situation of families who wait
Is often desperate

A child care progran located 1ina suburb outside Philadelphia serves abuut 352

children funded by Title XX IS average waiting list 15 1 excess of 100 chidren
Parents must wait well uver a year to recesse help One mother on the waiting hist
unvomfurtable with the haphazard Child care arrangenients she had to make, quit
her Job and turned to wellare Another ledaves her sia and seven year old home
alone after school

An expanded private sector role i il cai - vital However, 1f 1t 15 not accom-
pattitd by aic capanded public role, nulhons ot lower and lower-nuddle icome fami-
lies and children will be without adequate child care support

Tu date, the miggority of employer sponsored chald care projects have been concen-
trated mindustries such as huspitals, banks, aud other industries which view chld
care as anncentive nthe reardatment of workers i deniand vecupations Hospitals
siahe up alpost half of the wer 800 employers who provide some child care assist-
ance to families The remaming 00 cplosers offer benefits ranging frum noon
Lune senmars b parenting o a duld aare center at the work place While services
such as Information aid Referral are hey to a viable cnld care systenm, they do not
offer lower mcome tambies the dollars they need o purchase adequate ehild care

When Jhild care is povaded at an onsite center, its costs can be beyond the reach
of lower icome emplosees Scnator Hatch held o hearimg this November on private
sector batives The two compaties testufving highlyghted the problem Both First
Atlanta Baak and he Zale Corporation do not stfer emplovees a reduced rate
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through a sliding scale This serves tv deny luwest incume employees the benefits of
the on-site center.

For many firms employing low shilled .curkers and suffering from the effects of
the recession, new benefits ure the last issue to be bruught tu the bargaining table.
In fact, employers are increasingly offering child care assistance through a salury
reduction plan which 1s again most beneficial ts higher income empluyees Families
must earn at least $15,000 to $18,000 to gain any benefit from such an approach
while those 1n the highest tax brackets stand to gain the largest benefit.

Given the nature of employer involvement, it 1s clear that those working parents
currently benefiting frum these initiatives are usually not those with the greatest
need According tu Dana Friedman, a well-known child care expert. "Because there
15 little demand for unshilled labor, employers of this population have not felt the
need tu spend resources to provide child care fur their empluyees Furthermure, 50
percent of American Workers are empluyed by firms with fewer than 100 workers
Small firms usually avoid experimentatien uunless positive vuteonies can be reason
ably expected.”

When Kristin Anderson surveyed ten industries in New York City examining the
attitude und practices of 80 uity employers and five uniuns fur the Center for Public
Advucacy Research, she discovered that "on the whole, companies are cautious
about proceeding and waiting to see what other companies in theur field do”

She concludes that child care is not a simple problem for business tu address

“Even when a company is aware of employee difficulties, it 1s not always clear
what 1t shuuld do that 1s appropriate in terms of employees’ needs and equity fur all
employees;

"“As an issue, chuld care has to overcome many overt and covert burriers on the
part of buth eniployers and empluyees befure it becomes an area of wrporate action,

"It 1s not easy tu separate hild care problems from other empluyee difficulties
and research has not convinuingly documented a Jear-cut impact un productivity or

1 job turnover from provision of a child care benefit or service,

“Parents make the dectstons about how their children are .ared for, and since
parents have a tange of preferences und considerations, ¢ company must provide a
range of services within its program;

“A child care program must fit the worporation’s uwn needs, financial situation
and corporate personality:

"Employees’ child care arrangements are tied tu the existing systems that pro-
vide, regulate and subsidize child care -public and private, neighborhuod and
center based —so employcr actions must alsv be taken in .onsideration of these
larger. societal systems

Ms Andersun finally states ‘that there is little reason to believe that employer
imitiatives will replace, ur even significantly supplement the continuing need for
publicly subsidized child care for luw-incume parents in the next five years”

We agree strongly with the report’s final recommendation that. "It 1s critical that
the business community plan a rule in impressing un federal. state, and uty govern
ment that 1t is 1n businesses' best interest fur guvernment to continue and expund
subsidized child vare services. The rule of business in pruviding child care assistance
will continue to expand, but public and private cumplementarity 1s essentisl if New
Yorkh City is to have a child ware system that equitably addresses the child care
needs of all working parents”

There is no easy way vu of the envrmous dilemma that we face both in terms of
aceessibility and affordability of adequate child care. Huowever there is no doubt that
lower incomie families must have help in meeting their child care needs This assist
anw nust come from publiv dollars su that working families are not furced to leave
their children in Child vare situativns which not unly offer them an inadequate pre
school experience but worse yet are potentially harmful

Chairman MiLLER. Thank you very much for all of your testimo-
ny—testimony that I think is rather overwhelming. As we attempt
to try to resolve some of the problems that you have raised with
1espect to the delivery of quality child care it is clear we will have
to acknowledge and respect the complexity of the cases.

One of the things this committee had happily experienced is
great attendance by its members, so it will be the intent of the
Chair to try and enforce the >-minute rule to the extent possible, so
that everybody will get an opportunity for questions.
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Dr Zigler and Dr. Kamerman, you have brought to us the most
startling and disquieting statistic, which is that roughly 45 percent
of women with children under the age of 1 year are now in the
work force. And also, Dr. Zigler, if I am correct you are stating
that the research on the impact of care on infants is, at this point
at least, inconclusive as to whether it is a good or bad experience.

Dr Kamerman, you mentioned the increased attachment of
women to the workplace, that they are staying there up to delivery
of their children and returning sooner. I assume that 1s out of eco-
nomic necessity that we are seeing that.

Ms. KAMERMAN. Yes, very much so. We are seeing it basically be-
cause at the present time we do not have any kind of requirement
that employers, for example, permit women to take off a certain
amount of time at the time of childbirth and have their jobs safe
for them. Of course, we certainly do not have any kind of a policy
that gives women any kind of income protection at that time.

Chairman MiLLER. You have anticipated my question, which I
would like you and Dr. Zigler and Dr. Tompkins to address. As we
start to consider the impact of the increased number of women in
the work force with infants, maternity leave becomes one means of
providing what would otherwise be very expensive care for those
children—care that apparently is also being turned down by pro-
viders because, I assume, of its expense and the limited number of
infants that you can or should be allowed to take care of. Would
you mind expanding on what you see as the concept of in-home
care provided by the mother or spouse of that child?

Ms KaMerMAN. I, and Alfred Kahn, the colleague with whom I
work, have recently completed a national study in the United
States of what employers provide in the way of maternity policies
and leaves. We found that less than 10 percent of working women
in the United States at the present time are covered with the kind
of basic disability insurance protection that would give them
income protection for the approximately 6 to 8 weeks that most
physicians think is the minimum time that a woman needs to re-
cover after childbirth.

In addition to that, however—and remember that means 60 per-
cent of working women do not have such basic protection—when
we look at the numbers of women, working women, who have
unpaid leaves and who are given the right to take such leaves and
have their jobs saved for them, we discovered that at most three-
quatters of the working women are in such a situation.

There is really a very substantial group of women who cannot
even take an unpaid leave and be sure that they will have their job
when they get back after childbirth. Maternity—childbirth—is a
very vulnerable time for women who are in the labor force and
concerned with keeping their job, let alone having any kind of
income protection.

Only five States in the United States have legislation that re-
quires short-term disability insurance and that requires all employ-
ers to provide such benefits. Otherwise, in the other 45 States, it is
strictly up to the largess of the employer. Certainly, where smaller
employers are concerned this is something that they do not rou-
tinely provide.

There are working women who have paid sick leave or can use
their vacation time to cover maternity, but in such cases a woman
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may be left in a situation in which she has 2 weeks or 3 weeks at
the time of maternity, obviously totally inadequate even for physi-
cal convalescence.

Mr. ZiGLER. Let me make two very quick points, Congressman
Miller One is that, while there is disagreement among scholars
about the outcome of infant day care, there is a consensus develop-
ing—and let me be as clear as possible—that what is really best for
the child and for the mother is for them to be together for the first
6 montns of the baby’s life.

This does not mean that women who do not choose to spend six
months with their babies should not have good infant day care. Ac-
tually, Sheila Kamerman and her collaborator Al Kahn have put
out a book recently on the maternity leave that she is talking
i.\bout. I do not think that is the total answer to the Nation’s prob-
em.

We need an even-handed maternity-paternity child care leave in
this country, which is really the only country in the industrialized
world that does not have such a leave policy. There is a distin-
guished panel of scholars, including Sheila Kamerman, currently
working on a national plan custing out what this would cost our
Nation and how it would be implemented, and that plan will be
available to this committee, I would think, in completed form
within about 3 months.

Chairman MirLer. Dr. Tompkins, would you want to comment?

Ms. ToMPKINS. Just to emphasize that most working women do
not have a choice about what they do, and that is really the key
point. Whether you choose to do it through assistance to employers
so that they can be more generous in terms of leave policy or
whether you do it in terms of some form of subsidy, most of the
people you are talking about do not have a choice.

Chairman MILLER Your answer suggests that if we were to reach
agreement that the best experience for that child would be 6
months with the mother we ab slutely have no policy that rein-
forces that determination. We do not have at a 1 inimum job pro-
tection for a mother that chooses to invoke that ¢-month period,
with minimum job protection, and {amily economic pressures are
working in the other direction as well.

This lack of policy seems to me to be one of the key problems you
have raised for this committee this morning.

Dr Tompkins, you said that the tax credit cost the Treasury
roughly hov much?

Ms. Tompkins. $1.5 billion.

Chairman MiLLer. $1.5 billion. And what portion of title XX was
being spent on child care?

Ms. TompKins. Federal title XX, $2.7 billion, roughly 15 percent
of that is being spent on child care. The numbers are not all that
great About $600 million in Federal and State dollars are being
targeted for child care.

Chairman MiLLER. All three panelists spoke about the two-tier
system Would you suggest title XX expenditures are somewhat re-
flective of that situation?

Ms TompkiNs. Yes. Much less than $1 billion in Federal funds is
being spent in direct subsidy either through the child care food pro-
gram or through title XX, and then there are a couple of little
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pots, but basically much less than $1 billion and about $1.3 billion
is being spent through the tax system, mostly going to aid to
middle and upper middle income families and that is reflective of
the tiers, yes.

Chairman MiLLER. Thank you.

Congressman Marriott.

Mr. MARRIOTT. Just to follow up on that quickly, and that is
Head Start, we spend $996 mullion or so on it. You did not include
that in your testimony. Can you tell me why?

Ms. Tompkins. Head Start is a very important program. It serves
3-, 1-, and 3-year-olds, only about 16 to 18 percent of those who are
eligible It is clearly an important preschool program. It does not
address a lot of the other kinds of gaps that we have talked about,
but surely it ought to be included. It is a very important Federal
program.

It generally does not get talked about. It is one of those that fits
in-between. It does not get talked about as a child care program
per se. Most of Head Start is not offered on a full day basis.

Mr. Z1GLER. It should. Can I add something to that?

Mr. MARRIOTT. Yes,

Mr ZiGLer Head Start, what has happened with Head Start is
as follows It is an important program. Let us not mistake Head
Start and day care. The Head Start quality is very high and prob-
ably not necessary for much of the child care need.

What has happened is that because of this tremendous pressure,
especially among the poor, for day care services, what we have had
to do has watered down the real goals of Head Start, which was to
improve children’s development, and instead has turned much of
Head Start into child care—we are kind of bootlegging day care
through the Head Start program. This is costing the Head Start
thrust something, in my opinion, because, as I say, Head Start is a
more expensive program than day care would have to be, I think.

Chairman MILLER. But its original goals were .n terms of child
development.

Mr ZiGLer Exactly, and now they have to take up the slack on
day care also.

Mr Marriorr Thank you very much. Five minutes of questions
of this panel is almost impossible. I will try to give you a couple of
2-minute questions, or how about a 10-second question and a 1%2-
minute answer?

Chairman MILLER. You are using up your time explaining it.

[Laughter.]

Mr. Magriorr. Well, I charged that last one to you.

Two quickies Dr. Zigler, you talked about the supply problems of
infant and toddler care and the tremendous costs in operating fa-
cilities fo- youaun.tere at those ages. Is it realistic that we can de-
velop in this country with vhe cost coustrain.s, acceptable duy care
facilities for children zero to three—to meet the sanitation require-
ments, medical requirements and tremendous job of caring for
young babies?

How do we put together day care facilities for children of this
age given the cost restraints?

Mr ZigLer Well, I think the most cost-effective way of taking
care of babies this age is to make it possible for the mother to take
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care of the baby herself, and that is why I ccotinue to argue in
favor of a paid maternity leave, because you are exactly right. The
realistic cost of infant care is somewhere petween $5,000 and $7,000
a year, and it is unrealistic to assume that many families can
afford that cost of service.

Mr. MaRgriotT. Especially, it seems to me, the people who need
that service most, the poor, who need to work rather than staying
on welfare. If the cost is prohibitive, I do not understand how we
can make it work at those ages. Does anyone else on the panel
have any suggestions as to how we overcome the cost barrier?

Ms. KaMERMAN. Yes. | think we have to place the cost issue in a
larger context. That is, I quite agree with Dr. Zigler that when we
are talking about infants under the age of 6 months we are talking
about one kind of situation, but as we move toward talking about
children, say, that are 2 years old, for example, we are talking
about a very different kind of situation.

And in effect the same issue begins to hold true for children
roughly of this age, that is, roughly 2 through 4 or 5. There are two
aspects to it. One is the economic cost, but the second is that when
their mothers are in the labor force they are increasing the produc-
tivity of the society generally, they are making an economic con-
tribution.

A second issue that I think has to be addressed is that when we
first started to develop public primary schools and when local
school boards and communities began to think about schools,
nobody applied a sharp, precise, cost-benefit test to establishing pri-
mary schosls.

Increasingly, what we know about child development research is
suzgesting that these experiences are very important for young
children and that larger and larger groups of parents who can
make a choice, use them. And so one needs to begin ‘o think about
what we are doing for those children whose parents cannot afford
the choice; these children, too, are our future citizens.

Mr. Marriorr. How much time do I have left, Mr. Chairman?

Chairman MiiLer. You are now using Congressman McKernan's
time.

Congressman McKernan.

Mr. McKERNAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I am fascinated by the different approaches to the best way to
provide for some type of Federal funding for child care, be it tax
credits or direct payments. I would hke to get your opinion on
some type of a sliding scale to the tax credit. You talked about per-
haps doing something based on infant care—giving a larger tux
credit for that.

I would like to have each of you give me your thoughts on
hiaving a greater tax credit based on income as well as parental
care and also how you feel about perhaps having an upper limit on
those who qualify for a tax credit for child care.

Ms> Tomrkins. We have supported vigorously and actively expan-
sion of the sliding scale for the tax credit that is currently being
considered in the House. The adminmstration has propused an
upper limit and, given that we liked having their support for the
general idea of the tax credit and the other portions of that, we
went along with the cap.
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Mr. ZigLeR. I agree. I would say a couple of things. Ore is that
the problem that you are dealing with, the problem of child care, is
not a social class problem. It hits families in every socioeconomic
level. The thing is, we have scarce resources in our society, in any
society, how do you make the thing work?

The upper limit probably is not a bad idea, but you are going to
have to be kind of lenient with your upper limit because of the
costs that we have discussed. That tax law could be made into a
wonderful vehicle for child care in this country by duing the two
things you suggest—one, tie the cost to the family income with a
sliding scale and, second, also adjust it for the age of the child,
which realistically reflects different costs of child care for different
ages of children.

Ms. KaMERMAN. I would concur with the sense of the panel gen-
erally. That is, I would support the concept of income-related tax
credit, with a larger one for low-income families.

I would also urge consideration be given to refundability for low
income families because otherwise If income is below the tax
threshold it is meaningless to them.

‘Mr McKerNAN. T understand that and sympathize with that
view.

Let me ask you one other thing. Since I come from the State of
Maine I have heard a lot about employer plans, be they in-house or
contracted out. And frankly you can count on two hands the
number of businesses in Maine which that is going to help. With
well oves 80 percent of the businesses in my State having fewer
than 20 employees, I am interested in some type of joint operations
that we could set up.

Have any of you looked into that type of an idea where smaller
businesses could band together and come up with some kind of a
program that would help employees with child care?

Mr. ZicLer. Yes. We put models like this into place some 10 or
12 years ago when I was director of the Office of Child Develup-
ment What you do is you form a little consortium, in which a
sroup bands together and buys a certain number of slots in an on-
going child care center so that they do not have to build their own.

They simply buy a certain number of slots and among a group of
these small businesses you can buy enough slots to give stability to
the funding of the day care center in question.

So there are models to do exactly what you are saying, and they
work fairly well.

Mr McKEerNAN. I was just going to ask whether the tax changes
in 1981 have given any grcater impetus to businesses to get in-
voived in those types of programs.

Ms. KAMERMAN. The major impetus, quite frankly, is through
the salary reduction plan,

Mr. McKerNAN. The IRS just said you cannot use it.

Ms KaMERMAN. The IRS at least raised questions about it. It is
unclear what the final decision is on the part of the IRS.

By the way, I have recently been talking to some cmployers in
the Silicon Valley area. Thers is one consortium there, and I know
of one consortium in Texas. The problem, of course, has to do with
the fact that it is still expensive, that small employers have a lot of
questions as to whether they are going to get into this.
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And most important, what Rachel Tompkins said earlier is that
unless employers are going to give a substantial discount to their
employees, by and large low wage earning employees are closed out
of the system And since most of the low wage earning employees
are women, most would get into a situation where they do not qual-
ify for those programs either.

Mr McKeRNAaN. That was the point I was getting at. If there 1s
some way to encourage small businesses to make at least some type
of an effort toward the offsetting cost und then have a sliding scale
or tax credit to take care of the cost of the lower income employee,
if that might not be just a step in the right direction.

Chairman MiLLER. Congressman Coats.

Mr. Coats. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Dr Zigler, I would like to pursue a couple of lines of thought
here It has beew discussed a little bit, but I would like to go into 1t
in more detail

You indicated in your testimony that there basically is agree-
ment among most child care experts that child care outside the
home away from the mother after the first year does not produce
any lasting adverse effects on children, but you did indicate that
there is a real debate going on as to whether that occurs at less
than | year.

Then later on we start talking about 6 months, and you men-
tioned 6 months, and I believe Dr. Tompkins also mentioned 6
months. Are we looking at 6 months or a year?

Mr ZiGLER. The question is about the first year of life, but those
of us who are trying to do something about the problems know the
realities to start something.

Mr. Coats. OK. I understand the realities. Mothers need to work
and have to work.

Mr ZigLer. I am talking about the 6 months. If you are going to
start somewhere, the first 6 months is where you ought to start
with the child care leave, because I think a year is simply too long.
No woman could be out of work for a year.

Mr Coats. But let us look at the effects on the child. I realize
that economic reality may lead us to conclude that 6 months is
where we have to start, but what about the effects on the child®
What do the experts—and you are some of the experts—what do
you say about the effects on the child, about a mother away from a
child over the first year of life versus, say, the first 6 months?

Is it important? Do you find in your research adverse effects of
the mother’s absence from the child between 6 and 12 months?

Mr ZigLer That is what the argument is about. There are some
reports that say there are not. The problem 15 we have not re-
searched this prollemn nearly enough. We do not have longitudinal
studies. We have got short-term studies.

My own analysis indicates that there could well be sume negative
effects for children who experience infant day care any time during
the first year of life.

Mr Coats So you would recommend, if I could restate it—and
correct me if I am wrong—you would recommend if it were eco-
nomically feasible or desirable that we lovk at optivns which would
allow a mother to be with that child for the first 12 months of life?

Mr ZiGLeR. Definitely, ves.
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Mr. CoaTs A second question. You indicate that it is pretty set-
tled that after that first year care away from home, the lack of the
mother’s presence, does not have definite ill effects. Are there any
people with substantial credentials who dissent from that view? Is
there a debate going on?

Mr. ZiGLER. There is a debate going on about thag period. The
place where there is no debate is from about 3 yeard old on. The
first year is the most troublesome, that year between two and three
is still up for grabs. .

Mr. Coats. So would you advise us to eXercise.some caution,
then, before we simply rush in and say we are going to institute
this program? You are saying we need more studies, more informa-
tion to make sure what the effects are so that we can then devise
programs to best deal with this; is that a fair statement?

Mr. ZiGLEr. We would need more research. We do not have all
the research in, that is certainly true. And what 1 would recom-
mend is to give mothers realistic alternatives that they could really
live with, and my idea of social policy is simply giving people alter-
natives and ullowing them to make decisions about their own hves.

Mr Coats Dr. Tompkins, I think you indicated that one-fifth of
the women that work are below the poverty level, but we have
been operating here this morning on the assumption and the state-
ment has been made that most or almost all women have to work.

If one-fifth are below the poverty level and four-fifths are above,
how do 've make that determination about “have to work”, “have
to provide” What about those four-fifths? Do you have a break-
down statistically as to income brackets that they fall in and how
do you define “have to work’? They have to work so they can buy
a new VCR at Christmas or have to work to put food on the table? |
[ think that is an important distinction.

Ms Tompkins. Surely. Twenty percent is also a fairly substantial
number of people.

Mr. Coats. Well, all along we have been saying most women
have to work. Twenty percent is not most and I am trying to get
that number. Is it 50-30, is it 60-40; where are we?

Ms Tomrkins. Cannot give you a number like that. OK? I mean,

I can get a breakdown of where families fall out, but I think the
thing you have to do is look at a family budget of $15,000 or under
and look at the kinds of things you can buy.

Most of those families are not making choices about VCR’s. They
might not be maling choices about—you know, people who are
making between $10,000 to $15,000 are not making choices about
food on the table probably.

Mr. Coats. I agree with ycu, but does the one-fifth fall in $15,000
and under?

Ms. Tompkins. No. One-fifth is $9,000 and under. I do not know
what percentage is 315,000 and under. Sheila may know. I do not.

Ms KaMERMAN. | think there is one other element you should
know, and that is that 60 percent of all children born in 1983 are
likely to grow up in a single parent fam'ly for some period of time
before they are 18, which means that where most women are con-
cerned, to begin with, the economic pressures are either very, very
high because they are single mothers or the risk of being in that
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situation is very high. In effect, work becomes a kind of insurance
against the loss of child support.

Mr. Coarts. I could not agree with you more on that.

ffChairman MiLLER. Just wanted to get that statement and cut it
off,

Mr. Coars. It was a dynamite followup.,

Chairman MiLLER. Congressman Wolf.

Mr. Worr. I have no questions at this time.

Chairman MILLER. Congressman Fish?

Mr. Fisi. Dr Tompkins, you did a good job of summarizing the
statement of 19 pages and I was not able to read the whole thing. I
Jjust wondered in your analysis of what has gone wrong with title
XX and title IX and tk.e disregard, could you tell us just in a couple
of minutes what you would like to see this Congress do if you had
your druthers?

Ms. Tompkins. Well, if I had my druthers this year, Congressman
Fish, I believe that Congress should expand title XX so that there
is more direct funding out there in the system for child care. There
simply are not enough dollars for low-income families.

And using the disregard is a creative way to deal with the prob-
lem that States have of trying to spread not enough money over a
lot of needs—children’s needs, adults’ needs, senior citizen needs—
and they are struggling to try to spread title XX across too many
needs. So more money in title XX is at the top of our list.

I think the secondy thing that would be extremely useful is to
move on_the dependent care tax credit and expanding the sliding
scale and moving on refundability.

Third, if you are going to do one other thing this year that does
not cost a whole lot of money but is real important in terms of the
needs out there would be to take a look at the after-school weasure
that Representative Schroeder and others have put forward—some
kind of assistance,

There is a wonderful sort of stewmaking going on out there at
the local community level of school systems and community groups
and others of getting together to try to piece together the kind of
care system that is needed, but it needs a little help.

Mr. Fisu. Thank you.

Now, Dr Kamerman, you expressed agreement as to refundabil-
ity of the tax credit. If we are talking about programs that do not
reach the working poor, which I think is the Eottom line here, you
would have to have this refundability every month, would you not,
to make any difference?

Ms. KAMERMAN. Yes,

Mr. FisH. So why have it in the first place?

Ms KamermaN. Why have it in the first place? Because it is a
way of adding to cash flow as well as income as far as parents are
concerned On the other hand, if one is talking about responding to
the needs of low income parents, I would support more strongly an
expansion of title XX,

Mr Fisn But you think there is a place for both because there
are people that are not working poor that are just a little above
that who could benefit from the refundable tax credit?

Ms KamerMAN. The critical issue for low-income working poor is
that in a number of States the income eligibility level for title XX
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subsidized services is so low that even if they earn at the level of
the minimum wage they may not qualify for such services since
several States have no provision for income-related fees, that be-
comes a critical issue.

Mr Fisu. Dr. Zigler, I guess it was Dr. Tompkins who just men-
tioned the afier-school measure, but you hit this specifically in
your testimony on page five—tne relatively inexpensive solution of
a parent-school partnership.

I am deiighted to see this in your statement because I thought I
had invented it until I found in my district that it was quite a well-
developed matter, particularly in the elementary schools. One
school district, I recall, had four elementary schools and three of
them at noon bused the youngsters who needed this help to the
fourth one, which stayed open until 6 without any undue burden.

They were in the classroom all day and they waited until their
parents came to pick them up any time up to 6. The committee
members have heard me probably boring them with bringing this
up in various hearings, but I found, Mr. Chairman, that the schools
were open, that there were young boys on the basketball courts,
that there was a teacher next door cleaning up her classroom.

She had four classes and it looked like Silly Putty all over the
place—all over the floor, all over the wall—and here it was 4 in the
afternoon and she still had to clean it up for tomorrow.

So I mean it is not as if the building had to be kept open for this
purpose Care was in familiar surroundings and, as I recall, it was
a cooperative agreement with a local day care council, which is a
variation on what you said, though I think you said a child devel-
opment associate.

I take it this is the kind of thing that the panel would like to
foster for this group. How do we go abeut it?

Mr Zicier. We are all in agreement that the target of highest
opportunity is the school-age child between about 6 and 11. The
models that you are reporting to us, Congressman Fish, are excel-
lent models. They are ai)l over the country now.

What we have to do is acquaint local people with these models,
and I recommend for your perusal the program that was recently
launched by Health and Human Services. It is simply much too
small The Government role probably ought to be limited to bring:
ing local people together at conferences around the country, trans-
mitting to them the models of good programs, and also letting
ttem know which programs fall on their face—there are few of
those.

And if the Government would just give that much and a little bt
of seed morney, which is what the Reagan people are now doing, if
tl}1]at progrant were expanded and we really had somebody in
charge.

One of the problems is that for this tremenduus problem that we
are all here talking about, that you are going to be working on for
a year or sc, it is very hard to find anybody in the executive
branch who says, “He), this is my problem. Here is this No. 1 prob-
lem of American life "’ So somebody has to put some heat on the
people and build up the capabilities of the executive branch to deal
with the problem we are here discussing.
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And what is needed is a little leadership, a littie bit of money, a
little bit of imagination, and much more could be done, especially
for children in this age range.

Mr. Fisu. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman MiLLer. Thank you.

Congressman Wolf.

Mr. Worr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will try not to cover
areas already discussed.

Dr Zigler, you seem to be making the point with Mr. Coats about
the 6 months and 1 year period. éiven the faot that you seem to
personaily believe that the mother should be with the child the
first 6 maonths, and I could even say further that you strongly be-
licve up to 1 year, I would like to know what you think about the
idea of increasing the standard deduction all the time or certainly
during that period of time the mother isn’'t working in order to en-
courage the parent to stay home, if it is at all possible?

Mr Z1GLER. Speaking to you as a psychologist and developmental-
isc, anything that makes it possible for a mother to take care of
her own child during that first year of life I would be in favor of.

Mr. Worr. So you would favor that?

Mr. ZIGLER. Yes.

Mr Worr. The second question you talked about concerns time
in maternity leave. What do you think is a fair length of time to
ask a company to give for maternity leave? You know, we give
teachers and professors a sabbatical every 7 years. Is it not fair to
say 9 months or 1 year? What do you think would be a fair time
period?

Mr ZiGLEr. Well, we are working on this now and will have a
report, as [ say, shortly. I think that we could probably—we have
looked at other countries and Dr. Kamerman is an exgert in what
is going on in other countries. Six months might probably be the
place to start, and our first cost analysis shows that this does not
turn out to be terribly expensive.

Remember now, women now work, given what Dr. Kamermar
said, spmething on the average of 40 years, and we now know that
the average woman is going to have two children, so we are talking
about 1 year out of a 40-year work career, which is not all that
much time or that much money. So it is doable.

Mr Worr. So it might not only be 6 months, but it might be a
year for each child, because like in a sabbatical—how is it now in
the u';]iversity where you work? Do you get a sabbatical every 7
years?

Mr. Z1GLER. Every 7 years, regular as clockwork.

Mr Worr. So if we are going to be fair, we ought to argue leave
should be given for the birth of every child. Say if an average
woman has two children, she would take maternity leave a year for
each child.

During that period of time, how much of a salary do you think
shle sh;)uld receive? Should she be paid full, three-quarters, or half
salary?

Mr. ZIGLER. Seventy-five to 80 percent would be the number.

Mr. Worr. What do you think, Doctor? )

Ms KamerMAN. Well, I can tell you what the prevailing pattern
is in most European countries. It is to have a paid maternity leave
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that covers most of the salary of women up towhatever the wage is
that is covered under social insurance. However, the other possibil-
ity is to use a pattern that is similar to that used under short-term
disability insurance programs, which, depending upon the benefit,
replaces somewhere between 50 or 60 percent to 70 or 75 percent of
wages, up to a maximum.

Mr. WoLr. My last question is, What do you think about pro-
grams such as flexi-time whereby the parents can leave and come
back at a different time or the husband can leave home earlier, the
wife can stay later? Also, what do you think about shared jobs
where two women share one job? Lastly, with the use of the home
f]omp},lter, what do you think about the opportunity to work at

ome’

Do you have any comments about these alternatives?

Ms. KamerMaN. If I may, I think anything that makes it easier
for adults to cope with both work and family life and child-rearing
is great, and the extent to which it is going to be helpful is going to
vary depending on the individual situation and on the situation of
the employee, obviously.

However, there are hmitations as to how effective that can be
since flexi-time still has constraints. There are a lot of women who
would like to be able to work part time and think that this would
be preferable as long as they have full fringe benefits. However,
there are also a lot of women who now work part time and who are
trying desperately to get full-time jobs and cannot get them.

So T would urge that we continue support for the concept of op-
tions without specifying any particular one.

If T could, could I add one other thing with regard to increasing
the standard deduction? I would point out that that approach
;x_ould benefit more affluent families. It would not benefit fami-
ies——

Mr Worr. I understand, but we can consider it if it will benefit
anybody —we are talking about options and approaches today. We
are not talking about one solid thing that is going to solve the
problems of our parents. So if it is going to help that 30 percent or
that 10 percent, it is one of the options we should consider? Then
for those who are under that provision we could consider a tax
credit or payment or something like that, so I do not think we
could criticize. It is just an option for day care service.

Ms KamerMAN I only meant that one could consider substitut-
ing a tax credit for the standard deduction.
~ Mr Wour. I would hope that we would spend more time looking
n——

Chairman MILLER. You can finish the sentence.

Mr. WoLrr. That we can spend more time looking at the private
sector because I think the answers and the money are in the pri-
vate sector and not necessarily in the public sector,

Thank you very much.

Chairman MiLLer. Congressman Weiss,

Mr. Weiss. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I have no questions.

Chairman MiLLer. We have 5 minutes left.

I want to thank you very much on behalf of the committee. I
think you have in a very shoit period of time raised many issues
that we must address. I think we have got to recognize the differ-
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ent situations that families find themselves in at different times
and provide those kinds of flexible care alternatives that would
readily address those families.

I am very happy with the questioning by the members which
suggests agreement that there must be a number of options avail-
able to families. Most importantly, I think you have given us very
dgifficult and challenging testimony, testimony that raises the
issues of the increased number of children in need, the reduced
slots, and the difficulty in fashioning adequate responses.

Since you have given us such an enormous workload, you must
now continue to work with us as we try t. hammer out recommen-
dations to take to Congress for the next legislative year. I would
hope that you would consider doing that with us.

Thank you very much again for your time and your testimony
and the thought that you have put into it.

The next panel the committee will hear from will be comprised
of Joan Rhones ana her daughter Carletha Rhones, and I believe
Carletha’s brother Aaron is also here, to accompany his sister to
the table; Margaret Bai Clay, who is a parent and president of the
Virginia Family Day Care Association; Rebecca Henson, who is a
parent from Fairfax County, VA; and James Carver Githens, who
is age 11, from Baltimore, MD.

If you will come up and take a chair at the committee table. You
have been waiting a long time to testify, but I do not want any of
you to be nervous. .

Welcome to the committee. We look forward to your testimony
and your written statements will be placed in the record in their
entirety, so please proceed in the manner in which you are most
cornfortable. Again, I want to tell you to be relaxed. We are inter-
ested in what you have to say and will follow it up at the comple-
tion of the panel with some questions from the Members of Con-
gress.

So first, Joan, would you like to start out? If you could, pull the
microphune over to you so we can all hear what you have to say. 1

fDa(i:led to mention that Joan Rhones is a parent from Washington,

STATEMENT OF JOAN RHONES, PARENT, WASHINGTON, DC

Ms Ruones Today I come before you as a mother who continual-
ly thanks God for day care and those persons who are day care ad-
vocates. As a working mother of four children I know the values of
day care.

My children since infancy have experienced child abuse and
child neglect. They have had multiple babysitters. In fact, the baby
who just recently turned 7 years old has had a total of nine baby-
sitters before being day care age. When I was no longer income-eli-
gible I tried the parent watch approach, but that did not work be-
cause th>re were repeated break-in attempts and finally a break-in
which made me realize that this was no longer an alternative that
was safe for me or the children.

As a result of this, I refused my next raise and promotion—it
was not the first time—but after the children got to the age I
thought they would be safe enough that they could come home
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from school and stay there until I could come home and continue
to progress on my job.

It was hard to find and is still hard to find an affordable babysit-
ter that I can afford on my salary. I found the National Child Day
Care Association has provided my children with the quality care
that they need. It has given my children a positive male image
and, most of all, a positive attitude about themselves.

It has helped me by serving as an ongoing link for drug and alco-
hol abuse prevention and crime prevention. It has been that filler
that has made my children talk about their frightening experi-
ences, thereby relieving them of the mental stress that they have
suffered throughout their young lifetim.es.

I truly believe that they are better children as a result of day
care. I sincerely urge you to strongly support and actively develop
a better day care system in this Nation. Day care is that support
network that removes the children from working parents’ incarcer-
ation. It is that support system that channels idle time into a posi-
tive direction. It removes children from limitless hours of television
and provides them with a sense of high esteem.

I suggest that in developing a better day care system nationally
that you would consider the following. One, day care should be
available for all working parents. This should not be dependent on
anything. The ulterior concern should be for the children and their
welfare.

More males should be encouraged to seek employment as day
care staff personnel. With the high increase in single parent
homes, with the head of the household normally being a female,
children need to be exposed to a positive male image role model on
a daily basis.

Infancy day care slots should be increased. Sliding fee scale
income should be generated not only on the number of persons in a
household but also on the bills that are necessary to maintain a
household, and this includes consideration for food, clothing,
health, and life insurance and the like.

Once a child has been declared eligible for day care services, that
child should remain eligible until the end of elementary school.

More money should be allocated to day care providers. The
money should be used for salary increases for day care staff. This
in turn would raise the low morale that currently exists. This
would attract persons who would normally seek other jobs because
of day care’s miniscule starting salaries. It would also raise the low
morale of the existing staff. Some of the moneys should also be
used tu develop and maintain better facilities for day care.

More public facilities—schools, recreation and the like—should
be used to provide space for day care providers whether they are
private providers or community agencies.

Businesses should be strongly urged to provide space for day care
facilities and actively work with the parents in developing such.
Parent involvement should be mandatory. I found this to be true
because where there was a slip in the quality of care as a parent
that was concerned—the staff never knew when you were coming
in or when you would ask questions, and they were always provid-
ing quality care just to be on guard. Sv parent involvement is an
important part.
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I urge you to realize that an investment in day care returns
more than 300 percent in dividends. More taxes are and will be
generated because more parents will be working. Better children,
citizens, are being produced because of the support system that
exists. Drug and alcohol prevention is being emphasized.

A mechanism can also be developed to deduct from income tax

returns of any parent using day care services to offzet the cost of
Government spending.

I thank you for listening to me today and for giving me this
time. I do hope I have adequately conveyed some of the misfor-
tunes that not only my children have experienced but others as
well. Help us to protect our children and to remove the gambling
of child care from our lives and their lives.

[Prepared statement of Joan Rhones follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT ofF JOAN RHONES

Today, I come before you as a mother, who continuously thanks God for day care
and those persons who are day care advocates. As a working mother of four chil-
dren, I know the values of day care.

My children, since infancy, have been the victims of child abuse aud neglect. They
have experienced multiple babysitters in their short life spans. When I was no
longer income eligible, I tried the parent watch approach, but after repeated at-
tempted break-ins and finally a break-in while the children were home alone, I de-
cided again to refuse a raise and promotions. This was done so that I would becom
income eligible for day care services. g

It’s hard to find an affordable, qualified babysitter on my salary. National Chil
Day Care Association has provided my children with the quality care that's needed
for them It has given my children a positive male image and most of all a positive
attitude about themselves. It has helped me by serving as an on-going link for drug
and alcohol abuse prevention and crime prevention. It has been that filler that has
made my children talk about their frightening experiences, thereby relieving them
of their stress. I truly believe that they are better children as a result of day care.

I sincerely urge you to strongly support and actively develop a better day care
system in this nation Day care is that support network that removes the children
from working parent(s) incarceration. It's that support system that channels idle
time into a positive direction It removes children from limitless hours of television
and provides them with a sense of high esteem.

I suggest that in developing a better day care system nationally that you would
consider the following:

1 Day care should be available for all working parents. This should not be de-
pendent on anything The ulterior concern should be for children and their welfare.

2 More males should be encouraged to seek employment as day care staff person-
nel With the high increase in single parent homes, with the head of the household
normally being a female, children need to be exposed to a positive male image role
model on a daily basis.

3. Infancy day care slots should be increased.

1 Sliding fee scale income should be generated not unly on the number of persons
in the household, but also in the bills that are necessary to maintain a household.
{This includes consideration for food, clothing, health and life insurance.

5 Once a child has been declared eligible for day care services that child should
remain eligible until the end of elementary school.

6 More money should be allotted to day care providers. The money should be
used for salary increases for day care staff. This would attract persons who are nor-
mally seeking other jobs because of day care’s mimscule starting salary. It would
also raise the low morale of the existing staff Some of the monies should also be
used to develop and maintain better facilities for day care.

7 More public facilities (schools, recreation and the like) shuuld be used to pro-
vide space for day care providers whether they are private providers or community
agencies.

8 Businesses should be strongly urged to provide space fur day care fauilities and
actively work with the parents in developing such

9. Parent involvement should be mandatory
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[ urge you to realize that an investment in day care returns more than three hun-
dred percent in dividends

1 More taxes are/will be generated because more parents will be working.

2 Better children (citizens) are being produced because of the support system that
exists,

3. Drug and alcohol prevention is being emphasized

4 A mechanism can be developed to deduct from income tax returns of any
parent using day care services to offset the cost of government spending.

I thank you for listening'to me today and for giving me this time. I do hope [ have
adequately conveyed some of the misfortunes that not only my children have exper:-
enced. but others as well Help us to protect our children and to remove the gam-
bling of child care from our lives with their (children’s) lives.

Chairman MiLLER. Thank you.

Carletha, are you ready to read your statement” You need the
microphone over in front of you.

STATEMENT OF CARLETHA RHONES

Ms. RHONES. My brother and sister and I were at home most of
the time by ourselves after school had let out. My father was sup-
posed to be watching us when we went home. If my father was not
there he would leave us a note and we did what it told us to do.

Some of the things the note would tell us to do would be to make
up our beds, lock the door, stay in one room, don’t answer the door
if it wasn’t my parents and et cetera.

There were times that we did things wrong. For example: one,
playing with fire; two, sneaking out to play—that is because we
never had time to play except when we were at scheol; three, play-
ing with knives; four, fighting; five, playing with the chemistry set
without my mother’s help; six, and a whole lot of other things.

There were times we would eat late because we would have to
wait for my mother to come home. It was scary because there we
were all alone, just waiting. We tried to be good children because
we knew that’s what my mother wanted us to be, but that was
kind of hard to do. It looked like we were always thinking of some-
thing wrong to do.

One summer my mother’s friend told her about day care and she
went to go check it out. We were so happy that we didn't have to
stay at home by ourselves any more. Then we went to day care.

We do a lot of things in day care to keep us from getting in trou-
ble. My mother calls it supervised, structured time. We have activi-
ties in day care such as an educational period, arts and crafts,
trips, sports, dancing lessons, and et cetera. Day care is fun to go to
instead of going home. Now that we are not at home, we have a lot
of fun at day care.

At 500 we eat dinner. After dinner we wait for our mother to
come and pick us up. While we are waiting we play a while, then
we do arts and crafts, and usually we draw pictures or make some-
thing for our mother.

The staff is great and very friendly. Sometimes we have birthday
parties, going-away parties and regular parties. Because we are in
day care, we have been able to participate in other programs. We
run track for the Anacostia Youth Athletic Club, and Aaron and |
are in HAP HAP is a Higher Achievement Program for students
above grade level. They help you keep ahead of your grades by
making you stronger in the basic subjects.
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My grades and behavior have changed a lot since I have started
day care. I don’t have to worry any more about somebody else
breaking in our house while we are waiting for our mother, There
are a lot of other things I could tell you that have frightened me
when we were home by ourselves, but I think they are very person-
al and should be kept in the family.

Chairman MiLLER. Thank you very much, Carletha. Aaron?

STATEMENT OF AARON RHONES

Master RHoNES. When children like us at home they would
sometimes play with fire or even try to cook, and with nobody
there to take care of them they would do things like throw knives
at each other like you see in the circus and mess up the house. We
wloulg sometimes take the knives we played with and cut up the
plants.

My mother would not let us have firecrackers. But if our friends
in school shared them with us we would take a soda bottle and
light the firecracker and put it in the soda bottle and throw it. On
a rainy day we would have a flood in our house and nobody was
there to help us try not to let it run. It would just run.

We would sometimes sneak out and forget to take the key with
us. And we would be locked out of our house for a long time until
my mother came home. I rc. ember when people would try to
break in into our house and many more bad things.

Now while we are in day care we do not have problems like
those any more. In day care we like to do arts and crafts, go out-
side to play with the other children, learn about fire prevention
and drug prevention and other things. When we are through play-
ing, we wash our hands and line up to go up the hall and eat. We
do not have to worry about leaving the keys any more, and I am
saying that day care helps a lot.

Because we do not have to go home, Carletha and I go to HAP.
HAP is a Higher Achievement Program. It is for smart kids in
many schools. It is like school, but you only have three subjects,
such as vocabulary, math, and reading. It helps us too by explain-
ing the things we do not understand and many more things. Also,
because of day care we can do a lot of other things besides sitting
in our room until our mother comes home. '

Thank you.

Chairman MiLLER. Thank you, Aaron.

Margaret?

STATEMENT OF MARGARET BAI CLAY, PARENT AND PRESIDENT
OF THE VIRGINIA FAMILY DAY CARE ASSOCIATION

Ms. Bal Cray. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for inviting me to
speak here. In 1979 I began to do day care when we moved, when
my family and I moved from New York. We had three children,
two of which were from a previous marriage and [ was not receiv-
ing child support.

When we moved here from New York my husband was at that
time preparing for law school. We were both unemployed at the
time. Sitting down together and discussing the possibility of my
going out to work, it was a disaster. The cost of my finding child
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care for each of our three children—the youngest being 3 weeks old
at that time—was financially out of the question. It meant that I
would have to find care for them at different night hours, maybe
not with the same provider, day care cente.s. I might have had to
utilize many forms of day care.

The only answer was to stay at home and take care of my family
and be a day care provider. In the fall of 1980, shortly after we
moved to Springﬁelc{), VA, I became ill and needed bed rest. Let me
go on record saying that this was not due to the nature of my
family day care work. It was not a breakdown of any kind; it was
mononucleosis. :

But because I had four day care children to take care of I really
felt a deep responsibility to them and their parents and to my own
family financially. I did not follow doctor’s orders and go to bed to
recuperate. I became worse and finally I had to advertise in the
community newspaper to find someone who like myself was provid-
ing day care services in our community. She agreed to help me out
until I became able to work again.

“nce back on my feet I made it my crusade to seek out other
we_aen like myself who provided home day care and who like
myself felt alienated from the rest of the world. I wrote articles for
a community newspapet asking if there were others who felt this
way. I went to local supermarkets and put up signs on bulletin
boards and tore off phone numbers of other babysitters advertising.

1 spent many hours on the telephone calling these women, telling
them of what I thought we could do for one another in forming a
network or support group. Finally we started, five women and one
man, in a living room. We talked o our feelings about the work we
did, the problems. We wrote and re:rote contracts. We grew in
numbers and are continuing to grow. :

The Family Day Care Associations have been torming all around
the United States. They start small, maybe 15 or 20, and grow per-
haps to statewide organizations with membership of 2,000. It is evi-
dent by their numbers that these providers are reaching out to one
another in hope of support. They are seeking it and they are seek-
ing to provide it. .

In the past, unlike the teacher or bank teller or secretary with
office mates to talk over the problems of the day, the family day
care provider has no such person. She was alone and isolated and
did not get the needed emotional support she desired.

Often the spouse of the Yrovider did not understand or aps)reci-
ate the awesome responsibility of caring for someone else’s children
40 to 60 hours a week, a very long working day starting sometimes
at 545 am., and not ending until 6:30 or 7:00 p.m. at night, of
cleaning the carpet after a sick child, of not having much adult
conversation or adult companionship during the day, of 4 or 5
rainy days in a row, and the plants have just been eaten up by the
dog or the kids have just learned how to push just the right button
to start World War III in my very own living room.

Only another provider who has experienced this knows what this
is like, In 1981, I had heard about the Office for Children. I was
definitely at the right place at the right time. I enrolled in their
Fairfax County training class. This is not a licensing procedure. It
is not mandatory. It is voluntary on the part of the providers.
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The Fairfax County Office of Children training class provides 40
hours of family day care training, 12 of which are first aid, two
mornings a week. They provide free day care for the children of
the person in attendance and the class itself is free.

What I heard from the person who did the training class I
thought I might have heard before and I did. But I had heard it
from a different perspective and I really learned what it was like
to see the world from 2% feet off the ground. I began to think first
of how my day care children might react or feel in a given situa-
tion. I learned how to approach family day care in a more profes-
sional manner, from how and what kind of records to keep for
income tax purposes to the social, emotional and physical growth of
the child to how to deal with day care parents and again, of course,
the first aid.

In addition, I received four credits of continuing education. I met
many dedicated women in the training class, women of all ages, of
all economic backgrounds and classes, women of all ethnic origins
and, most importantly, how we had a common bond. We were
women who wanted to care for children and we were there 1n wiw
training class because we wanted to improve ourselves and the
quality of care we provided.

This training class was one means of attaining our goal. Another
means was by participating in the child care food program which,
as you may know already, is the reimbursement program designed
by the Department of Agriculture and administered by the Fairfax
Office for Children. There is more to this food program than meets
the eye. It is an educational tool which providers have to learn
more about good nutrition, how to provide it for day care children.

This information is not for providers alone. It filters down to day
care children and to the parents. It was through this program that
many of the day care children learn that one of the administra-
tions considered ketchup as a vegetable to be reimbursed for. This
diet is supported by the Federal Government, and we thank you,
Mr. Miller, for your continued support in this.

Locating family day care can often be a problem for parents.
They may not be as fortunate as I to live in a county such as Fair-
fax that has a well-organized information and referral computer
system. It is often by word of mouth or the grapevine.

Ideally, parents would like to have immediate relatives care for
their child-—aunt or sister or grandma—but in these days grandma
herself is holding down a full-time job or may be 500 miles away.
So family day care is usually and naturally the next choice.

The reasons parents opt for family day care are many. They can
be summed up in the following:

Evironment. Many parents feel a tremendous amount of guilt
having to entrust their child to a nonrelative. In order to assure
themselves that the child is going to be reared n a loving family
atmosphere as opposed to « larger day care setting many parents
seek to place their children in homes which are similar to their
own so that the importance of value-instilling and attitude forma-
tion can be continued even in the absence of the parent.

Affordability. Unlike day care centers whose rates are fairly
standard, family day care costs vary greatly according to the econo-
my of the area in which the parent lives and is seeking day care.
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Rates per child per week range from low as $25 to $100 in more
affluent neighborhoods.

Flexibility: Day care centers often do not open until 7 and the
parent needs to leave for work at 6.30. They often do not get home
until 6:30 or 7 at night. Many parents whose lives do not fit easily
into schoolhouse schedules appreciate the flexibility that family
day care offers. Although the possibility for exploitation of the pro-
vider does exist, family day care, properly managed, can offer par-
ents freedom to exist as people rather than deadline-directed au-
tomatons. In today's pressurized society this may be one of the
most important consiaerations of all.

And last, but not least, the range of services the family day care
providers can give which might otherwise be unaffordable and pro-
hibitive. Infant care is one of the areas where child care is serious-
ly lacking. Statistics already show that there is a baby boom now
going on Because State and local authorities wisely impose limits
on the number of infants one can safely and sanely handle, a pro-
vider is restricted to the number of infants she can care for.

There are just rot enough infant care centers, and if a mother
needs to return to work 6 weeks after the birth of her infant,
family day care may be her only choice. This brings to mind a
woman in our community who was married. She is in the Navy.
She has a 5-month-old child. One month before her child was born
she began seeking day care for this child. Both she and her hus-
band have rotating shifts. This child has been to four or five differ-
ent providers and she never knows which one at the time is going
to be taking care of her.

So the area of people—nurses, firemen, policemen—on rotating
shifts that need day care needs also to be addressed.

Chairman MIiLLER. Excuse me. The husband and wife were both
in the Navy?

Ms. Bai CLav. I believe so, yes. [ know the woman is. She is on a
rotating schedule. I talked to her late last night and she has still
not found a regular provider. She needs care from 11 at night until
7 in the morning, sometimes 3 in the afterncon until 11 at night. It
is very difficult for her.

Chairman MiLLER. The U.S. Navy does not provide it.

Ms. Bai CLay. Exactly.

Family day care providers can reasonably provide low-priced day
care for infants and handicapped children, thereby freeing still an-
other segment of the parent population for outside home employ-
ment They can cater to special diets, provide special attention to
children during an emotional crisis, and identify incipient physical
and psychological problems which might go unnoticed in a larger
institutional setting.

In my county, Fairfax County, the social services department has
started a program called Project Bonnet. The social service depart-
ment has recognized the value of family day care providers by
using them and calling them into service to care for children of
stressed families, children that have suffered child abuse and ne-
glect. They are removing the children from the home portions of
the day and putting them in family day care homes. They are
working with the parent, the provider and the child.
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Family day care homes can be enormously valuable means of
safeguarding our school aged children. They can successfully limit
the number of latchkey children who may fall prey to drugs, van-
dalism or unsavory characters of our society who try to corrupt
these young minds. School age care programs operated by many
neighborhood schools are already filled to the max and have wait-
ing lists that go on and on. Family day care can and must be called
into service.and utilized more extensively.

The chief problems of the family day care provider, at least those
which can be alleviated in some part by the Federal Government,
can be summarized under these headings.

Financial: The major financial support which the Federal Gov-
ernment offers to the family day care provider is in the form of fa-
vorable tax benefits under section 280(A) of the Internal Revenue
Code and by implication through the child care tax credit which is
available to working parents with children in day care.

We heartily endorse the proposals now in Congress which would
increase further the amount of tax credit available to parents who
because of employment reasons must leave their children in day
care,

The child care food program sponsored by the Department of Ag-
riculture has also been of great assistance to family day care pro-
viders through day care parents and their children.

Requiremen!s of local governments. There are parts of the coun-
try where the family day care provider is virtually being pushed
out of business because of the stringent licensing requirements,
coupled with special use permit fees and applications which have
been imposed by Federal and local governments.

Down in Prince William County in Virginia for family day care
providers there is a law on the books that states they must apply
and pay for a $1,500 or $1,600 special use permit. If the family day
care provider had $1,500 for this purpose, she would not be doing
what she is doing, and this is a per year; it is not a one-time appli-
cation. You pay $1,500 per year.

Now I understand that some of these rules and regulations that
are on the books conflict, and it may be because local governments
do not know already what the State governments have already got
on the books as far as regulations.

Family day care, the care given by a provider, typically a female
of various ages, ethnic origins, diverse education and economic
backgrounds, varying levels of skills, who may be teachers, nurses,
secretaries, grocery store clerks or government employees caring
for children in their own home, is facing change and challenge.

By urging State and local governments to review existing zoning
and licensing regulations that may impede the growth of family
day care, the Federal Government can pf:y a large role in ensuring
that the family day care system as it is evolving in America today
.is preserved and protected. The Federal Government, by openly ac-
knowledging the valuable service that providers offer to their com-
munity, can afford family day care the long overdue respect it has
so rightly earned and enhance the family day care public image.

Family day care providers contribute mightily to the economic
welfare of our country by caring for its children. The Federal Gov-
ernment can encourage State and local governments to develop
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more stable methods of registration or licensing or certifying
family day care homes that is neither inhibiting, excessively re-
strictive, or threatening to family day care providers or to those
people contemplating it as a profession.

These methods of registration should be simple while still main-
taining minimum standards, enforceable and, above all, an incen-
tive to family day care providers to be more visible in the commu-
nity. It is she who has contributed to the child’s values. It is she
who partakes in teaching the important skills of social interaction,
and 1t is she who largely is responsible for the formation of atti-
tudes of those who will be tomorrow’s adults.

It is imperative that the Federal Government recognize the im-
portance of family day care providers by continuing to provide sup-
port for this important activity. The last word on family day care
providers is that they do hold America’s future in their hands.

[Prepared statement of Margaret Bai Clay follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MARGARET Bal CLAY, PRESIDENT OF THE VIRGINIA FAMILY
Day Care AssociaTion, Falrrax CoUNTY, VA

Mr Chairman and Members of the Commuttee. | want to thank you for inviting
me to address you this morning My name 1s Margaret Ba Clay and I am the Presi-
dent of the Virginia Family Day Care Association, an organization consisting of sev-
eral hundred self employed family day care providers, most of them 1n Northern
Virginia 1 would like to review with you some of the problems and potental of
family day care in 1984 and to suggest some ways in which the Federal Government
can make a significant contribution to this area of endeavor.

Family day care, as the name suggests, 15 the care of children 1n o family setting
by a provider who is unrelated to une or more of the youngsters. Some estunates
indicate that R0 of the children whu are cared fur by persons other than their par-
ents are in family day care humes. The life of a provider 1s often not an easy one.
Fringe benefits are migraines, vacatiuns are defined as days when a parent does not
question the Jelly stain on Susie's blouse. "moving up the ladder” 1s bringing the
vacuum cleaner to the secund flovr after finishing the first. Yet there are definite
rewards to the occupation The provider earns a living, cuntributes mightily to the
support of his or her own famuly, and has a sense of self sufficiency and financial
independence which might be utherwise unayailable tu her. Mureover, the famaly
day care provider plays an increasingly important role in today's suciety since eco-
nemic conditions almust dictate that many families have both spouses enipluyed vut-
side the home, thus, creating a greater need for quality child care.

Why do parents opt for family care?

The reasons are myriad, but can be convenently summarized under the folluwing
headings

1 Entironment — Many parents feel a great deal of guilt upon being forced to en-
trust their child tu another fur large portiuns of the day In urder tv ensure them-
selves that the child is being reared in g loving fanuly atmusphere ws upposed to an
institutional environmient, many parents seek to place thewr children in bhumes
which are sinular tu their uwn su that the important tasks of value msulling and
attitude formation can continue even n the absence of the parent

2 Affordability - Unlike day care centers, whose rates are fuirly standard, fanuly
day care wosts vary greatly wecording to the ecunomy of the area 1n which the hume
1> located Rates per child per week range frum $27 in low incume areuas to $100 or
more in affluent neighborhouds This i yuite important Often the secund wage
carner in the tanily 1s pad at a very low rate and his her cusually her) ability to go
vut to work depends on the availability of child care whuse cost is proportionate to
her income The importance of this fur the nativnal econumy 1s tou ubvious t be-
labor

4 Fleubtlity - Be here by 600 pm or we have @ mechanid's lien on your first
burn” reads the preschoul contract Many parents. whuse Lives do not fit neatly into
schoothuise schedules, appreciate the flexibility that family day care offers Al-
thuugh the possibility fur explutation of the provider exists. fanuly day care, prop-
erly managed. can offer parents frocdum to cast as people rather than deadline da-
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rected autumata In today's pressurized suciety this may be vne of the most impor
tant considerations of all.

1 Range of seriices.—Fanuly day care providers can offer se. vices which are oth-
erwise unavailable or cost prohibitive. They van provide reasonably priced care for
infant and handicapped children, thereby freeing still ansther segment of the
parent pupulation of outside the home employment. They can cater to speaal diets,
provide special attention to children duning emotional crises, and dentify incipient
physical and psychological problems which might go unnoticed in a larger institu
twnal setting. Finally, famuly day care providers can offer part time care for school
age chuldren Thus helps to combat the problem of "latch key children,” whose num-
bers have been growing at an alarmung rate and have been providing an unfortu
nately yolden opportunity for thuse in vur suciety who find their prey 1n unprotect
ed children

What are the problems of the family day care provider, and how can the federal
governinent help?

The chief problems of the fanuly day care provider, at least those which can be
alleviated by the federal government, can be sunimarized under three headings

1 Finanaal. - The myor finanaal support which the federal government offers to
the family day care provider 15 1n the form of favorable tax benefits under § 280A of
the Internal Revenue Cude, and by implication, through the child care tax credst
which 5 availuble for working parents with children in day vare We heartily e..
dorse thuse propusals now in the Congress which would increase further the amount
of tax credit available to purents who because of employment reasons must leave
their children in day care.

The Child Care Fuod Program, spunsored by the Department of Agriculture, has
alsu been of great assistunce to family day care providers Through these monthly
reimibursements for meals which conforii tu departniental standards, the provider 1s
able to furnish « higher quality diet to the children in her care and is able to elinu
nate sume less appealing iteiis, ¢ g excessive sugars and starches, which might be
necessary absent the federal assistance However, recent cuts in Title XX have
made this Child Care Food Program sumewhat less of a help than it used to be We
encourage the Congress to restore the foud rugram benefits tu previvus levels, and
we certainly deplore any effort to turther ceduce the amount of money available for
this critical program.

2 Requirements of local governments - There are parts of the country where the
fanuly day care provider 15 virtually being pushed out of business because of strn
gent licensing requirements voupled with sizable Licensing fees which have been im
pused by local governments Because of the rapid growth an famuly day care. it 1
natural that vounty and state gosernments will lovk to the provider as an additivn
al source of revenue and impose new and sumetimes prohibitive taxes Given the
overall importance of the fanuly day care provider in an econony which 15 to a
large extent based on the two-carner fanuly, we encourage the Congress to utilize
the power of the purse strings to be sure that local gosernments which reeive fed
eral assistunce are not allowed to impuse unnecessarily stringent reguirements vn
family day care providers

3 The problem of public image -To many members of the public, the fanuly day
vare provider s nothiag more than a babysitter This 15 not the case at all By defi
nition a babysitter 15 one who sits with the child A fanuly day care provider s a
persun who provides a substitute for the (hild's fanuly when that funuly s not
available tu tend to the physical and emotional needs of the child In a very real
sense, the future of America s in the fanuly day care providers hands It 15 she who
instills values, 1t 15 she who teaches the important shalls of svual interaction, and it
15 she who s responsible for the formativn of attitudes in thuose who waill be tomor
row's adults 1t i imperative that the federal governnient recognize the importance
of the family day care provider by continuing to provide support tur this impurtant
activity The last word vn the fanuly das care provider s that America’s future s
indeed 1in her hands Let's give her 2 hand

Chairman MiLLeik. Thank you very much. '
James, we are going to ask you to read your testimony at this
time,
STATEMENT OF JAMES CARVER GITHENS
Master GirueNs My name 1s James Carver Githens I'm in sixth
grade at Falstaff Middle School in Baltimore City. T am the only
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child in my family. I am brought home at about 3 p.m. by the
yellow bus. I have been coming home for 3 years to an empty
home. In the second and third grades I went to a day care program.

When I get home I have to walk my dog and do my homework.
Usually my mother gets home around 5 p.m. She works at my
school, so if I have to stay after schoo! for some reason I can wait
there until she comes to pick me up. About 2 days out of a week
my stepfather is at home, but otherwise I am alone unless I have a
friend over.

When I am alone I do what I have to do first; then I watch TV,
talk on the phone, listen to my radio or records. Sometimes I get
lonely when there is nothing to do or it is raining. I get scared
when our neighbor’s alarm goes off because I am afraid that there
is a ! obber nearby, but most of the time it is just the wind blowing
the door open. Also, sometimes I get a prank call or someone comes
to the door.

One day my friend and I were making something to eat and he
cut his finger. I did not know what tu do. Finally, I stayed calm
and got a wet paper towel. Then my friend wrapped it around his .
finger. If a grownup was around it would all have been OK. Even if
I were alone for 10 minutes something like that could happen.

I think it would be good to have an afterschool program with a
lot of things to do. My mother tried to organize a basketball team
after school, but the physical education teacher said the gym was
not available.

Thank you.

Chairman MiLLer. Thank you very much, James, for your testi-
mony.

Rebecca.

STATEMENT OF REBECCA J. HENSON, PARENT, FAIRFAX
COUNTY, VA

Ms HeENnsON Members of the committee, ladies and gentlemen,
we are here today to discuss a serious concern of parents—child
care Being a parent myself, especially a single one, quality child
care that is fairly inexpensive is of the biggest concern to me, more
so than housing, clothing, food, my job, et cetera. For without qual-
ity care that alluws me to go to work without constantly worrying
about my children I would not be able to earn the money to even
afford those necessities,

I would like to offer my personal experience in finding good child
care | was raised in a home where, unlike many of the homes of
today, my mother stayed home and raised us. She was there when
the three of us left for school and there when we returned. She
praised us in our accomplishments and disciplined us in our fail-
ures or faults,

It was not until the fourth and last was in elementary school
that my mom took a part-time job, but still carried the tradition of
being at home when he arrived from school. When my brother was
in third grade, my parents separated and my mom went to work
full time. My other brother, who was ia high school, arrived at
home first and watched my younger brother. That lasted for 2
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years. Then my brother became a latchkey kid. But even then a
neighbor next door in the apartment complex keeps an eye on him.
When I was 19 I got married and had my daughter Elizabeth. I
was, at the time of my pregnancy, working as a cashier at Drug
Fair. Itook a leave of absence a month before she was born. Ap-'
proximately 6 weeks after Beth was born I was back to work. From
;,  March of 1978 until September of 1979 I worked while Beth went
to various individual sitters that I found mostly through ads, either
mine or theirs, in the newspaper or at the local grocery store.

Then, in September of 1979, my husband got a better job and I
was able to stay home. In order to help supplement the income, I
babysat with one child full time and one part time. I had 20
months of my daughter to catch up on 'and we enjoyed every
minute of it ‘ )

In October 1980 my husband lost his job and my job hunt was on.
Being 4 months pregnant it was very hard to ﬁng a job, but I man-
aged to at Marlo Furniture Co. That was the first time Beth went
to z’éprivate day care center. I was very happy with the center. It
eased my mind about the care she was receiving, both instructional
and personal. I still felt guilty about “deserting” her, but it was not
50 bad knowing she was being taken good care of.

That center lasted 2 months. In December 1980 we had to move
and ended up in Hert. on. Being in. Herndon was a far cry from
the Lincolnia-Landmark ‘area, so I ended up giving up my job and
Beth’s day care center. '

In February 1981 my son was born. Three months after that I
was again back to work. Both Beth and Ben went to individual sit-
ters. We went through several sitters from then on—18 of them
that I can remember, not all by names but by faces. Some were
good, but we would end up moving away from them, and some
were not so good, and the search for one better would begin again.
Then there were the ones that were just plain horrid. These ranged
from letting the kids run rampant to physically abusing the kids.

In August of 1982 my husband and I separated and I had no
choice but to work. Finding housing, work, and good child care
were my big jobs at first. In January of 1983, I found a house to
share in Fairfax, a job in Annandale and a babysitter in-between.
Ttttl“e gabysitter was 5 miles from home, but she was one I could
a or A fe
> This meant I had to leave the house at 7:15 a.m., take the kids
on the Metrobus to the sitter’s, and catch another bus to work.
This was fine in the summer but extremely depressing in the
winter. Sometimes we would miss the bus and have to wait even
longer for the next one, wrapped in a blanket, huddled together
against the cold.

Every time the kids got sick, I berated myself for dragging them
out I constantly looked for a sitter closer to my home. There was a
center in a church just one hlock from the house, but I could not
afford the rates. N

In April Iswitched my job to one in Rosslyn and moved to where
I am now, in Lincolnia, around June 1. I again found a private in-
dividual to sit with the kids, but soon fou .d I could not afford her
‘rates. lended up falling behind on the payments and was given the
ultimatum of either catching up or finding another sitter.

)
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Luckily I was able to put Elizabeth in the school-age child care
program at the school where she was to begin kindergarten and
Benjamin in the Annandale Christian Community for Action Day
Care Center. Both are subsidized, so even with my salary we can
survive. )

I have here a comparison chart to give you an idea how the costs
of child care figure greatly in my quest for quality care. My salary
is $10,560 a year gross, which comes out to $669.33 take-home pay.
Average normal expenses are approximately $450 to rent a two-
bedroom, which most people would not let me rent because I have
a boy and a girl; $77 for bus fare; $260 for child care full time at an
average of $65 a week, and $180 child cace for part-time at an aver-
age of $45 a week. It comes out to a total of $967 a month.

My costs now are $450 for rent, $70 for bus fare with a flashpass;
$68 for child care for Beth; and $100 child care for Ben, $40 of
which goes to ACCA and $60 to an individual sitter—which comes
to a total of $688 a month.

If I was to stay home, the unly cost I would have would be for my
rent.

As you can see, my actual operating costs exceed my take-home
pay by $19. I also receive $175 in child support which makes up
that excess and leaves the rest for food. As you may have noticed,
no where on the chart is there an allowance for food. That is be-
cause it is hard to exactly pinpoint how much will actually be
spent in a month for it.

I try to budget $150 per month for that necessity, which then
uses the rest of my monthly income. Another interesting note. that
extra—and I use the term lightly—8$175 child support will just pay
my subsidized child care, or a little over a quarter of the normal
rates for child care. .

I know it sounds cruel, but cost and time figure greatly in th
child care game. Parents first go for what they can afford and then
what they can find the fastest. There is very little time to do exten-
sive research on all the qualities a sitter or center may offer.

Muny a time a parent has just gotten a job that requires them to
start immediately and leaves them the weekend or less time to find
a babysitter. So they pick one that is inexpensive and try to evalu-
ate the sitter as time goes by. Sometimes it takes a very long time
to find out that the center is very wrong for their child, especially
if the child is very young.

I think there is a great need for a group that can help control
and regulate the individual sitters and day care centers. The Office
for Children has provided a good start by offering parents a list of
sitters in their area. This list gives names, locations, phone num-
bers, and pertinent information such as type of care offered, wheth-
er trained through the Office for Children, and information about
meals. About the only information it does not offer is cost and, of
course, the quality of the care. The parent has to find that out for
themsel ves.

I think there should be some way to rate the  lild care and affix
a seal of approval. Help that is offered by the Government, either
by a child care rating board, funds tv centers, incentives to employ-
ers, et cetera, would benefit everyone, not just parents.
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Employers will have lower absenteeism levels, crime will go
down, if there are more centers available for kids after school and
during the summer, less deaths—because of children being left
alone who are too young to be—and more people working. I know

_there are lots of people who cannot, or will not_get a job because

they cannot find good quality care that they can afford.

For me, my children are the most important persons in my life
and I want to be able to provide a healthy, happy, and safe envi-
ronment for them to grow up in. In order to do this I have to work
and cannot be with them constantly. Child care becomes a surro-
gate mother. In taking my place while I work, it has to be good.

Chairman MiLLER. Thank you very much.

Ms. Rhones, you mentioned that you had turned down a pay in-
crease so that you could keep your eligibility for child care.

Ms. RHONES. Yes. ‘

Chairman MiLLER. You have done that once or more than once?

Ms. RHONES. More than once.

Chairman MILLER. Yes, more than once—the ultimate private
subsidy. Will you have to continue that?

Ms. RHonEs. Until the baby is no longer eligible for day care or
unl?} I t_"clalel reasonably comfortable that she can come home by her-
self I will.

Chairman MiLLER. You will continue to make the sacrifice of
turning down an increase?

Ms. RHoONES. It comes to a point where it is career versus chil-
dren, and the raises, even though they look good, if you really add
up through the year it is less thar what it would actually cost if I
have to find somebody to take care of the children, and it is easier
because you know the child is in a setting that you feel secure with
and you can trust these people rather than put them with a baby-
sitter part time that you do not know what is going on.

Now that the children are of an age to talk, it might be better,
but I have found out that my children tend to hcld conspiracies.
They keep things in and then after a while I find out something
gross is happening.

Chairman MiLLer. This is an interesting piece of information.
Other studies have shown that some do not enter the work force
because receiving public assistance allows them to retain medicaid
and other benefit.. Your testimony adds another dimension. Some-
one with a good salary, with four children who must make that
same kind of logical ecunomic calculation, but this time its to
refuse advancement. ’

You are making the determination that all policymakers want
you to make, and that is that your children are the most important
individuals in your life. And when you pick your children over
your career you are alw telling us that you are piking quality
care over that career.

Certainly all the members of this committee want parents who
feel this way about their children.

But if you make that choice, you are going to be penalized for
putting your children first. And again from what studies we have
seen concerning women on public ausistunce, that same determina-
tion is made and the same penalty is paid for making the choice of
children over work.
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James, when you are home alone, are you allowed to have
friends come over to your house?

Master GITHENS. Yes.

Chairman MiuLer. OK. Are you allowed to go over to other
friends’ houses or are you required to stay in the house?

Master GiTHENS. I can go to other people’s.

Chairman MILLER. You can?

Master GITHENS. Yes.

Chairman MiLLer. What about Aaron and Carletha? Were you
required to stay in the house when you were staying home alone?

Ms. RHONES. Yes.

Master Rhones. Yes.

Chairman MILLER. You were not allowed to go outside?

Miss RuoNEs. No,

Chairman MiLLER. You look like somebody who might have gone
outside once or twice. [Laughter.]

Chairman MiLLeEr. You just have that look, Carletha, that sug-
gests to me that maybe once or twice you left your house for a
short period. But the rule was, apparently, Ms. Rhones, for their
safety that they were not to go outside.

Ms. RuHoNEs. Well, having someone else’s child in the home, if
they got hurt I would not be there and I would be responsible for
that child. Then, if they were at someone else’s house, if anything
happened—and I am not going to say I have angels, because my
children will get into things all right and become hurt.

C]hairman MiLier. Cutting up the plants tipped us off. [Laugh-
ter.

Ms. RHonEs. I thought I never had a green thumb.

Chairman MILLER. Aren’t we restricting children who would
expect a normal experience after school playing with their friends?
For children who are left home alone play is restricted, again out
o£ _lt(lime desire of the parent for the well-being and safety of the
child.

Ms RHONES Right, and I also found that sending them home and
keeping them from others produced a lot of idle time, and I truly
became a firm believer in i(fle time is the devil’s workshop, because
my kids—I cannot remember what they have not gotten into or
what they have not ventured to experiment with.

Living in a neighborhood where they can just look out the
window and see drug abuse constantly or an alcoholic falling down,
they were prime suspects and when the baby was 3 years old and
came to me with a piece of toilet paper rolled up and said I have
got my “rigerette,” it was like where did you see this. Where did it
come from?

Things like this, you know, you are trying to isolate them from
the world to keep them from being exposed to these things, but all
you have to do really is look out the window. But in order to keep
them from becoming prey to those persons out there that do not
care what age the children are—just to make a sale or get some-
bl:)dy hooked, to become involved in the business—is also a scary
thing.

Aaron when he was in kindergarten was a member of an extor-
tion gang and, you know, I am saying what does he know about
extortion. But then he had the older children that lived in the
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apartment complex that encouraged him and said, “Man, your
mother will not know.”

This was exciting to Aaron because he had not socialized with
children. His thing was oh, I can get out and do something differ-
ent, and it was exciting to him to try something different.

Chairman MILLER. Now he is in the high achievement program.

Ms. RHoNES. Yes.

Chairman MILLER. All right, Aaron.

Congressman McKernan.

Mr. McKerNAaN. Thank you. I would like to, I guess, just address
Ms. ithones, the mother. First of all, a number of us are very inter-
ested in this whole issue of latchkey children and one of the issues
that has come up is whether or not that term might be changed—
whether there might be some other way of describing the children.
I am obviously open to any suggestions that you might have.

How do you feel just about that—the problem of after-school
child care being referred to as the latchkey children problem? Do
you have any comments on that?

Ms. Ruones. Well, my experiences were that the key was con-
stantly being lost. I was constantly changing locks just for securi-
ty's sake. That sending thems home alone—that when we talked at
night they really did not like it, and being children, you know, we
as adults tend to fee] that children do not suffer from stress, but 1
learned after about 3 years they have a lot of mental stress, and I
was putting a lot of adult responsibilities on each of the children.

And I realized that latchkey children was not the answer. And
“latchkey” is an adequate phrase.

Ms. Bar Cray. I would like to add something to that. A rose is
still a rose by any other name. Whatever you change the terminol-
ogy to, children are still unattended. They have many hours before
a parent comes home from work, from the time they get out of
school until the parent comes home, and there is no adult supervi-
sion for them.

I know there are programs now in existence through various
agencies where there are checking systems. There are family day
care providers who will care for maybe five after-school children,
not necessarily in her own home, for the major part of the time. It
is a person that they can go to after school, say hi, I am on my way
home now. I live around the corner. I will be back after I do my
homework, maybe for a snack.

The provider knows the child is going to soccer practice or will
be down the block with another playmate. It is someone that this
child knows that they can come to in an emergency—if they are
frightened, if they are hurt, or just to be with and to talk to.

o I do not know that the terminology is——

Mr. McKerNAN. You do  * see the terminology is the important
part of the issue?

Ms. Bal Cray. I do not.

Mr. McKEeRNAN. Aaron and Carletha, do you go to your day care
at the school, the same place as the school, or do you go somewhere
eise for your day care?

Ms. Rhones. We go right where the school is.

Mr. McKEernaAN. It is right at your school?

Master RHONES. Yes.
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Ms. RHONES. Yes.

Mr McKERNAN. James, how would you feel about some kind of a
program where you would stay at the school with some other kids
and do various activities rather than go home to your house?

Master Gyruens, Well, I have -had like 4 years of experience of
that, just about, and I thought it was really fun, and I like to be
around my friends after school, so we could talk and play sports
and stuff.

Mr. McKERNAN. So you would like to be able to have some kind
of supervision after school at the school?

Master GrTHENS. Yes, yes, and then maybe some days I would
not, like if I had a friend coming over or something.

Mr, McKerNAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman MiLLER. Congressman Wolf.

Mr. WoLr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I just want to thank the panel. In the interest of time and so we
can hear from the next panel, I have no questions.

Chairman MiLLer. Congressman Marriott.

Mr Magr1orT. I am sorry I missed your testimony. I have been
briefed on the importance of what you have said and I just want to
ask a couple of quick questions in terms of the family day care.

I assume—you are Margaret?

Ms. Ba1 CLaAy. Yes.

Mr Magrrorr Iassume that is your business. A lot of people tell
me they do not want to put in-house day care centers together be-
cause you just cannot make any money. Although we should do a
lot of things for other than financial rewards, can you just com-
ment on how profitable it is? Can you make enough money? Is it
worthwhile? How can we encourage people to be more involved in
day care programs if the cost is a problem? Could you address that?

Ms Bai CrLay. Sure. As far as profit in family day care, there is
very little profit. What family day care does is it affords a woman
who may have to stay home with her own children because she
cannot find day care or because she cann-t find employment, it af-
fords her the opportunity to earn a living in her own home.

Very often what happens is that she starts out doing this for a
neighbor’s child and she is paid for it. Oftentimes it starts out as
simply a reimbursement—you know, what I lay out for lunch or
whatever, [ take the kids to a park.

So private and family day care, there is very little profit. As I
said, it affords a person to be self-sufficient at home and take care
of her own children. If we are addressing the problem of many
women who need ~xtra maternity leave—and there are those who
feel that women need to be home with their children and be priori-
ty care givers, which is absolutely true—it may not be economical-
ly feasible for this pe* son to stay home.

So if we can develop maternity leave systems that are alequate
for mothers, to encour ge them to stay home, why not encourage
them into the field of family day care by more training and other
programs They can stay home with their own children, provide
care for a women who is not as fortunate as she to stay home.

Mr Magriovr To . ovide a quality day care environment, what
;s the) maximum number of children that you can handle in your
home?
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Ms. Bar Cray. In my county it is five children or less. Now in
Arlington Couniy I know there is an adult-tochild ratio, infants
under the age of 2 you may have a helper if you have four or five
infants. In some States, for instance in Arizona and Texas, I believe
that the maximum number of children you can care for is five;
however, if you have three children of your own it only affords you
the opportunity to take care of two other day care children because
they are counted into the registration.

So there is no consistent method of establishing family day care
procedures throughout the States. Each State and local govern-
ment has its own.

Mr. MARRIoTT. Joan, may I ask where you work?

Ms. RuoNEs. In Bethesda, MD for IBM.

Mr. MaRrrIoTT. So you have a pretty good job?

Ms. RHoNES. Yes.

Mr. MarrioTt. Does IBM provide any day care, child assistance
to you at all in any of their fringe benefits programs?

Ms. RHoNES. No, they do not, and all the work that we put forth
and all the effort that we have tried to encourage them just to pro-
vide space have been declined because they feel that enough day
care centers and nurseries and Montessori schools are in the vicini-
ty, and when we point out the fact that they take alarge chunk of
our salary out, it seems to be very insignificant.

They are not yet sensitive to our needs.

Mr. MaRrrIOTT. What grades are Carletha and Aaron in?

Ms. Ruones. Carletha is in the fifth, Aaron’s in the fourth, and I
have not allowed them to be skipped because if they do that would
break up the continuity, and the two younger ones would be left
with the older ones to oversee them.

Mr. MagriorT. Is there anything provided in their schools for
after-school care— any kind of programs for them in the school?

Ms. RHonEs. OK. The school has provided space for a nonprofit
agency to come in and set up a day care association and they ate in
a before and after school progran.

Mr. MaRrIoTT. So that is where they stay after school until you
can come to get them?

Ms. RHoONES. Right, and before school.

Mr. MARR,0O.1. Let me just conclude, Mr. Chairman, by saying as
soon as I wauiked in the roem ard saw the smiles of Carletha and
Aaron I was impressed because one of my favorite basketball play-
ers is Magic Johnson, and he has such a nice smile and I thought
you were the children of Magic Johnson when I came in because
you have such nice smiles.

I want to again apologize for not being here. 1 appreciate you.
testimony.

Chairman MiLLER. Thank you. Again, this panel raises a whole
series of issues which we are going to have to address, and I appre-
ciate the spectrum of testimony that you have provided us. A
number of these issues should not go unanswered, even including
what James has said about his mother trying to organize a basket-
ball team, but not being allowed to use the gym after school—the

. little problems that we cannot address at the Federal level. Or the

fact that the Navy has declared the ‘“Month of the Child,” yet they
do not seem to have child care program for their career employees.

36-292 0 - 84 - 6
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I thank you for raising some of these issues. James and Carletha
and Aaron, thank you very much for sitting through the hearing
with us this morning,and giving us the opportunity to hear from
you. We wish you well. .

Next we will hear from a panel made up of Ann Yeamans, who
is a parent from Olney, MD; Muriel Hughes, who is a parent from
Wheaton, MD; and Linda Burton, who will be accompanied by
Slrxri Loveless, who represents Mothers-At-Home from Vienna,

Welcome to the committee. Again, your prepared testimony will
be placed in the record in its entirety and we want you to proceed
in the manner in which you are most comfortable.

First we will hear from Ms. Yeamans.

STATEMENT OF ANN YEAMANS, PARENT, OLNEY, MD

Ms. YEaMaNs. My name is Ann Yeamans. I am married and the
mother of two children—Jeff, who is 14, and Sarah, who is 11 at
present. I am also the chairman of the Olney Extended Day Center
in Olney, MD, center co-rep to the executive committee of Mont-
gomery Child Day Care Association, and an elected member of the
board of directors of MCDCA.

Olney Extended Day Center provides before- and after-school
care to some 50 children who attend kindergarten through grade
five in the greater Olney area. Full-day care is also provided on
school holidays, snow days, and during summer vacations. The
center is housed in two classrooms of Olney Elementary School,
and is fully licensed by the Montgomery County Health Depart-
ment. Space for the center is rented from Montgomery County
Public Schools in accord with MCPS joint occupancy policies and
procedures.

Montgomery Child Day Care Association is a nonprofit organiza-
tion serving as an umbrella resource for nine centers which pro-
vide care to 729 children at 14 locations in Montgomery County; 62
percent of the children served are of school age, 38 percent are pre-
school.

Sixty-three percent of MCDCA families are full fee-paying fami-
lies Purchase of care for 37 percent of the children is contracted
with Montgomery County Department of Social Services.

Day care as a personal issue began for me some 6 years ago in
early 1978. As a pediatric nurse who had been out of the work
force for nearly 9 years, I was sensitive to both national and local
concerns regarding the shortage of professional nurses. The appro-
priateness of again using my technical sk.lls seemed totally clear,
except for one urgent question. How could I best provide for the
care of my own children, who were then ages 5 and 8 in order to
provide nursing care for children in the general population?

Concurrent to my own reflections, area community leaders met
and expressed then concern for the day-to-day faring of latchkey
children. There was good day care in the area from a few family
pruviders, but the numbers of such nwthers in our growing popula-
tion of more than 20,000 was very few. The nearest group day care
providexjwas more than 7 miles away.
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The principal of the local elementary school offered to make
space available in her building for latchkey care. Five parents and
I quickly responded by agreeing to commit our efforts to addressing
Olney’s needs. Day care programs, issues and trends were exten-
sively researched School and community support was carefully
nurtured. Fundraising efforts were actively initiated. The group
vigorously sought membership in Montgomery County Child Day
Care Association in order to provide administrative stability as
well as to bring overall expertise to the new venture.

We also established meticulous criteria:

First, that multiple age grouping would liken the center to a
large family or neighborhoog experience.

Second, activities would be inclusive of those available to chil-
dren who were at home at the beginning and end of the school day
as well as those which would be creative and enriching.

Third, child and parent involvement would be solicited in plan-
ning activities and establishing goals.

Fourth, staff selection would be based on education, experience,
and quality of interactions with children.

Fifth, programs of care would be expanded only when existing
programs were operating well.

In these past 6 years the Olney Extended Day Center has indeed
expanded its programs of care. It has also established itself simul-
taneously as both an integral part of the greater, Olney community
and as an active member of the vital day care constituency.

Issues concerning day care have long been raised in Montgomery
County. Particularly in the political campaigns of 1982, parents
Joined with professionals in urging county leaders to explore the
1ssues of quality, cost, location, transportation, and referral. These
issues are documented and outlined in my attachment, which is
“Child Day Care: An Important Issue for the 1980’s.”

In considering the issue of quality, the quality of Montgomery
County’s programs directly relates to the qualifications of the care
givers. Sadly, it is my understanding that the pool of qualified
child care providers is decreasing even as the need for nurturing
care is increasing. Low pay and “burn out” are directing existing
good care providers away from the profession. Wider career options
are greatly reducing both the number and the quality of entry
level providers. Is this not an issue critical for this committee to
address?

The cost of day care is increasingly becoming a burden to work-
ing families everywhere, regardless of whether they are two work-
ing-parent families, siugle parent mom families, or single parent
dad families Present income guidelines for reimbursement exclude
a large number of families whose incomes fall just above the cutoff
point.

It is these parents who often must choose to latchkey their chil-
dren regardliess of the ¢hiid's or their own peace of mind. This issue
is also addressed in my attachment.

The issue of locutions of centers has been complicated in Mont-
gomery County by the recent closure of many low-enrolled schools
which also contained child care facilities. The movement of centers
to other than neighborhood school locations has raised the issue of
transportation. Who will transport and who will pay?
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A joint effort of the county executive, the county council, and
MCPS has responded to this problem. The recent transportation
policy does indeed provide for transportation; however, it also adds
to the provider’s cost of providing quality care.

The issue of information and referral has also received direct
action in our jurisdiction. On March 15, 1984, the Child Care Con-
nection, a private, nonprofit agency, opened under the direction of
Mrs. Fran Abrams to provide the coordination for these services.
The agency is under contract to the county government, with fi-
nancial assistance also provided by an area employer. It is my un-
derstanding that H.R. 2242 as introduced by Barbara Mikulski ad-
dresses this need.

Most certainly the issues confronting day care in the 1980’s and
on into the 1990's are both numerous and diverse. For too long
these issues have been in a large part closet issues—both in the
private sector and at all levels of government.

I compliment this committee’s 1dentification of child care issues
to date. Further, I appreciate this opportunity to appear before
you. And, finally, and most importantly, I look forward to your
active involvement in addressing the solutions.

Thank you.

[Prepared statement of Ann Yeamans follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ANN YEAMANS, PARENT, OLNEY, MD

My name i$ Ann Yeamans. My home 1s at 17516 Queen Elizabeth Drive in Olney,
Maryland. I am married and the mother of two children. Jeff, who is presently 14,
and Sarah, who is 11.

I am also the chairman of the Olney Extended Day Center in Oluey, Center co-
representative to the Executive Commuttee of Montgomery Child Day Care Associa-
tion [MCDCA], and an elected member of the Board of Directors of MCDCA.

Olney extended Day Center provides before and after school care to some 50 chil-
dren who attend kindergarten thru grade $ in the greater Olney area Full-day care
1s also provided on school holidays, snow days, and during summer vactions. The
Center 15 housed 1n two classrooms of Olney Elementary School and is fully licensed
by the M.natgomery County Health Department. Space for the Center is rented from
Muntgomery County Public Schools {MCPS] in accord with MCPS joint Occupancy
volicy and procedures.

Montgomery Child Day Care Assouiation 1s a non profit organization serving as an
umbrella resource for nine centers which provide care to 729 children at 14 loca-
tions 1in Montgomery County, Maryland. 62% of the children served are of school
age while 3877 are preschool children. Presently, 637% of MCDCA families are full-
fee paying families Purchase of care for 37% cf the children is contracted with
Montgomery County Department of Social Services.

Day care as a personal issue began for me some six years ago in early 1978 As a
pediatric nurse who had been out of the full-ime work force for nearly nine years, I
was sensitive to both national and local concerns regarding the shortage of profes
sional nurses.

The appropriateness of again using my technical skills seemed totally clear except
for one urgent question:

""How could I best provide for the care of my own children (who were then ages 5
and 8 1n order to provide nursing care for children in the general population?”

Cuncurrent to my own reflections, area community leaders met in a session of the
Nurtheast Forum to express concern for the d? w-daty faring of "latch-key chil-
dren”. Although good day care was being provided by a few family providers such as
Mrs Ju Frock of Olney, the numbers of such mothers in our growing population of
more than 20,000 was very few. The nearest group day care provider was more than
seven miles away and tended to serve families of its own community

Olney Elementary Prinupal, Di Marguerite Bridge, offered to make space avail
able in her building for latch key care Five Olney parents, the Mrs. Diane Davies,
Sue Garten, Eleanor Kaul, Pam Shirley, and I yuikly responded by agreeing to
cernmit our efforts to addressing Olney’s need.
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Day care programs. issues, and trends were extensively researched. Schoul and
community support was carefully nurtured. Fund-raising efforts were actively initi-
ated The group vigorously suught membership in Montguniery Child Day Care As-
sociation in order to provide administrative stability as well as to bring overall ex-
pertise to the new venture.

l The coordinating comnmittee alsu meticulously established Center critena as fol-
Ows:

Multiple age grouping would liken the Center tu a large fanuly or neighborhvod
experience.

Activities would be inclusive of those arailable to childr... who were at home at
the beginning and end of the school day as well as thos: which would be creative
and enriching.

Child and parent involvement would be soliuted in planning activities and estab-
lishing goals.

Staff selection would be based on education. experience, and quality of interac-
tions with children

Programs of care would be expanded only when existing programs were operating
well

In these past six years. the Olney Extended Day Center has indeed expanded its
programs of care It has also established itself simultaneously as both an integral
part of the greater Olney community and as an active member of the vital day care
constituency,

Issues concerning day care have long been raiwed in Montgomery County, Particu-
larly, in the political campaigns of 1982, parents joined with professionals in urang
county leaders to explore the issues of quality, cost, location, transportation, and re-
ferral These issues are documented and outlined well in my attachment, Child Day
Care: An Important Issue for the 80's

In considering the issue of quality. the yuality of Montgomery County's programns
directly relates to the qualifications of the care givers Sadly, it 1s my understanding
that the pool of qualified child care providers is decreasing even as the need for nur-
turing care is increasing Low pay and "burn-out” are directing existing good care
providers away from the profession Wider career options are greatly reducing both
the number and the quality of entry level providers. Is this not an issue critical for
this committee to address?

The cost of day care 15 increasingly becoming a burden to working families every-
where regardless of whether they are two-working parent famulies, single parent
(Mom? families, or single parent (Dad) families Present income guidelines for reim-
bursement exclude a large number of “amilies whose incomes fall Just above the
cutoff point [t 1s these parents whu o.. 2n must choose to “latch key” their children
irregardless of the child’s or their vwn peace of mind This issue 1s also addressed 1n
my attachment, Child Day Care, etc,

The issue of location of centers has been complicated \n Montgomery County by
the recent closure of many low-enrolled sthools which also contained child care fa-
cilities The movement of centers tu uther than neghborhood schoul locations has
raised the issue of transportaton Who will transport” Who will pay” A jont effort
of the County Executive, the County Council, and MCPS has responded tc¢ this prob-
lem The recent Transpurcation Policy does indeed provide for transportation Ilow-
ever. it also adds to the provider’s cost of providing quality care

The issue of information and referral has also received direct action in vur juris-
dictn On March 15, 1981, the Thuila Care Connection, a private non-profit agency.
opened under the direction of Mrs Fran Abrams to provide the coordination for
these services The agenty is under contract to the county government with finan-
clal assistance also provided by an area employer It 1s my understanding that H R.
2212 as introduced by Barbara Mikulski (D-Md) addresses this need

Most certainly. the issues confronting day care in the #¥0's and on into the 90's are
both numerous und diverse Fur too long these jssues have been i a large part
“closet 1ssues” —both 1n the private sector and at all levels of government.

1 compliment this commi.tee’s identification of child care issues to date Further,
Fappreciate this opportunity te appear before you And finally, and most imnportant-
1v. Llook forvward to your active involvement 1n addressing the solutions

Chaitman. MiLLER. Thank you.
Ms. Hughes.
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STATEMENT OF MURIEL POSTON HUGHES, PARENT, WHEATON,
MD

Ms. HucHes. I would like to thank the Select Committee on Chil-
dren, Youth and Families for giving me the opportunity to address
some issues and concerns I as a working parent have regarding
child care. A particular concern of mine is infant and toddler care.

I have two children—one, a son age 8, and the second, a daugh-
ter age 21%. I think the differences in their experiences in child
care illustrate the varying attitudes of State and local jurisdictions
in different parts of the country and how this impacts on finding
and obtaining quality care for young children.

My daughter was born in 1981 in Montgomery County in Mary-
land, and when she was { months old I, for both financial and per-
sonal reasons, returned to my job as a faculty member at Howard
University. There were, and are, only two options available to
working parents of infants in Montgomery County, both of which
have limitations. One is in-home care which because of the cost is
available to only a few families, and the second and primary form
of infant care is family day care. I utilized both of these forms in
the process of providing child care for my daughter while she was
under the age of 2.

The first form of child care we used was family day care. The
referrals for licensed family day care homes are sent to parents
seeking child care by the Department of Social Services in the
county and I received referrals to over 60 family day care providers
between the time she was born and when she was placed in child
care.

Not all of these referrals had openings for infants, because a li-
censed family day care home may have a total of only six children,
including the provider’s own, and may have only 2 children under
the age of 21 months. This limit of two children under the age of
twu reduces the nuniber of available homes for infants, and of the
_referralsl received over three-quarters of these did not have open-
ings.

Consequently, 1 read ads in the local paper and ran an ad as
well I visited the homes of many family day care providers who
had openings, and there werc some licensed homes with obvious
health hazards. One family day care home | visited was so over-
crunded it would have been impossible to evacuate in case of fire
the seven children she already had, not inlcuding my own.

Another site had as a primary play area a basement with holes
in the wall paaeling. In a third, the provider in the process of
showing me her back yard left two toddlers and an infant unat-
tended in her house. Additionally many homes already had two
children under the age of 2, but these providers liked babies so
much that they were willing to take on mine. With a total ratio of
one adult per six children in a licensed fumily day care home it is
difficult to provide even custodial infant care, quality infant care is
another matter altogether.

We ended up placing my daughter in an unlicensed home with a
provider w ho responded to my ad, and this provider cared for my
daughter, a toddler, and her own child, who was 3 years old, giving
us a ratio of one-to-three and not one-to-six.
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This was at a cost of $85 a week. Although I have not addressed
the issue of cost, since my primary concern was availability, I
would like to note that the fees charged in family day care homes I
visited ranged from $40 a week to §125 a week for full day care,
Monday through Friday.

Within 3 months of placing my daughter in this family day care
home, the provider told me she would be unable to continue to pro-
vide care because she was moving. This time we chose to use the
second option available to parents seeking infant care, and that
was to have someone come into our home. In-home care iz prohibi-
tively expensive for the fulltime working parent, with costs begin-
ning at 3167 50 under current minimum wage laws and ranging
higher for hours 8 to 6 p.m. Monday through Friday.

These costs do not refl&t the additional factors of employer
social security payments, unemployment insurance, taxes and
workman’s compensation. Although my husband is a physician, we
were unable to continue to afford full-time child care and conse-
quently only utilized our in-home child care provider 30 hours, at a
cost of $100 a week, and split our schedules.

[ would like to note that at this time our elementary school age
child was in an after-school program, and our total child care costs
were in excess of $700 per month.

Another problem besides the cost with in-home care is that there
is little opportunity for social interaction with other children,
which is one of the most stimulating experiences for infants and
toddlers.

Because of our concerns about the cost and the lack of social
interaction with in-home infant care, we again placed our child in
a family day carc home, which this time was licensed and she
stayed there frorn the time she was 12 months until she was over 2
years of age and able to attend preschool. This meant that Elissa
had been in three different child care situations within her first 12
months.

Given the inadequacies of the two options for infant care—that
is, family day care and in-home care—there is another alternative
which I think should be available in all jurisdictions, and that is
center-based infant care. Such facilities would provide a staff
trained in early childhoud education where infant learning abilities
could be hnowledgeably encouraged. The adult-infant ratio would
be lower than the 1to-6 found in most family day care homes.

The physical plant would be able to provide age-appropriate play
areas for infants and toddlers. Must importantly, there would be
sufficient monitoring through regulatory licensing of these larger
facilities.

This brings me to the contrasting story of my son's infant child
care My son was born in 1975 while my husband and 1 were stu-
dents at the University of California at Los Angeles. My son, along
with 11 other children, was part of a parent-infant child care co-up
used by faculty, staff, and students of UCLA, and he stayed thore
from the age of 6 months until he was over 2 and able to attend
preschool.

The trained staff provided reliable quality care with a staff ratio
of 1-to-3. and the socialization between infants and toddlers was
sumething very important to his development. His vocabulary at 19
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months was in excess of 300 words, and both his pediatrician and
the center director felt this was in large part due to his interaction
with other toddlers. Consistent quality care is of greatest impor-
tance to infants, and the professional staff of the co-op provided my
son with that care.

The differences in the experiences in infant care of my two chil-
dren highlight some of the problems with the availability and qual-
ity of infant care. If you live where I do now, there are only two
options available for working parents—that is, family day care or
in-home care. Both of these are inadequate because of enforcement
of the licensing regulations, specifically health hazards and over-
enrollment in the former and cost in the latter.

My previous experience in California demonstrated that quality
cent~r-based care can be developed to meet the needs of infants
and their working parents, and I believe this alternative should be
an option in all jurisdictions. Availability of quality infant care, no
matter what form, is, of course, the primary problem and one
which should not be limited by the vagaries of local jurisd.ctions
but should be met on a nationwide basis. .

Thank you.

{Prepared statement of Muriel Poston Hughes follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MURIEL Poston HuGHEs, PARENT, WiiEATON, MD

1 would like to thank the Select Committee on Children, Youth and Families for
grnang me the opportunity to address some isoues and concerns I, as a working
parent, have regarding hild care A particular concern of mine is tnfant and tod-
dler care | have two children one, a sun. age eight and the second, a daughter, age
twu and a half 1 think the differences in their experiences in child care illustrate
the varyving attitudes of state and loal jurisdictions in different parts of the coun-
try, and how this impacts un finding nmi obtaiming yuality care for young children.

My daughter was born in 1981 in Montgomery County in Maryland, and when she
was 1 months old 1, fcr both financial and personal reasons, ret urned to my job as a
faculty member at Howurd University There were, and are, only two options avail-
able to working parents uf infants in Montgomery County and hoth of which have
limitations One 1s in home care which because uf the wost is available to only a few
families. and the second and primary form of wutant care s family day care. I uti-
fized both of these forms in the process uf pruviding child care for my daughter
while she was under the age of two.

Referrals for licensed famuly day care homes are sent to parents seeking child
care by the Department of Social Services of the cuunty, and | received referrals to
over 0 FDC providers between the time she was born and when she was placed in
child care Not all of these referrals had openings for infants because a licensed
FDC home may have a total of unly six children including the providers own and
may have unly two chiluren under the age of twu. This limit of two children under
the ago of two reduces the number of uvailable homes for infants, and of the refer-
rals 1 received ser %4 uf these did not have upenings fur infants. Consequently, |
read ads in the local paper and ran an ad as well I visited the homes of man F?DC
providers whu had openings and there were sume licensed homes with obvious
health hazards  vue hume | visited was su wvercrowded it would have been tnpossi-
ble tu evacuate un case of firel the seven children she already had not including
mune, another had. as the primary play area. 2 basement with hules in the paneling,
2 third the provider, in the process of shuwing me her backyard, left two toddlers
and an infant unattended in the house Additivtially, many homes already had two
chuldren unde the age of twu but these providers liked babtes su much” that they
were willing tu tahe mine With a total rati of une adult, six children in a licensed
FDC hume it s difficult tu provide custedial infant care, quality infant care 1s an-
other matter al! together

1 ended up placing my daughter in an unlicensed hume with a pros:der who had
responded to my ad. and th, pruvider cared fur my daughter, u toddler and her own
child who was 3 years old yziving mie a ratio of 13 nut 16 This was at a cost of
3500 wk Although [ have not addressed the issue of cost, sinve my primary prob-
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lem was availabili.y, I would like to note that the fees charged ranged from $40.00/
wk. to $125.00/wk. for full day care Monday-Friday.

Within three months of placing my daughter the provider told me she would b
unable to continue to provide care for her because she was moving. This time
those to use the second option available to parents seeking infant care and that was
to have someone come into my home. In-home child care is prohibitively expunsive
for the fulltime working parent with costs beginning at $167.50 (under current min-
imum wage laws) and ranging higher for hours from 8-6 pm Monday-Friday. These
costs do not reflect the additional factors of employer social security payments, un-
employment insurance, taxes and workman’s compensation. Although my husband
is a physician we were unable to continue to afford full time child care and conse-
quently only utilized our in-home child care provider thirty hours a week and sphit
our schedules. Another problem Ibesides the cost) with in-home care is that there 1s
little opportunity for social interaction with other childérn, which 1s one of the most
stimulating experiences for infants and toddlers. Because of our concerng-about the
cost and the lack of social interaction with in-home, infant care we again placed our
daughter in a family day care home, which was licensed, and she stayed there from
the time she was 12 months until she was over two years of age and able to attend
pre-school.

Given the inadequacies of the two options for infant care ie. family day care and
in-home care, there is another alternative which I think should be available in all
jurisdictions and that is center-based infant care. Such facilities would provide a
staff trained in early childhood education where infant learning abilities could be
knowledgeably encouraged. The adult.infant ratio would be lower than the 1.6
found in most family day care homes. The physical plant would be able to provide
age appropriate play areas for infants and toddlers. Most importantly, there would
be sufficient monitoring, through regulatory licensing, of these larger facilities.

This brings.me to the contrasting story of my son’s infant child care. My son was
born in 1975 while my husband and I were students at the University of Calfornia
at Los Angeles My son along with 11 other children was part of a parent-infant
child care to-op for faculty, staff and students of UCLA, and he stayed there from
the age of { months until he was wer two aad able to attend pre-school. The trained
staff provided reliable quality child care and the socialization between infants and
toddlers was something very important to his development. His vocabulary at 19
months was in ¢xcess of 300 words and both his pediatrician and the center director
felt this was in large part due to his interaction with other toddlers. Consistent
quality care is of greatest importance to infants and the professional staff provided
my son with such care. )

The differences in the experiences in infant care for my two children highlight
some of the problems with the availability and yuality of infant child care. If you
live in a jurisdiction, as 1 do now, there are only twu options available for wurking
parents i e family day care or in hume care. Buth uf these are inadequate because of
enforcement of t{le licensing regulations in the former and cost in the latter. My
previvus experience in California demonstrated that quality center based care can
be developed to meet the needs of infants and their wurking parents, and I believe
this alternative should be an option in all jurisdictivns. Availability of quahty infant
care no matter what form s, of course, the primary problem and one which should
n(‘)(ti bg limited by the vagaries of local jurisdictiuns but should be met un a nation-
wide basis

Chairman MiLLer. Thank you.
Miss Burton.

STATEMENT OF LINDA BURTON, MOTHERS-AT-HOME, VIENNA,
VA ACCOMPANIED BY CHERI LOVELESS, MOTHERS-AT-HOME

Ms BurtoN. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
ladies and gentlemen, my name is Linda Burton, I live in Spring-
field, VA I am accompanied by Cheri Loveless of Vienna, VA.
Along with another Vienna resident, Janet Dittmer, we are found-
ers of Mothers-At-Home, a support organization for mothers who
choose to stay home. Our monthly publication, Welcome Home,
which began distribution only 3 months ago, has subscribers in 50
States and 2 foreign countries,
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Less than 6 months ago we began speaking out on the subject of
mothers who choose not to enter the pid work force while their
children need them at home. When o.r statements were made
public wuiuen across the Nation responded immediately n extraor-
dinary numbers.

We heard from mothers in urban areas and mothers in rural
areas, mothers who called themselves liberals and mothers who
considered themselves conservatives, mochers of preschoolers and
mothers ol teens, mothers who have never worked outside the
home and mothers who work full time. Until statistics are com-
piled, we cannot state what percentage each of these categories
represents of the total responze, however, it is clear thafthe moth-
ers writing to us cross all political, religious, and socit?economic
lines, with no particular group the obvious majority.

We wish to point out that our group, Mothers-At-Home, is not
political. We do not lobby on behalf of any political party or organi-
zation. However, we are happy to play an educational rele and it is
in that capacity that we appear here today.

Everywhere there are demands for more quality day care. The
report you printed in December 1983 on the demographic and
social trends affecting care for dependents indicates that an al-
ready-critical problem is going to get much worse. At this time
most efforts to solve the Nation's massive child care problems
center around discovering ways to create more day care and ways
to upgrade the quality of that care.

Based on the information coming to us in the form of letters and
phone calls from mothers of all backgrounds and circunmstances, we
strongly suggest that another approach to the problem be investi-
gated—that of bringing hume the many mothers who do work who
would rather be at home, who would rather not have their children
in day care in the first place.

These mothers, who work only because of economic and social
pressures, could be given incentives to remain home with their
children Taking their children out of day care would make more
care available to the mothers who still choose to work.

Mothers who do require day care for their children clearly must
have access to the best care availabie, but they are not going to get
it from an overburdened child care system. Seldom do “more’” and
“quality” go hand-in-hand, and in the case of an issue so deeply
human as child care this is particularly so.

We capnot legislate or exercise quality controls over the capacity
of vne human being to love and care for another. 1" the child care
eaperience as we hear about from many forn er ana current work-
ing mothers is an accurate indication of the kind of (hild care most
anuthers are finding, then perhaps the attempt to create more day
care mevrely hits the symptom rather than the root of the problem.

Our mail indicates that many mothers are working simply to
provide economic stability fur their families and tiat they view day
care as a necessary evil rather than as an acceptable alternative. A
mother from Fairfax, VA, writes: ‘f

Yuu are guite right ahen you state there s httle else besides money diowing

muthers to salanied jubs T work with large aumbers of such womeic both in my 9-to-
v job and i my velunteer work as director of the Women’s Center
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A working mother in Allentown, PA, shares her feelings this
way:

[am ¢ working muther. albeit « very. very reluctant one My daughter will be 6
months vld tumourrow and not a day gues by withuut me grieving vver lusing these

precious days with her 1 have to work, but my husband and I are duing everything
possible tu get vurselves vn vur feet financially su I cant work part time by autumn.

More subtle than economic pressures to work, but possibly more
of an influence on the state of child care in the Nation is the social
pressure mothers feel. In the past 20 years we have fostered a gen-
eration of young people who have heard nothing but put-downs
about child rcaring They have been massively encouraged to do
something more iniportant with their lives.

Mothering has no prestige. While we as a nation continue to re-
spect motherhood, we have very little respect for its mothers. The
mothers our organization has heard from believe they are consid-
ered intellectually inferior and out of pace with the times. They
feel dismissed as self-indulgent, lazy people whose job could be
easily replaced by an institution.

A typical mother from Sacramento, CA, writes:

! ara so tired of certain people luvking duwn ua me because [ am unly o housewife
Even my husband. who supports my decision to remain at hume, thinks I do practi-

vally nothing all day long People seeni to think that a wuman who stays hume with
her child 15 not guite right. that she has nothing important to say

Another woman, this one from Destrehan, LA, comments:

I have often jukingly thuught that there should be a Homebudies Anunymous,
wherein all f the members admt. I am a mother at home | am embarrassed to
adnut that I uo longer hold a professinal title " 1 have long been and still am an
avid suppurter of NOW, but admat tu confusivn as tv my rule since I quite workiny. [
hold & degree in mathematics and was the dean of academics at a private school
Sometow, I feel a need tu tell peuple of my past acomplishments. certain that they
would think me dull were I to tell them of the juys of being « mother-homemaker

From Dale, TX, the wite of a CPA writes:

The pressure from our society mhes us feel that if we don't work vutside the
home we can do nothing else

A mother from New Jerscy who does volunteer work with child
abusers explains:

Luw housewife image and 1solation are at the tup of the List fur unhappy moth-
ers—and therefore child nezlect or abuse

A working mother from Rochester, NY, writes:

I am nut at home, but would Like tu be It 15 a sham» that I was brainwashed
while m college 1nto thinking T must work outside the home

When it becomes increasingly evident that the business of rais-
ing children is beneath the national dignity, then intelligent,
skilled, compassionate peuvple are not likely to want the job. Nor
are they likely to want to staff day care centers to take care of
other people’s children.

Our correspondence from mothers across the Nation strongly in-
dicates that the establishment of economic incentives and social
sanctions for those who prefer to raise their own children at home
would have an impact. We run a risk in suggesting specific meas-
ures because we feel that single suggestions can too easily be shot
down us impractical. thus damaging the larger proposition. There-
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fore, we will cite sume examples which should be treated as a
springboaid for further discussion.

Father William Byron, president of Washington, DC's Catholic
University, has suggested mochers be accorded social credits for
each year they remain at hume, which would be redeemable as
either higher education for their children or civil service points for
themselves.

A mother who wrote to us from Newman, CA, lists several sug-
gestions, Among them are a significant tax break for mothers who
do not work vutside the home, the establishment of social security
benefits for homemakers, and the right to put into an IRA the
same amount allowed her working spouse.

Benefits similar to those given veterans, such as special mort-
tage packages and special loans would aid mothers like one who
writes us from Baltimore, MD.

All I have ever wanted to be sinee the age of 1315 a mother at home At 37 [
expected to be settled down with two or three hads living the American dream, but
~uch s not the case Within the first year of our daughter's life my husband went
intu a deep depression We lust our house because my husband wouldn't or wouldn't
keep up with the pavments

I'recenved and receive no child care but I was determined to stay with my daugh-
ter, for whom I had waited so lung With the kelp of my father-in-law T got a lease
un @ word processor and fur almost three years I have been working from my home.
and taking vare of my daughter But the business will not survive unless I can
expand, and Toan U get any credit or find an investor 1 doun’t want to leave home

Certainly the Government could take the lead in recognizing the
shills a woman develops as ¢« homeniaker when considering past
mothers at home for jobs A Woodbridge, VA, mother writes.

At one timie I worhed fur the Astrouaut Affairs Office with NASA headquarters in
Wishington, DC It was a v 3 glamorous job 1 met many astronauts, scheduled
tunur samples all over the world. and I loved it But my job us a homemaker 1s
much nore demanding and  requires good management shaills. not unly 1n manage-
ment of people b1t resources and time as well

Perhaps incentives could alsv be given to the private sector to en-
courage exploration of innovative ways to aid mothers who want to
be home with their children but cannot for financial reasons. We
have heard about u college which frees 1ts mother employees over
the summer months to ullow them to be with their children while
college students fill in for them.

In the fall, when children have returned to school, the mothers
are welcomed back to their full-time positions. Perhaps some busi-
nesses would see fit to issue special discount cards or to offer other
special treatments such as servicemern. and senior citizens are
given.

These are some measures that have been suggested by the people
who write to us Sume of these measures may work. None of them
may work. Or variations of 4 few of them in concert may work. We
are nut hete to tell you precisely what measures should be taken.
We are here to tell you that thousands of mothers working both
inside and vutside the home want desperately to raise their own
children.

If yvou find a way to help them do that, both working mothers
and mothers at home will benefit. It would greatly improve the
quality of existing day care by forcing the removal of the chaff
from our vbviously wwerburdened child care system. It would vastly
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enhance the overall quality of child care in this country by ensur-
ing that a great many more children would receive the full-time in-
dividual nurturing that they deserve.

Finally, economic relief and socia! sanction for mothers at home
would be a strong endorsemen: of the advocacy of choice—the
belief that women should be able to choose what they want to do
with their lives. As it staiids now, economically and socially many
mothers feel pressured to work. -

Economic and social incentives tor mothers who want to be at
home would at last present women with a fair balance of opportu-
nity—the first genuine choice they have had in a long time.

. Thank you.
Chairman MiLLER. Thank you very much.
[Prepared statement of Linda Burton follows:]

PRePARED STATEMENT OF LINDA BURTON, SPRINGFIELD, VA

My name is Linda Burton I live in Springfield, Virgimia. | am accompanied by
Chen Loveless of Vienna, Virginia. Along with another Vienna resident, Janet
Dittmer, we are founders of Mothers At Home, a support orgamzation for mothers
who choose to stay home Our monthly publication, WELCOME HOME, which
began a .ribution only three months ago, has subscribers in fifty states and two
foreign countries.

Less than six months ago, we began speaking out on the subject of mothers who
choose not to enter the paid workforce while their children need them at home.
When our statements were made public, women across the nation responded imme-
diately in extraordinary numbers We heard from mothers in urban areas and
mothers in rural areas, mothers who call themselves liberals and mothers who con-
sider themselves conservative, mothers of preschoolers and mothers of teens, moth-
ers who have never worked outside the home and mothers who work full time.
Until statistics are compiled, we «annot state what percentage each of these catego-
ries represents of our total response. However, it is clear that the mothers writing
to us cross all political, religious, and socio-ecunomic lines, with no particular group
the obvious majority.

We wish to point out that our group, Mothers At Home, is not political. We do not
lobby on behalf of any political party or organization. However, we are happy to
play an educational role, and it 1s in that capacity that we appear here today.

MORE EQUALITY DAY CARE MAY NOT BE POSSIBLE

Everywhere, (here are demands for “more quahty day care.” The report you
prirted in December 1983, on the demographic and social trends affecting care for
dependents, indicates that an already cnitical problem 1s going to get much worse,
At this time most effurts tu solve the nation's massive child-care problems center
around discoveting ways to create more day care and ways to upgrade the qualty of
that care Based on the information coming to us in the form of letters and phone-
calls from mothers of all backgrounds and circumstances, we strongly suggest that
another approach to the problem be investigated —that of bringing home the many
mothers whu do work who would rather not be 1n the paid labor force, who would
rather not have theur children in day care in the first place. These mothers, who
work only because of economic and social pressures, could be given incentives to
remuin home with their children Taking their children out f day care would make
more care available to the mothers who still choose te work.

Mothers who do require day are fur their children clearly inust have access to
the best care available But they are not going to get it from an uver-burdened child-
care system Seldom do “more” and "quality” go hard .n hand, and in the case of
an issue su deeply human as child care, this 1s particularly so. We cannot legislate
or exercise quality controls over the capacity of une human being to love and care
for another If the child car: experiences we hear about from many former and cur-
rent working muthets 15 an accurate indication of the kind of child care most moth-
ers are finding, then perhaps the attempt to create more day care merely hits the
symptoin rather than the root of the problem
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Our mail indicates that many mothers are working simply to provide economic
stability for their families, and that they view day care as o necessary evil rather
than as an acceptable alternatine

A mother from Farrfax, Virginia, writes, "You are quite right when you state
there 1s Little else besides money drawing mothers to salaried yubs 1 work with large
numbers f such women both in my 9 5 jub and in my volunteer work as Director of
the Women's Center ”* A working muther in Allentown, Pennsylvania, shares her
feelings this way "1I'm a working mother, albeit a very. very reluctant one My
daughter will be six months uld tumorrow and aot a day gues by without me gries-
ing over losing these preaous days with her 1 have tu worh, but my husband and 1
are duing everythung possible tu get vurselves un our feet financially su 1 can work
part time by autum”

POOR IMAGE OF MOTHERHOOD MEANS POOR QUALITY CHILD CARE

More subtle than ecuonumic pressures to work, but possibly more of an nfluence
ot the state of child care in the nativn, 15 the souial pressure mothers feel. In the
past twenty years, we have fustered a generatiun of youny people who have heard
twthing but put-duwns dabout child-resring They have been massively encouraged to
‘dv sumething more imiportant” with their lives Mothering has no prestige While
we as 4 nativn continue to respect mutherhvod, we have little respect for 1its moth-
vra The mothers vur organizatwn hes heard from believe Lhey are considered intel-
lectually inferior and out of pace with the times They also feel dismussed as self-
indulgent. lacy people whose 10b could be eusily replaced by an institution.

A typical mother from Sacramento, California, writes, 1 am so tired of certain
peuple luoking down on me because 1 am ‘unly 4 housewife ' Even my husband, who
suppurts my decision to remain at home, thinks 1 do practically nothing all day
o Peuple seern to think that a woman who stays home with her child is not quite
bryzht, that she has nothing important to say " Another wuman, this one from Des-
trehan, Lowsiana, womnients, "'l have often jukingly thought that there should be a
Humebodies Anonymous, wherein all of the members admit, '1 am a mother-at-
hume: [ am embarrassed to admit that I no longer ho'd a professional title ' 1 have
longr been, and still am, an avid suppurter of NOW, but admit to confusion as to my
rle since 1 quit working [ hold a degree in Mathematics and was the Dean of Aca-
demucs at a private -chol Somehow, 1 feel a need to tell people of my past accom-
plishments, wrtain hat they would think me dull were 1 to tell them of the joys of
being a mother-homemaker

From Dale, Texas, the wife of a CPA writes, "The pressure from our society
makes us feel that if we don't work outside the home, we can do nothing else ™ A
muther from New Jersey who dues volunteer work with child abusers explains,
"Low housewife image and isolatiun ate at the top of the List for unhappy mothers—
and therefore child neglect or abust " A worhing mother frum Rochester, New
York, writes, 1 am not at home. but would like to be It is a shame that 1 was
brainwashed whale i college into thinking 1 must work outside the home ”

When it becomes increasingly evident that the business of raising Juldren is be-
nath the nativnal digmity, then intelligent, shilled, compassivnate people are not
Iihely to want the b Nor are they Likely to want to staff day care centers to take
care of other people’s children

RECOMMENDATIONS

Our wrrespondence frum nisthers across the nation, strongly indicates that the
establishment of conom incentives and social senctions for thuse who prefer to
raise ther own children at home, would tave an impact We run a risk in suggest-
g spedfic measures, braause we fecl that single suggestions can tov easily be shot
down av impractical  thus dumaging the larger propusition Therefore, we will cite
~umie Oamiples, which hould be treated as a springboard for further discussion

Fathar Wil ami Byron, President of Washington, D C's Catholic University has
-tppested anothers be acorded sucal credits for each year they remain home, which
sould be redeemable as aither huzher education for their children of Civil Service
panta for thauselves A mother who wrote to us from Newnian, Califurmia, lists sev-
cral suggestions - dmong them are o significant tax break for mothers who do not
work uutstde the honie, the establishment of Swaal Security benefits for homemak-
er and the rght to put it an IRA the same amount allowed her working spouse

Benefita siular tu thuse given veterans, such as speaal mortgage packages and
-pecial luans, woull aid mothers Like vne who writes us from Baltimore, Maryland

Al Fhave ever wanted to be, since the age of 13, 15 a mother at home At 37, 1
evpectad to be settled down with two or three kids hiving the American Dream, but
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such is not the case. Within the first year of our daughter's life, my husband went
i1to a deep depression. We lost our house because my husband wouldn't. couldn’t
keep up the payments I received and receive no child care, but [ was determined to
stay with my daughter for whom I had waited so long. With the help of my father-
in-law, I got a lease on a work processor, and for almost th.ee years I have been
working from my home, and taking care of my daughter. Bu! the business will not
survive unless I can expand, and | can’t get any credit ur finda an investor. 1 dJon't
want to leave home.”

Certainly the government could take the lead in recogmizing the skills a woman
develops as a homemaker when considering past mothers at home for jobs A Wood-
bridge, Virginia, mother writes, “At one time I worked for the Astronaut Affairs
Office with NASA Headquarters i1 Washington, D.C. It was a very glamorous job, I
met many astronauts, scheduled lunar samples all over the world and [ loved it.
But, my ‘job" as a homemaker is much more demanding and requires good manage-
ment skills, not only in management of people but resources and time as well.”

Perhaps incentives could also be given to the private sector to encourage explora-
tion of innovative ways to aid mothers who want to be home with their children but
cannot for financial reasons. We have heard about a college which "frees” its
“mother employees” over the summer months to allow them to be with their chil-
dren while college students fill in for them. In the fall, when children have returned
to school, the mothers are welcomed back to their full time positions. Perhaps some
businesses would see fit to issue special d:izzonnt cards or to offer other speaial treat-
ment such as servicemen and senior citizens are given.

These are some measures that have been suggested by the people who wnte to us.
Some of these measures may work None of them may work. Or variatio.s of a few
times of them in concert may work We are not here to tell you precisely what
measures should be taken We are here to tell 1 oy that thousands of mothurs work-
ing both inside and outside the heme want dssperately to rause their own children.
If you help them find a way to do that, bot!s working mothers and mothers at home
will benefit It would greatly improve the quality of existing day care by forcing the
removal of the “chaff” from vur ubvivusly overburdened child<are systeni It would
vastly enhance the overall quality of child-care in this country by ensuring that a
great many more children would receive the full time individual nurturing that
they deserve.

Finally. economic relief and social sanction for mothers at home would be a
strong endorsement of the advocacy of choice—the belief that women should be able
to choose what they want to do with their lives As it stands now, economically and
socially. many mothers feel pressured to work Economic and social incentives for
mothers who we .t to be at home would at last present women with a fair balance of
opportunity—the first genuine “‘choice’’ they’ve had in a long time.

Chairman MiLLer. Mrs. Hughes, your testimony suggests that
one of the components of a day care policy should allow for center-
based case.

Ms. HugHes. For infants.

Chairman MitLer. For infants. And you seem to be relying, first
on your own experience at UCLA and second on your belief that
such care allows for better socialization for children than home
care, if a nonfamily member comes into the home for purposes of
care,

Ms. HuGHes. The socialization issue I think has to do with the
fact that on center-based care you have more children and a higher
staffing ratio and the staff is professional in that they are trained
in early childhood education.

The two alternatives that are open to mothers in Montgomery
County, where I reside now, are family day care, which has a staff-
ing ratio much higher than you get in center-based care, or in-
home care, where a child is basically in-home with a provider and
not interacting with other children, unless the provider takes them
outside to interact with other children on the block—and in the
neighborhood I live in I am the only one with a small child.

Q
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Chairman MiLLER. Ms. Yeamans, an issue raised earlier I know
is being raised in areas of California, and that has to do with
zoning restrictions. In Montgomery County, in terms of providers
setting up family day care homes or other day care centers, is
zoning a problem?

Ms. Yeamans. I am not really aware of a zoning problem relative
to the day care. I do not know that. I can check on that for you and
return it in writing to you.

Chairman MiLLEr. I would appreciate that.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Zoning Text Amendment No. 82014

Intreduced: June 22, 1982
Adopted Summer 1982

PROPOSED AMENDMERT TOTHE
TEXT OF THE ZONING ORDINANCE FOR THE
MARYLAND-WASHINGTON REGIONAL DISTRICT
IN MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND

Bv: Councilmember Spector

AN AME.ND.GENT to Division 59-C-1, title "Residential Zone, One- Family,” Section $9-C-
1.3, title "Land Uses;" Division 59-C-2, ttle “Residentin! Zone, Multiple-
Family," Section $9-C-2.3, utle "Land Uses;” Divison 59-C-4, title
"Commercial Zones," Seation 59- C-4.0, title "Land Uses;" Division 59-C-5,
title "Industrial Zones,” Section 59-C-5.2, title "Land Uses;" and Divi-ion 59-
G-2, utle "Special Exceptions - Standards and Requirements,” Section 59-G-
N 2.13. utle "Child or Elderly Care Facilities for more than 4 Individuals;” to
increase from 4 to 6 the number of children who may be served 6y a child day
care facility in the residential zones, to conform special exception
requirements, and to allow child day care facilities as permitted uses in the
Commeraial and Industnal Zones.
BL IT ORDAINED by the County Counail for Montgomery County, Maryland, sitting as the
D. trict Council for the Maryland-Washington Regional District :n Mentgomery County,
Maryland, that -

Sec. 1.  Division 59-C-1, title "Residential Zone, One-Family,” Section 59-C-1.3,
t L "Land Uses," 15 hereby amended as follows:

RE RE- RE- R-R- R- R- R- R-4 RMH-
2 2C 1 200150 % S50 40 Plex 200

Services
.
Child er-ciderly day care

facilities for not more than P P P P P P P P P |4
4 6 mndividuals

Child or-elderly- day care
facihities for more than SE SE SE SE SE SE SE SE SE SE

4+ 6 individuals
L

Exderly day care facihities

TornoimorethandW 2 P P 2 P P P B P B
individuals

Flderly day care facilities

for more than 4 (4) SE SE SE SE SE SE St SE SE SE

LA
/

)
4 vefuntion and special exceptinn standards located under "Chiid or Elderly Day Care
Facihty."
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Sec, 2, Division 53-C-2, title "Residential Zone, Multiple-Family,” Section 59-C-2.3,
title "Land Uses," is hereby amended as follows:

Services R-30 R-20 R-10 R-H
LI I )

Child er-diderly day care facilities for
up to 4 6 indviduals P 3 P P

Child or-eiderly day care facilities for
more than 4~ 6 individuals SE SE SE SE

Elderly day care facilities for up to
{individuals (3) P P P P

Elderly day care facilities for more
than 4 individuals (3J SE SE St SE

LI I

¢
Q})enmlmn and special exception standards located urder ' hild or Elderly Dav Care
Facilities.”

Sec. 3. Division 59-C-4, title "Commercial Zones,” Section 59-C-4.0, title "Land
Uses," is hereby amended ss follows:

C-T 0-M C-O0 C-P C-1 C-2 C-3 H-M Country Inn

Serviees
LI
Child day care facilities 6E _8& 6F §F 6
[ A L34
LI )

Sec. 4. Diwvision 59-C-5, uitle "Industnal Zones,” Section 53-C-5.2, title "Land Uses," 1s
hereby amended as follows:

I-1 -2 -3

Services

LI S
Child day care facilities 6E 58 SE
4 P 4

* 00

Sec. 5. Division 59-G-2, title "Special Exceptions - Standards and Reguations,”
Section 53-G-2,13, title "Child or elderly day care facilities for more than 4 indiviluals," 1s
hereby amended, as follows:

59-G-2,13  Child or elderly care facilities-for-more-than-4vidividuals-

a) A child or elderly day care facility or center forup 2 ¢ °,
allowed, upon a finding by the Board:
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That such use will not constitute a nuisance beeatie of traffic, insufficient
parking, number of individuals being cared for, nolse or type of physica
activity; and

That, if a child care facility, there is amply indoor and outdoor play space,
free from hazard, appropriately equipped for the age &nd number of
children cared for, and readly accessible.

A child or elderly day care facility or center for more than forty individuals may
be allowed, upon & finding by the Board:

)

(2)

()

That such use will not constitute a nuisance because of traffic, insufficient
parking, number of individusls being cared for, noise or type of physical
activity; and

That, if a child care facility, ther.  ample indoor and outdoor play spacc
free from hazard, sppropriately equipped for the age and number of
chuldren being cared for, and readly accessible; and

That, if a chid care facility, the area of the property cdnmigs no less then
one thousand square feet per child being cared for.

The requirements of this section shall not spply to chuld or elderly day care
facilities oncenters which are operated by a nonprofit organization in buildings,

structures or on premises owned or lessed by a religious organization and which

premises are regularly useq as a place of wotship, or are located on premises

owned or leased by a religious organization adjacent to premises regularly used

as o place of worship, or ar2 used for private perochial educational purposes
which are exempted under the provisions of this section for private educational
institutions o are locatedin publicly owned school bwldings.

Sec. 6. This Ordinance shall become effe ctive immediately upon adoption.

EXPLANATIONS: Undertlining indicates text to be added.

Dashes indicate text to be deleted.

A True Copy.
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Chairman MILLER Ms Burton, I am not quite clear on one point.
I understand the need to support women who desire to stay at
home. What I am not quite clear on is what you are suggesting for
the women who must work out of economic necessity. -

Ms Burton. We are suggesting that by the sort of support for
mothers at home, mothers who must work out of an economic ne-
cessity will receive much better day care than they now have. The
good care will become available, we think.

Chairman MiLLer. I do not understand. I am sorry I do not
follow that line of reasoning.

Ms. BurroNn. When there is less of a demand for day care, when
a lot of the children are taken out of th> day care system, the care
that is abysmal—and it is clear that there is a lot of it—is going to
fall by the wayside. The good care, people are going to have more
access to care.

I tried to find child care in this country for 2 years that I was
happy with, and I did not find anything. That care is out there, but
it 1s out there in finite amounts.

Mr. MaRrr1oTT. Would the gentleman yield?

Chairman MILLER. Yes.

Mr MagriorT. If I understand what you are saying—let me just
make sure I get this right down to the bottom line here-—I do not
think I totally disagree with what you are saying. But, are you
saying that people like Mrs. Hughes who's husband is a doctor, and
you are a professional person—should be limited on child care
facilities so that we make room for those who have to work out of
economic necessity?

Ms. Burton. No, that is not what I am saying. Why don't I ask
Cheri Loveless to continue. She is the president of Mothers At
Home. She has not had a chance to speak yet.

Ms LoveLEss. That means Linda does not want to answer it.

Mr MagriotT. I do not want to cause any fistfights on the panel,
I just want to make sure I understand what you are saying.

Ms LoveLess We have been publishing a newsletter for mothers
at home and we gut a reaction. You must understand we have only
been distributing this for 3 months. We have heard from over 3,100
peuple, most of them mothers at home and working mothers. But a
surprising number of people are writing and telling us that they
are working mothers and that they do not want to be working
mothers, that they want to be home with their children.

Mr. Magrriorr. Why are they not?

Ms LoveLess. They are not home because financially they
cannot handle it, and some socially cannot handle it. They feel
they are the only people left on the block. They feel a lot of pres-
sure, isolation, no one supporting them. Everywhere they go people
tell them that what they are doing is worthless or giving them
some suggestion that it 1s worthless, and because of this a lot of
them go back to work.

Many of thgse women, if they felt like it was socially acceptable
t3 stag Bome,with t‘}jejrhﬁil‘\z}en and if they felt like they had eco-
nomic incentives, there was something that made a difference in
the budget, they would stay home, and this would pull a lot of chil-
dren out of the present child care system, which would free the re-
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maining child care, the good child care 1 would hope, for the
women that you have heard from today.

Mr. MagrrioTT. So the bottom line of what you are saying is that
we should promote the idea that homemaking and motherhood and
parents in the home is a good, positive social thing, and then by
promoting that we would encourage more womer to stay home,
thus freeing up more day care slots. Is that the bottom line? |

Ms. BurToN. And that it should become economically feasible,
more feasible than it is now for a lot of people. |

Mr. MARRIOTT. So you think there is a psychological barrier? |

Ms. BURTON. And economic.

Mr. MAarrioTT. And you are not suggesting we put a lid on day
care centers by income or some other criteria?

Ms. LoveLess. Oh, no, not at all. I am sorry if there is something
that indicated that.

Chairman MiLLer. 1 appreciate Congressman's Marriott’s ques-
tion because I did not guite understand how these slots were going
to become available. It is not a new idea in America. We pay farm-
ers not to work. We could pay women not to work and they could
stay home.

N Ms. BurTon. Women do work at home. They work very hard at
ome.

Chairman MiLier. [ understand that, but we do not have a policy
thatkreally responds to their needs for care when they have to go to
work.

I think Congressman Wolf has raised the issue of the standard
deduction, which has obviously not kept up with inflation and
would allow people with income to keep more of it. But I will be
interested in hearing how your readers respond to the issue of eco-
noniic necessity.

And not to put down people who make a choice to work, I think
we ought to understand it cuts both ways. You can make a choice
to stay home and you can mnake a choice to work and recognize the
individual in that determination. But what concerns us as we look
at family incomes, if you look at the breakdown by the IRS and
Census Bureau, you are looking at huge numbers of families in this
country, many with two income earners, who are still the working
poor because of the kind of employment they have.

I think we have got to continue to address that.

Congressman Marriott.

Mr. Marriort. Thark you, Mr. Chairman.

I would just like to make a point, Linda, that I agree with some
of the things you have said—that no institution or day care center
can replace the mother. I believe that is obvious and everybody
agrees with that. And I, fer one, think that maybe some mothers
[ work who should not work and they ought to get their priorities
straight, but again it is not for me to decide what their priorities
are.

One thing I am trying tv push—and I would like to have every-
body un the panel discuss this issue—and that is, is there enough
in-home work potenttal for parents who want to work at home? For
example, there is some discussion that as we enter the computer
age workers who traditionally went down to the office to do their
duty. go to lunch and take their two breaks and then go home, may

-

ERIC 94

IToxt Provided by ERI




E

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. 90

not be any more productive than if you could have people doing
more of that'kind of work in their homes—that is, prepare for the
pussibility where o working mother or professional person could
indeed do work at home for the erployer and get more time at
home with the children doing the job at the same time.

Do any of you think there is any possibility of making that type
of u thing work as we now move into the computer age?

Ms YeAmans. 1 certainly think that is another option to throw
into this pot for the working mother, another choice, for the at-
hume mother, and I think it needs to be looked at. I think there is
& yuestion in New England, is there not, of whether women can
stay home and knit. Extend it. Can they stay home und computer-
ize?

The other part of the issue is that not all of us are going to stay
hume and computerize Many of us do need to do work with human
beings and we would not have that option (to wor k at home), but 1
do think it is another option that we probably need to address.

Mr Marriorr. Mrs. Hughes, you are a professional person. |
think you have adjusted your schedule with your husband’s. What
do you think about the possibilities of doing mure of what you do?

Ms. Hugnes. 1 think by cheosing an academic profession it put
me in a unique position in that I could meet my child care needs \f
my daughter was sick and I could schedule my classes accordingly.
I could be home with her. And 1 think that 1> an important deci-
:lion that we made in the choice of chvosing what we were going to

0. .
I think the vptions of being able to work at huine are very impor-
tant for some mothers because 1 think that they do feel a certain
guestion of whether they are providing the quanti y and yuality of
care they should, and having the ability to stay home and satisfy
their needs and that of their children.

But I do not think that you necessarily can look at it as the only
alternative I think that we have to keep a wide array of alterna-
tives open because mothers have different needs.

Mr. Magrriorr. Do you want to comment on that?

Ms Loveress. Certainly this is an alternative. There seems to be
another stereotype, which is that the wome n that stays home do
nuthing but tend the children all day. I think most of the mothers
who are home do earn some kind of income at home, either on a
part time basts or, you hnow, going out a couple of days a week. a
nurse going out on a night shift, something hke this, or they work
in their homes, vt they are at least keeping up skills in volunteer
wuth that they can use on a resume later when they go back in the
work force

Su I would say already this is sumething that people show a pref-
erence for | would like to see & lot more support for that.

Mr Margriorr. One more last question, Mrs Yeamans, if [ may.
The day care centers that vou are mnvolved in. you take sume chil-
dren just before school, some alt day, some only after school?

Ms. Yreamans. All of the above,

Mr Marriorr Is that right?

Ms Yramans We do.

M Magrkiort If | wanted to partake of your services, how much
does 1t cost now” 1f T were to put o ¢chuld in preschoul and then
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b
have him come to your school before he starts school and after
schiool until I get home from work, how much does that cost me a
month now?

Ms. Yeamans. This again would vary from center to center, par-
ticularly under the umbrella of Montgomery County Child Day
Care. I would guess the average per week for before and after
school care, elementary age child, grade one to five, is approxi- #
mately $70 a week. '

Mr. Magriort. Now if I went all day—if I was a working parent
and put my young child in there at age 3 and then picked him up
at 6 at night, what would that cost?

Ms. Yeamaws. I do not have those particular preschool fees be-
cause my particular area of focus happens to be school age.

Mr. MarrIoTT. Can you just give us a ballpark?

Ms. Yeamans. I cannot, but again I would be happy to send you
a breakdown of those fees, as they change from ceunter to center.

OLNEY, MD

June 8, 1984,
Congressman GEORGE MILLER, ’
Chairman, House of Representatives Select Committee on Children. Yuvuth, and
Families. Washington, DC. )

DeAr ConaressMAN MiwLer Enclosed is my corrected testlmuny’ delayed consider-
ably because of family illness in Ohio. ‘

Information regarding Montgomery County zoning regulations pertaining to
femily day care was requested following my testimuny. | advised Mrs. Millie Grant,
Mon.gomery County Department of Family Resources, to mail them directly to the
Committee office.

Rates for care of pre school aged children in centers under the umbrella of Mont-
gomery Child Day Care Association IMCDCAJ approximate $287 per child per month
or $66 per child per week This full day care of 10%2-11% hours per day includes
breakfast, lunch, and two snacks.

Rates for care of school aged children in MCDCA centers approximates $191 per
child per month or $44 per child per week. This before and after school care for
children in first thru fifth grades 1s usually avalable 7 a.m. 9 a.m. and 3 p.m.-6
pm and includes breakfast and one snack. Full day coverage extends on snow days,
school half-days, and school holidays and includes lunch and an additional a.m.
snack as is appropriate.

Again, thank you for the vpportunity of testifying before the Select Commuittee.

Sincerely,
ANN F. YEAMANS.

Mr Magriorr. Mr. Chairman, could we hold the record open for
additional testimony from all these witnesses for a day or two?

Chairman MiLLer. Sure. Let me just add, since you raise the
point, I would like to ask the committee to enter into the record
the standard deduction and its relationship to inflation.

[The information referred to follows:]

{From the Congressional Research Service. The labrary of Congress—84-737 E)

PERsUNAL AND DEPENDENT EXEMPTIONS. DISTRIBUTION OF THE EXEMPTION FUR
CHILDREN BY ADJUSTED Gross INCOME CrasS, Tax Year 1981

By Stacey M Kean, Analyst in Government Finance, Economics Division)

ABSTRACT

The Federal incume tax cude provides for personal and dependent exemyp-
tivns which serve to reduce the taxable income of the taxpayer. The person-
al and dependent exemption 15 fixed at a level of 31,000 cursently and 1s
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scheduled to increase in 1983, when it will be indexed for inflation. There
have been proposals to change the amount of the personal and dependent
exemption This report decribes the total number of exemptions and the
number of exemptions for children by adjusted gros, income class.

The Feder.l inccme tax code provides for pessonal and dependent exemptions
which serve to reduce the taxable income of the taxpayer. The personal and depend-
ent exemption is fixed at a level of $1,000 currently and is scheduled to increase in
1985 when it will be indexed for inflation. There have been proposals to change the
amount of the personal and dependent exemption. This report describes the total
number of exemptions and the number of exemptions fur children by adjusted gross
income class.

Personal exemptions have four major functions:

! Keeping the total number of returns within manageable proportions and par-
ticularly holding down the number with tax Liability less than the cost of collection,
.’ 2 Freeing from the tax the income needed to maintain a minimum standard of
iving;

3 Helping achieve a smooth graduation of effective tax rates at the lower end of
the scale; and

4. Differentiation of tax liability according.to family size.}

The personal and dependent exemption and the zero bracket amount (formerl
the'standard deduction® provide a minimum level, below which income ts hot taxed.
Taxation below this minimum income level could reduce "health and efficiency and
result(s) in lower economic vitality, less production, and possibly higher public ex-
penditues for social welfare programs.”2 .

The Federal Tax Code provides for personal and dependent exemptions in several
categories There are exemptions for taxpayers, exemptions for age bo or over, ex-
emptions for blindness. and exemptions for dependents Exemptions for dependents
include exemptions for children, both at home and away from home, exeniptions for
parents, and exemptions for other dependents Table 1 lists the types of exes, ptions
and their share of total exemptions.

TasLe 1 —Tvpes of personal and dependent exemptions as a percent of all
exemptions. tax vear 1981

Tvpe of exemption Percent of

all exemptions

Taxpayers .. . . e e T 11 X153
65 or older . C . e e e SOV PIUPRIVER- 1 1
Blindness ..... . . - et e e e e e e 10
Dependents. .. .. . ... ... . .. ... e et et e e e e 3318
Children... .. C 31.60

At Home. o e e e e e e .. 3060

Away From Home e e e e e e e e e 1.00
Parents. .. .. .... ... . .. ... . P | X 4 |
Other Dependents. e e e e e, . 088
Total . ...... . e e e e 10000

Source Calculated by CRS using US Depurtment of the Treasury Internal Revenue Service
1981 Statistics of Income Individual Income Tax Returns Table 23

After exemptions for taxpayers themselves uncludes taxpayer and taxpayer's
spouse'. exemptions for children are the largest percentage of personal and depend-
ent exemptions Thirty-nine percent of all returns list exemptions for children.
Table 2 lists the total number of exemptions claimed on Federal tax returns, the
number of exemptions for children, and the number of exempticns for children as a
percent cf all exemptions by adjusted gross income class for tax year 1981 The
number of exemptions for children as a percent of total exemptions for each adjust-
ed gross income class was 316 percent, ranging from a low of 14.9 percent for *he
adjusted gross income class of $1 under $1,000, to a high of 38.5 percent for those
with adjusted gross income (AGlL) between 330,000 and 340,000. Exemptions for chil-
dren were a steadily increasing portion of all exemptiuns through the $30,00C to
F10.000 level of AGE After this adjusted gross income class, the number of exemp-
tions for children as a percent uf all exemptiuns dedined to 27.5 percent at an AGI
of §1 million or more Summarizing the results over wid.r adjusted gross income

' Goode, Richard The Individual Income Tax Washington, The Brookings Institution, 1464,
pp 221-225
"Pechman. Juseph A Federal Tax Poliy Washington. The Brovkings Institution. 1983 p 78
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classes, the number of exemptions for children as a percentage of all exemptions
steadily increased from 18.8 gercent for those with AGI under $5,000 to 37.5 percent
to those with AGI over $20,000 These data are summarized at the bottom of table 2.

Table 3 provides data on the ﬁcent distribution of total exemptions for children
by adjusted gross income class. In tax year-1981,.7.34 percent of the exemptions for
children were claimed on tax returns with adjusted gross incomes below $5,000. Tax-
payers in the adjusted gross income class between $5,000 and $10,000 claimed 12.40
percent of the exemptions for children. Taxpayers in the adjusted gross income
classes between $10,000 and $15,000, claimed 12.85 percent of the exemptions for
children. Taxpayers in the adjusted gross income classes between $15,000 and
$20,000 claimed 12 75 percent of the exemptions for children. And, finally, taxpayers

in the adjusted gross income classes over $20,000 claimed 54.66 percent of the ex-
emptions for children.

©

TABLE 2.—TOTAL PERSONAL EXEMPTIONS AND EXEMPTIONS FOR CHILDREN, TAX YEAR 1781

At exemptions 1 Exemplins for chisdeen 3
As 2
Suze of adpsted gross mcome N?‘x’" o - Nombes o Number o wgtnzll o
wns sxemptions retorrs children emp-
tons 3 |
Total R 95,396,123 231,222,374 37,326457 73053973 316
$1 under $1,000 2,675,489 3,541,512 301.346 529,413 149
$1,000 under $2,000 . . 3941113 5,219,266 490,778 817,084 157
$2,000 under $3,000 3,914,658 5,604,383 526,792 962,486 172
$3,000 under $4,000 . 3,767,056 5,838,331 641,102 1,114,515 191
$4,000 under $5,000 3,638,815 6,162,753 734416 1,265,218 205
§5,000"under $6,000 3,682,533 6,912,451 898,749 1.620.285 234
$6,000 under $7,000 | 3,969,408 6,861,659 898,405 1,611695 235
$7,000 under $8,000 nen3 1,620,123 1,026,639 1,959,057 257
$8,000 under $9.000 3,347,407 7,074,622 993,648 1,813.239 256
$9.000 under $10,000 3332417 7,329,281 1,046,769 2,052,322 280
$10,000 under $11,000 . . 3181721 6918307 994,248 1,925271 278
§$11,000 under $12000 | . 3018829 6,703,280 1,010,919 1,950,138 29.1 |
$12,000 under $13,000 2,802,404 6,377,317 927,701 1,785827 280 |
$13,000 under $14,000 2,702,730 6,163,485 965.306 1,835,060 298 |
$14,000 under $15.000 . . L0 2887400 6.015,535 992,445 1,893,105 315
$15,000 under $16,000. . 2,404,032 5,922,983 956,874 1,857,110 34
$16,000 under $17,000 . 2,244,954 5,649,507 964,606 1,828,:82 324
$17,000 under $18,000 . 2,203470 5,853,747 999,270 1,933,075 330
$18,000 under $19,000 . . 2.068,087 5,394,708 900,085 1771971 328
$19,000 under $20,000 . 2,057,651 5,582,523 973,012 1,924,177 345
§20,000 under $25,000 9,117,136 26,041,614 4,761,935 9,425,999 362
$25,000 under $30,000 . 7,205,287 22412481 4,196,108 8,531,265 331
$30,000 under $40,000 9,205,336 30,022,224 5714849 11,508414 385
$40,000 under $50,000 4,182,389 13,871,459 2,605,275 5,265,183 380
$50,000 under $75,000 2,796,836 9,403,559 1,717,990 3,474,346 369
§75,000 under $100,000 . 645,884 2,219,966 386 857 814,810 367
$100.000 under $200,000 . 516,516 1,811,433 303,113 663327 366
$200,000 under $500,000 . 118,092 411,639 63419 139,342 339
§500,000 under $1,000,000 - 14,758 49,427 6,791 14,603 295
$1,000,000 or mare . 5,286 17,413 221 4.795 275
Al retuins suramary .
Under $5.000 18.746,376  28.481,431 3.019.213 5,361,214 188
$5,000 under $10,000 17,650,878 35,798,136 4,864,210 9,056,598 253
$10,000 under $15,000 . 14,193,160 32,178,124 4,890,619 9,389,402 292
$15,000 under $20,000 10,998,194 28.403.468 4,793,807 9,314,615 328
$20,000 or more 33807515 106,361,215 19,758,548 39,932,084 375

' A exemplions ncude exemplions for Lixpayers  exemptions for age 65 o over. exempbons for blndness, and exemplons for dependents
ncudn en, pasents, and cther dependents

2 ln&udes both exemptions for chidren at bome and exemplions for children away 1rom home

3 Cakulated by (RS

Source US Department of the Treasury Internal Revenue Service Statistcs of income 1981 Indendudl Income Tax Retwns Tabie 23
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TABLE 2 —TOTAL PERSONAL EXEMPTIONS AND EXEMPTIONS FOR CHILDREN, TAX YEAR 1981

AN exemphons Exemptons for chidren 2
A2
Size of adpsted gross ncome Number of Nomber o Nocbes of Nomber of  Percent of
tatuns uemptions retuns chiden J‘;};L
tons 3
Total 95,396,023  231,2223714 31,326,457  73,053973 316
$1 under $1,000 2,675,489 3.541512 301,346 59,413 9
$1,000 under $2,000 3,941,113 5,219,266 490,778 817,084 15.7
$2,000 under $3,000 3,914,658 5,604,383 526,792 962,486 172
$3,000 under $4,000 3,767,056 5838331 641,102 1,114,515 191
$4,000 under $5,000 3,638815 6,162,753 134,416 1,265,218 205
$5,000 inder $6,000 . . 3,682,533 6,912,451 898,749 1,620,285 234
$5,000 under §7,000 3,569,408 6,861,659 898,405 1,611,695 235
$7,000 under $8,000 3,719,113 1,620,123 1,026,639 1,959,057 2517
$8,000 under $9,000 3341407 1,074,622 993,648 1,813,239 256
$9,000 under $10,000 3,332417 1,329.281 1,046,769 2052322 280
$10,000 under $11,000 . 38 6,918307 994,248 1,925,211 278
$11,000 under $12,000 . 3,018,829 6,703,280 1,000,919 1550,138 291
$12,000 under $13,000 2,802,404 6,3717317 921,101 1,785,821 280
$13,000 under $14,000 2,702,730 6,163,485 965,306 1,835,060 298
$14,000 under $15,000 2481470 6,015,535 992,445 1,893,106 315
$15,000 under $16,000 2,404,032 5,922.983 956,874 1,857,110 34
$16,000 under $17,000 . 2,244,954 5,649,507 964,606 1,828,282 324
$17,000 uncer $18,000 2,23470 5,833,741 999,270 1,933,075 330
$18,000 under $19,000 2,068,087 5,394,708 900,085 1,171,911 328
$19,000 under $20,000 2,057,651 5,982,523 973,072 1924111 35
$20,000 under $25,000 9,117,136 26,041614 4,761,935 9425999 362
$25,000 under $30,000 7205282 22,412481 4,196,108 8,931,265 381
$30,000 ynder $40,000 9,205336 30,1222 5714849 11,598414 385
$40,000 under $50,000 4,182,389 13,871459 2,605,215 5,265,183 380
$50,000 under $75,000 2,196,836 9,403,559 1,117,990 3.474,346 369
$75,000 under $100,000 545884 2,219966 385,857 814,810 367
$100,000 under $200.000 516,516 1,811433 303,113 663,327 366
$200,000 under $500.000 118,092 411639 63,419 139,342 339
$500,000 under §1,000,000 14,758 49427 6,791 14,603 295
$1,000.000 o« more 5.286 17413 2,211 4,795 275
All retuns summary
Under $5,000 18,746,376 28,481,431 3,019,273 5361,274 188
$5,000 under $10,000 17,650,878 35,798,136 4,864,210 9056598 253
$10,000 under $15,000 14,193,160 32,1784 4,230,619 9,389,402 292
$15,000 under $20,000 10,998,194  28,403458 4,793,807 9,314,615 328
R $20,000 or mote 33,807,515 106,361215 19758548  52932,084 375

' Al exemptons mclude exemptons for Lapayers  exemptions for age 65 o over extmObiont for binness, and exeptons for dependents
mdwr! children pareats, and other Gependents

2 both exemptons for chidren at bome and exemptions for chideen away from home

3 Cakulated by CRS

Soce US Department of the Treasury Internal Revenve Senvce Statistes 0+ Income 1981 Indwdual income Tax Retuns Tabke 23

TasLe 3 - Percent discribution of total exemptions for children by adjusted gross
income class, tax year 1981

Percent distribution
of total exemptions
Stize of adjusted gross income for children

Total A C e C e s $100.00

Stunder$1,000 . . . ...
31,000 under $2,000. . .. ..
$2,000 under $3,000. ... .. .
$3,000 under 34,000 ... ...
$4,000 under $5,000.. ... .
$5,000 under $6,000

0.72
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Percent distribution
of total exemntions

Size of adpusted gross income for children
$6,000 under $7,000...... .....cooieniirrecrerees i sescsesseeescssmmssestessmmee seeee sesee  smmessssee oee 2.21
$7,000 under $8,000 2.68
$8,000 under $9,000...... ..cccoevveeenr cerirrrnnrerrennnnne .
$9,000 under $10,000............ccccovvvry errrrns

$10,000 under $11,000
$11,000 under $12,000...
$12,000 under $13,000 .
$13,000 under $14,000...c...oouvvriereerreereeeereereeas
$14,000 under $15,000
$15,000 under $16,000..
$16,000 under $17,00
$17,000 under $18,00
$18,000 under $19,00
$19,000 under-$20,000
$20,000 under $25,000.. .......cooeeene wouee
$25,000 under $30,000..
$30,000 under $40,000..
$40,000 under $50,000..
$50,000 under $75,000
$75,000 under $100,000...........c.ccerrivenecn v cernens
$100,000 under $200,000 .
$200,000 under $500,000............ .........
$500,000 under $1,000,000...
$1,000,000 or more

All YEtUNIS SUMMATY ... cocceet cevecee « cvvssit s sensens e sessstoese e stsssssess soessessssss oo+ meseesssies

Under $5,000
$5,000 under $10,000...........cooooviie et ceeeeeeneseeneness s
$10,9C0 under $15,000. .
$15,000 under $20,000 ..........ovcoeeeer coreneneeeeeeveeseenens seeeemens sesmens
$20,000 or more........

Source: Calculated by CRS using data from table 2.

Increasing the personal and dependent exemption |

President Reagan has suggested that one of the tax reform proposals that may be
sent to the Congress in 1985 would be a proposal for a $1,000 increase in the person:
al exemption An increase of this tyf)e would reduce the tax base by setting aside a
certain amount of income that would be tax-freei The Treasury has estimated that
an increase of $1,000 in both the personal and dependent exemption would reduce
Federal tax revenues by $40 billion annually.

CRS has estimated a similar revenue loss. The following is an explanation of how
the estimate was made.

According to the Internal Revenue Service “Statistics of Income Bulletin”
(Winter, 1983-1984), 233 million personal exemptions were claimed on returns in
1982. An increase of personal exemptions in the amount of $1,000 would increase
exemptions claimed by $233 billion. According to the Joint Committee on Taxation
“Background and Issues Relating to Individual Income Tax Reductions,” prepared
for the Committee on Ways and Means, April 27, 1981), the average marginal tax
rate in 1981 was 32.2 percent. This marginal tax rate was reduced by subsvquent tax
reductions, but these were largely offset by inflation. Thus, a tax rate in the neigh-
borhood of 30 percent seems appropriate. In the case of the personal exemption,
however, this marginal tax rate is too high bec.use it is weighted by income rather
than returns. Since a flat increase is being provided across the board, a marginal
tax rate weighted by returns would be more appropriate. Using data provided in
that committee print, we estimated a rough marginal effective tax rate of about 20

rcent. The revenue loss estimated from the personal exemption would be $47 bil-
ion (0.2 times $233 billion), for 1982 popuiation levels.?

Besides the Federal revenue loss, there are two important points that should be
considered in evaluating the impact of this increase in the perscnal and dependent
exemptions Under a progressive tax system, the tax value of any deduction or ex-

3 Gravelle, Jane G Revenue Effects of Certain Tax Revisions. CRS Memorandum. August 16,
1984, 2 pages.
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clusion increases as the marginal tax rawes increase. While 1t does increase the level
of tax free income and thereby reduce tax liabilities, 1t does this for all taxpayers
and not only for those at the lower end of the tax rate schedule.

The second point that should be considered 1s that only those who pay tax could
benefit from either the personal and dependent exemption ur an increase of $1,000
in the exemption Persons and families with income so low that they are not subject
to taxes or who do not file tax returns would not benefit from the personal and de-
pendent exemption.

Mr. MARRIOTT. Just finally, I know my time is up, but I am inter-
ested in finding out the exact costs for these services, for quality
services and also—I just lost my train of thought, Mr. Chairman.
You were looking at me and I forgot what was the question.
{Laughter.]

Chairman MiLLER. Mr. Wolf.

Mr. WorF. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

If the standard deduction had kept pace with inflation it would
be $4,600 and it is not that, and I would hope that, as these wit-
nesses know, we could make a clear case that the standard deduc-
tion ought to be increased. Hopefully it will be in the Republican
and Democratic platform for this year. It is an opportunity for
every Presidential candidate to really say that they care about the
family and this is one way I think they can make their point.

Your comment where you say that you are here to tell us that
“thousands of mothers working both inside and outside the home
want desperately to raise their own children. If you help them find
a way to do that, both working mothers and mothers at home will
benefit,” and I could not agree more. I almost broke out to applaud
you, Ms. Burton.

Ms. BurToN. You can do it now.

Mr. WovrF. I am committed to helping the people in my congres-
sional district and this country who have to work and are working
and have children and want to meet those needs, but I also think
you made one of the most appealing points that I have heard since
I have, quite frankly, been in the Congress. You almost sound like
my wife.

Chairman Miller slipped when he said that we pay farmers not
to grow and we can pay mothers at home not to work. Quite frank-
ly, we have five children in my family. It is the hardest job in the
world. We will go out sometimes to receptions and cocktail parties
in Washington and people will come up and say to my wife, what
do you do, and she says I am the mother of five children. Oh.

I'would not be in Congress today if it had not been for the work
of my wife, the hard work—she put me through law school. She
was a writer-editor and I think you are right on target with what
you have said and I think there has been this demeaning attitude,
this attitude somehow that if you elect—and 1 think it should be
the right of choice—and this is Mrs. Peck and she wanted to work,
and that is fine.

Some might want to work only part time, 20 hours a week, but
for those who want to stay at home for whatever reason, they are
not to be demeaned, and I think the policies of a government
should enhance them and I think we should du everything we can
to cajole private enterprise to have job sharing, each person work
20 hours a week, also to have flexitime whereby if your husband
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works and. you work one can leave early in the morning and one
can leave later on.

I did not have any time with Dr. Kamerman earlier, but the U.S.
Geological Survey does it in my district. It works and it works well,
and you have a better employee who meets the needs of their chil-
dren. I hope without asking too many questions—I had a list of
thingg I was going to ask, and maybe I will keep them open for the
record.

If this committee really wants to be bold and imaginative and
creative and really be worth the money that we are spending, we
should deal with both of these issues."We should help those who
are working to take care of their child care needs, and help those
who elect to stay home by mandating or cajoling the private enter-
prise to do something to help both of these groups of people.

I just want to thank all of you, the entire panel. I think you have
all made excellent-points. I must tell you that your point is not one
that I had heard very much since I have been in this business. It
really is not, and I am going to take your statement home and let
my wife read it tonight.

Thank you very much.

Chairman MiLLER. | want to alsc thank the panel. I think this
panel has raised probably some difficult questions. Some women
are working out of economic necessity while others desire not to be
out in the workplace but to be home. It really raises the issue of an
incq&nes policy 1n this country—a question that we have sought to
avoid. .

This year, in the tax bill that is moving through the Congress,
we are considering doubling the amount that can be contributed to
IRA’s. We now know that the first decision to create IRA’s created
very little or no new savings, that people who had it in the bank
moved it to an IRA so it became tax-free. We are now going to cost
the Government additional billions of dollars and the question is, I
think, if we had these hearings 1 year ago, would we be doubling
the contribution to the IRA?

It does not create any additional savings or income to that family
during the time that they are raising children, because it can't be
spent until someone is 59 or 60 years of age. Perhaps we should
spend the money to deal with the standard deduction, which is di-
rected, to some extent, to the cost of raising children?

As was pointed out by Dr. Zigler, infants are very expensive, and
policies should reflect that. I can testify about adolescents—I think
they get more expensive in the end. Those are among the most fun-
damental questions this Congress will ever address. If they are
going to be raised in the context of child care policy, I welcome
them. I think we will have to look at somé kind of income-based
policy because so many individuals get up every morning and go to
work and come home at the end of the year poor.

How are the needs of those children going to get met? The alter-
native should not be public assistance. We need to keep them out
in the work force for the productivity of this Nation, as well as the
economic stability of their family.

The well-being of children and the ability of families to stay
intact, the ability of families to stay off public assistance, is so im-
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portant. How to ensure it is also the most difficult part of the proc-
ess that we will engage in.

It is my generation, I guess, which feels most strongly that the
biological clock is running. I constantly hear of women in the work
force &xpress the desire to stay home. They are about to have their
first child or their second child and they must do that within the

next couple of years, but the economic reality suggests that they
cannot.

I think that Congressman Wolf has raised a very important
point. We must look at to what extent the incomes policy in this
country cuts against the welfare of children who we continue to ex-
press political concern about in terms of the future oc?’ﬁ}is—country.

So you are the last panel of this hearing this morning, but you
have also raised, I think, clearly some of the most difficult issues
that we will have to confront. I thank you very much for your testi-

mony and for your time, and I believe, Miss Hughes, that your hus-
band is here, right?

Yes. We want to also thank you for coming this morning.

Ms. BurtoN. My husband is here, too.

Chairman MiLLER. Where is he? Stand up.

Thank you very much for your time and your effort, and I thank

the members of the committee again for their participation in this
hearing.

[Whereupon, at © 4 p.m., the committee adjourned, to recon-
vene upon the call ot the Chair.]
[Material submitted for inclusion in the record follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF Jo ANN GASPER, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR SOCIAL
SERvICES PoLicy

Thank you for the opportunity tu present testimony for the record regarding child
care It is an important issue to the American family. ] am Jo Ann Gasper, Deputy
Assistant Secretary for Social Services Policy at the Department of Health and
Human Services I am responsible for policy development l(:)r a wide range of social
service issues children, youth, families, aging, Indians, long-term care and disabil-
ity As the mother of three children, | know from personal experience the problems,
pressures and difficulties that working parents face.

Child care is an issue of immediate concern to families. Child care discussions and
the development of policies to help families should recognize that parents have the
pri_mury resi)onsibihty for the reuring, care and education of their own children.
This principle, which has been endorsed by Congress, is fully supported by the Ad-
ministration Although there may be differences of opinion on how to best achieve
nur com non goal of helping families, our deliberations must acknowledge the pri-
macy of parental responsibility, recognize that parents are the best caregivers for
their children, and understand that parents are in the best position to determine
what is best for their children Policies to assist families should also provide parents
:]vith the greatest number of ., and flexibility in obtaining care for their chil-

ren

We should also recognize that women work for economic ' easons. Two pay checks
are frequently necessary to support a famuly. In addition, the number of working
single parent famulies has increased Child care is essential for such wurking par-
ents

Although today we are discussing child caie. we must also be aware of the broad-
er issue of a family's need to provide care for uther dependents including aged and
dechning parents and disabled family members The same principles of family re-
sponsibility and the need to have options available also apply.

The Administration and the Department of Health and Human Services are
firmly committed to strengthening the American family Child care is essential for
working parents to meet their responsibihties In order to help fumilies have flexi-
bility and to be able to determine the setting and type of care For their children, we
are working to encourage yreater private sector involvement in child care, we have
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supported modifications to the dependent care deduction and we have proposed that
nonprofit dependent care facilities be classified as tax-exempt organizations. The
number of employer supported child care programs has increased from an estimated
105 such programs in 1978 to 415 employers reporting programs in 1982. Employer
support of child care is expected to expand and the Administration will continue to
encoursge and assist in this effort which can offer various options tc accommodate
the needs of working parents. The President’s Advisory Council on Private Sector
Initiatives is conducting a series of luncheon meetings with businessmen to provide
informetion on employer options for working parents, including child care assist-
ance options.

A number of employer provided child care options have emerged for working par-
ents. F exitime, job sharing and part-time work are alternatives that can assist par-
ents w1 h their child care responsibilities. The Administration has strongly support-
ed legiclation which would promote the use of flexible and compressed work sched-
ules by the Federal contractors and subcontractors. Information and referral serv-
ices provide parents assistance in locating appropriate child care providers. Employ-
ers can also offer onsite day care and some employers also support child care
through flexible benefit plans (cafeteria style plans). As employers come to realize
the benefits of assisting employees with their family responsibilities-reduced staff
turnover, improved staff moral, reduced absenteeism and increased productivity—
employer support of child care will expand and benefit more working families. The
President’s Private Sector Task Force has been actively iavolved in promoting em-
ployer supported day care.

In discussing child care, I would like to dispel some common myths. These myths
are:

1. That there is a national shortage of child care;

2. That a shortage ofda{:are prevents low income women from working;

3. That center care is "‘better” (i.e. higher quality) than care at home or in other
informal settings; .

4 That the Federal government is not providing adequate resources to help par-
ents meet their child care responsibilities.

MYTH 1 THERE IS A NATIONAL SHORTAGE OF CHILD CARE

We are all familiar with the statistics on the increase in the number of working
mothers. There has been a significant change from 1950, when 12% of mothers with
children under six years of age were working, to 1983 when 50% of these women
were working. At the same time, the number of one-parent families, usually headed
by women, has risen sharply. In 198}, feinale headed households accounted for 9.0
million or about 15 percent of all families in this country. In 1960, female headed
households account for only 9.38% of all families.

Proponents of expansion of Federal support of ckild care usually cite these statis-
tics and contrast them with the slight increase in the number of licensed child care
slots and argue that there is a shortage of child care. This is not appropriate. By
looking only at the number of “licensed” child care siots to determine the supply of
child care is to assume that the tip of the iceberg is all that there is. The majority of
children receive care in informal settings. Since informal care can be in the parent’s
home, in the home of a relative or friend, or in a fumily day care setting, it is impos-
sible to calculate the number of such “slots”. We also know that for many families,
parents provide for their children themselves by working on different shifts, using
flexitime and part-time employment.

This is not to say that it is “‘easy” for parents to find the type of care they want
for their child or children. Parents frequently experience difficulties with child care
arrangements. However, these are usually not supply problems—they are usually
problems of finding the particular type of child care that best meets their needs at
the right time and at the right price.

Parents may experience difficulty in their local community iinding the exact type
of child care that they desire. Most parents have to chese child care with which
they are reasonably satisfied, but which is not exactly what they would like to have
In my own experience, I've tried various child cgre arrangements—family care,
center care and in-home care. None has been fully satisfactory to me. The prefer-

ence problem js a difficulty which faces virtually all working parents and requires

E

that parents make extra efforis. Fiowéver, it 15 not solvabie by methods which
simr‘ly increase the supply of child care slots.

There are things that cau be done at the local level and by employers to make it
easier for parents to find the kind of care they want. I've already described the op-
tions available to employers—and this should include public employers too. The
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Social Service Block Grant [SSBG) provides States with a large degree of flexibility
in identifying and meeting the needs of their citizens. Child care services are funded
in virtually every State under the SSBG. Policies that promote “‘cottage industries”
and at-home work can assist many families, allowing parents, usually mothers to
remain at home with children while working and earning an income. Increased use
of informal care 15 another option Existing information and referral systems can be

more fully utilized to help parents identify the type of care that s appropnate to
their neeas. .

MYTH 2 A SHORTAGE OF CHILD CARE KEEPS .OW INCOME WOMEN FROM WORKING (A
SHORTAGE KEEPS WOMEN AND CHILDREN IN POVERTY)

There is no clear evidence to support the notion that the lack of child care pre-
vents women, especially welfare mothers, from working who otherwise would do so.
There is also no clear evidence that there 15 a shortage of "affordable’” child care.
Researchers for the Seattle and Denver Income Maintenance Experiments (SIME/
DIME] concluded that since low income families utihze inexpensie or free informal
arrangements, provision of free services had no impact on their modes of care or on
employment.

Furthermore. in analysis of the 1979 AFDC Recipient Survey, (Hoffereth and Son-
enstein, 1983) it was found that over half of the working welfare mothers of children
under 11 were not receiving either a work expense disregard or a title XX subsidy.
It is believed that a substantial number of mothers find care for their children
which is either free or of minimal cost.

In addition, only four percent of unemployed women surveyed by the Census
Bureau in June 1982 stated that they had turned down a job offer in the last month
because of difficulties in arranging ciild care \O’Connell and Rodgers, 1983).

MYTH 3: CENTER CARE 1S “BETTER"

People tend to use the terms day care and center care interchangably, implying
that center care 1s the only kind of day care or the best kind of care. However, there
is no clear evidence that center care is better than informal child care arrange-
ments (care in the child’s kome or in someone else’s home). In fact, there is some
evidence (National Infant Care Study) that informal care 1s better for infants than
formal center care.

Recent census information shows that a very small percent of children under five
with working mothers are cared for in a day care center. Only 13 percent are cared
for in a day care center Slightly more than half of these children are cared for by a
relative and the remaining 30 percent family care or in-home care. To some extent,
this must reflect parents’ choices in the type and quality of care they want their
children to receive And, most opinion survey report a generally high level of parent
satisfication with their day care arrangements.

MYTH 4 THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IS NOT PROVIDING ADEQUATE SUPPORT FOR CHILD
CARE

The Federal government provides support for child care 1n a number of ways and
Federal funding of child care activities has increased 60 percent since 1980, In FY
1980, total support for child care amounted to $2.6 billion. In FY 1981 we expect
;halt sllpporl to increase to $4 2 pillion Federal government support for child care
includes:

Funding to the States under the Social Services Block Grant;

The AFDC disregard of work-related expenses;

The dependent care tax credit;

The tax exclusion of employer provided child care;

The child care feeding program; and the Head Start program.

Much of the increase is due to the Admnistration supported changes in 1981
which created a sliding scale for th. dependent care tax credit and almost doubled
the maximum credit The Administration has proposed to restructure the tax credit
to further increase the tax credit available to low-income working famlies.

The Social Services Block Grant pruvides States with greater service and program
flexibility to determine the needs uf their citizens and to provide services that were
provided under the former title XX program it replaced. Historically, States used
approximately 207 of title XX program funding for day care services. We have no
reason to believe that States are not continuing t+ devote bluck grant funds to day
care services Preliminary results from a currer, study shows thut between 1981
and 1983. of 1R States randomly selected and sur eyed. ¥ increased Federal and
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State spending for day care and 2 retained current funding levels. The remaining 8
retained service levels by using the income disregard under AFDC or lowering unit
costs.

The Head Start program continues to provide comprehensive developmental serv
ices to low-income pre-school childreir. The Head Start budget has increased from
$735 million FY 1980 to $996 million in FY 1984. This has allowed a major expan-
sion in the number of children served to 430,000 in FY 1984, nearly a 20 percent
increase over the same period. Although Head Start 1s not a day care program, it
does provide child care and pre-school development services that benefit disadvan-
taged poor children.

Approximately 10 percent of Head Start children attend six or more hours per
day.

The Administration supports provisions of the Federa) tax code that provide child
care tax incentives to employers and employees. The Child Care Tax Credit allows
parents to claim up to 30 percent of their child care expenses on their Federal
income tax. For the first time, the 1981 tax return allows working families to claim
the tax credit on the short tax form, allowing families with limited incomes and
who did not itemize deductions to claim the credit for child care work related ex-
penses. Because of changes supported by the Administration, the value of child care
assistance provided by employers can now be treated as a tax free benefit for em-
ployees. The Administration is proposing the credit be increased for low-income
working families.

In conclusiop, I believe there are many myths about the status of child care in
this country. These myths have become the basis of an argument for expanded Fed-
eral involvement in the provision of child care. Any pelicies directed at assisting
farnilies rust take into account certain fundamental principles and understand the
broader issues of family responsibility for the care of its members. Families are al
ready assisted through a number of Federal supports which provide significant as-
sistance in meeting their responsibilities. A categorical Federal program for child
care s not appropriate nor necessary. Existing Federal child care supports, tax as
sistance, expanded employer roles tn child care and more local approaches to child
care will help families with child care respons:bilities.

.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF BoNNIE WISEMAN

I need full time babysitting help on a flexible hours basis.

I am career military in a job with no possibility of normal dayworking hours. My
husband is also a shift worker at another nulitary base and our hours would not
allow us to share babysitting betwecn us. We are both tn supervisory jobs with fixed
hours per shift.

The economy, job benefits are why I continue to work.

The military gave me one month leave and then I had to have a babysitter. My
work does not care anything about the care I find for my child. It's my problem and
rot theirs. They told me to handle the problem of child care by myself or get out of
the military. They couldn’t help me and had no suggestions.

There are no military care centers for shift workers. They all close some time in
the evening.

I called Fairfax County and Northern Virginia Family Day Care Association and
received listings of care providers and called. Most wumen would not take infants or
their quota was already filled On the few with openings. they said no to shifts and
weekends.

The first couple weeks I took my son to a co-workers home that is way below
health and safety standards. I was afraid for my son and finally found another
sitter for shifts 28 miles away at Bolling Air Force Base.

After a few months the base commander siud she could no longer babysit until
she got a dostor’s ok,

My son now goes to a sitter across the street on days with a backup sitter on the
next block over. On shifts I am taking him to another co-worker’s home at Bolling
Air Force Base. This 15 out of my normal way to and from work by several miles.

"My son is getting goud care now but it is still inconvenient and excessively time
consuming.

We have been blessed by vur sun beinyg very happy and adjustable to all the differ
ent sitters and hours.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF PaTRILIA MALTZ, CHiEr ExecuTive OFFICER OF QUALITY
CHiLp Carg, INc.

Patricia Maltz 1s my name. T am the chief executive officer of Quality Child Care,
Inc 1 appreciate the uppurtunity to provide speufic informativn tu the members of
the Select Commuttee on Cluldren T know that many of you have been very support.
ive of the issues surrounding family day care und child care 1n general vver the past
years We have appreciated the leadership contributed un behalf of family day care
and look forward to the continuing commitment.

As an organization, Quality Child Care is nearing the cunpletion of its 11th year
of conducting business We are a nunprofit, tax exempt urganization that provides
services to family day care providers and the (hildren they serve Among other
things, those services include trining, bonus cummodity distribution, sponsoership of
the Child Care Food Program, administratiun of abuse and neglect intervention pro-
grams, and most recently, we have begun an involvement in providing family day
ware to teendge moms in the state of llhinois through the Ounce of Preventiun pro-
rram
£ Our involvement in the sponsorship of the Child Care ¥ 2 Program for famuly
day care began five years ago 1n Minnesota We have grown in our services to our
present level which 1s providing sponsurship to famuly day care in eight states, Min-
nesouta is our first and largest state Our smallest state s Connecticut with Texas
being our newest state celebrating une year this month. The fulowing chart identi-
fies by state the number of providers we currently serve, the number of children in
thuse homes receiving the benelits of the Child Care Fuod Program and the monthly
reimbursement being paid out to the providers

Number f Number of Total month)
um‘,’f’u‘" » i vei‘hwsemtzl
State
Minnesots 3600 26800 $367.000
Nerth Dakota 1000 1200 151,000
Wisconsmn 100 4400 92,000
Rebrasha 340 4500 105,000
1Hiitns 300 5,300 127,000
Massachusatty 530 2,700 65,000
Coerecticut 450 2400 60,000
Texas 30 3800 124,000

As vouwan see, we currently serve 8,300 fanuly day care providers These provid-
ers serve uver 77000 Children un @ monthly basis The average monthly reunburse-
meat is 312 milliun According to the most recent information that we have been
able to gather, we wntinue to nantain the position of being the largest sponsor of
family day care in the nativn The USDA indicates that 64,700 homes are currently
partiapating across the nation Quality Child Care, Inc. sponsors 13 percent.

14 Like tu share vur plulusuphy of spunsuring the Child Care Food Program. We
belicve that the benefits of the prograni should not be limited only to those provid-
ers residing in densely pupulated areas such us Minneapolis, St Paul, Omaha, Ch-
vagu or Minut We believe we have a respunsibility tu serve providers throughout
entire states s a result, vur services are available border to border in every state
we onerate in The unly exception 15 1in Wiscunsin where another sponsor was al-
ready serving 12 counties We agreed not to actively vutreach in those 12 counties
but serve the remaining wunties in the state of Wiscunsin While this philosophy is
costly 1n terms of use of limited administrative dollars 10 o time of ever-increasing
adniinstrative burdens, we are wommitted to responding to the needs of children in
famuly day care across all areas of a state

In addition tu the spunsurship of the Chuld Care Foud Program for family day care
pruviders, anvther key cumponent related tu the Child Care Food Program is the
distribution of the bonus cummodities  primarly butter and cheese and uccasional-
Iy huney and other perivdically selected bunus items We have been distributing the
butter and cheese throughuout “all of vur states fur about a year We have found the
respunsiveness of childesn and providers to the program has been uverwhelming. An
average of 87 percent of vur providers participate in the bunus commodity distribu-
tion program A side note [ recently visited with a QCCI field staff person in one of
the agricultural areas of Mi.nesuta. As we passed the lowal implement dealer, she
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shared with me that children frequently ask her during her visits to the family day
care homes when they will get some more of that “John Deere cheese!”

Prior to my accepting the position of executive director and subsequently chief ex-
ecutive officer of Quality Child Care, I cared for children in my home as a licensed
family day care provider in the state of Minnesota. I provided this care for a period
of three years. During that, time, the number of children that I cared for were five
preschoolers including my own two preschoolers.and two school-age children, one
who attended kindergarten and the other first grade. As I am now in the 13th year
of my professional career in the field of family day care, I believe that I can offer
several things. A historical perspective of family day care, views of providers I meet
and work with on a very regular basis, plus a focus on the national policy of child
care and the role that family day care plays.

Familﬁday care has and always will be the major care provider of children in this
nation. My statement is based on the definition of family day care as being the indi-
vidual who cares for children from more that one family while the parents are at
work or school. My definition does not include a requirement that providers be regu-
lated National studies indicate that for every family day care provider who is regu-
lated in some manner by state regulations or federal certification there are six to
ten individuals who are not regulated. While we have made some inroads into the
regulation of caregivers, we are a long way from full regulation of this service in-
dustry in this nation, What it has to sell to parents is flexibility in providing care
for their children, newborn to generally age 10 and often age 12. Parents, be they
single heads of houssholds or not, need care for their children so they can support
their family. .

There are many dimensions to the servicz of family day care. They include flexi-
bility of times that family day care is available, the willingness of fgmily day care
providers to serve lunch twice every day when they agree to care for two kindergar-
ten childre n, one who attends morning kindergarten and one who attends afternoon
kindergarten, and providing care for the child who comes early in the morning, eats
breakfast, goes off to school and returns after the school day, has a snack and is
supervised durin% the remainder of the afternoon until the parents arrive back from
work Additionally, that provider cares for that school-age child full-time on any
school holidays and in Minnesota on any snow days, plus often cares for that child
during the suminer when fulltime care is again required. Many providers do the
basic toilet training for children when they are ready. Providers tell me they also
train the parents. They provide the opportunity for learning various skills that are
appropriate for the ages of the children, i.e. large and small motor, cognitive, con-
ceptual, language. Many providers work with children who have learninﬁ disabil-
ities. Manﬁ providers give basic iarenting education to first-time parents who do not
have another support group such as extended family members to help them in the
very important job of parenting.

As we move through the 80s and into the 90s, family day care will coatinue to
play an ever-increasing valuable role in how this nation cares for its children, We
see increasing numbers of single-parent families. We sce an increasing demand for
child care services. The combination of these items is going to put a continued stress
on family day care in being responsive in its services, but more importantly on who
will enter the profession of family day care. The question becomes, “What incen-
tives are there for me to choose to be a family day care provider?” As an organiza-
tion, Quality Child Care will be competing with the many other occupations in this
nation for our shrinking ﬁool of available workers. We are on the cutting edge of
making decisions about what enhancements need to be available in family day care
to invite people into the career of caring for children. All of us in thi§ room have a
very serious responsibility to be considering the question of “Who's going to care for
our children® This is particularly important as we struggle to remain economically
healthy as a nation based on our ability to produce, be it industrisal, be it informa-
tion, be it services. That success will be directly tied to our ability to care for vur
children. Family day care is the key. .

In terms of the day-today activities of family day care, providers generally care
for three to five children. They often begin work bstween 6:00 and 6.30 a.m. The day
officially ends, in terms of their relationship with the children, between 5:30 and
600 p.m. That does not mean the end of the family day care duties as there is
always washing to be done, food to be prepared, bathroom toilets to be cleaned and
a house to be picked up. A provider’s g:aturdays are spent buying groceries and re-
plenishing supplies, such as paper and crayons and those kinds of things, and
watching for good buys at garage sales for toys. Occasionally you are off at a work-
shop getting some additional training in the areas of how to communicate with par-
ents or good nutrition or program activities or how kids learn. I know of no other
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ingustry where the long hours put in by providers is the standard for people 1n the
industry.

How do we maintain a strong family day care network? It's important to explore
why people enter family day care When people choose to begin a career in family
day care, it’s often made for very different reasons than what you and I might
think My personal experience is that the reason I became a family day care provid-
er is | had a baby, and my girlfriend up the street also had a baby. She needed
someone to care for her child. She knew how to type and I didn't. | agreed to take
care of her child as long as I was going to be home with my own. Additionally, | had
a three-year-old son who needed playmates. | thought, “Well, as long as I'm going to
be here with two babies, I might as well have a playmate or two for my son, and I'll
earn a little extra money to help supplement my family income.” This story is simi-
lar to the reasons that I hear time and time again of why providers care for chil-
dren This is why the majority of nonregulated family day care occurs in this nation
and will continue to occur These individuals do not pay taxes on their family day
care income, have access to information and training on child care and are not in-
spected for health and safety.

How do providers get into a regulated system? It doesn't happen easily. We have
learned from experience most people's reaction to being licensed or registered 1s “'1
don’t want the welfare department in my home.” The next reaction is, ‘1 make par-
ents pay in cash because I don't want to pay taxes.” Parents in these homes are
denied accessd to the dependent care tax credit as they won't have any care 1f they
report the credit These two reasons represent why people choose to stay outside of
any regulatory system.

As we began the Child Care Food Program sponsorship for famil day care, some
very interesting things happened People who otherwise had not gcen involved in
licensing began to enter the roles In 1978 we had a slight growth in the number of
providers from about 6,000 to a little over 6,500. Today, in Minnesota there are over
9,000 family day care providers.

When 1 would get calls from the state director of licensing with statements like,
“We had a 300 percent increase in the number of requests for licensure )n a particu-
lar county—I wonder what's going on,” I did not mention the benefits of the Child
Care Foc  Program, however, 1 knew from my field staff that the reason people
were getting licensed was because they would then have access to the financial sur-
port of the Child Care Food Program. It has been the primary incentive for people
to become part of a regulated system Other incentives include the ability to deduct
your family day care expenses You must declare your income whether or not you
are meeting the law The other reason for providers to be licensed in access to grou
Lability insurance programs is to cover the exposures incurred while caring for chil-
dren in their home As you can well imagine, the liability exposure in conducting a
husiness of caring for small children in your personal home is great. The insurance
mmyi)anios are very hesitant to do so because it is a private residence, children are
involved, and there is no monitoring by outside agencies. When you are part of a
regulated system, you have access to group policies at a reasonable cost. The Child
Care Food Program combined with the bonus commodities, the income tax abilit
and the insurance availability have become the three major reasons for an individ-
ual who care for children in his’her home to move into system and stop operating
under ground Other benefits occur when caregiver move from "underground” into
the regulated group The key to achieving economic stability of this aation is that
parents who need care can find people who care for children. A young parent in a
new community does not know where to find child care for hen’%is infant. Family
day care is the care providers for infants and toddlers in this nation. If it's under-
ground, you can't find it When it's part of the system, we at least know where to
refer parents The second major societal benefit 15 that family day care providers .
who are regulated provide a much safer environment for children. This occurs be-
cause generally inspections are made of the facilities, providers receive tramning on
health and safety for their day care children and providers are more aware of the
needs of children

As a service industry, I believe famuly day care will face several challenges in the
remainder of the 80s.

1 Recruitment of new providers

2. Regulations

3. How consumers access the service

4 Continued refinement of the actual services provided

These challenges will be met by the many groups cumposed of providers or sup-
porters of the industry As necessary, this effort will, I'm sure, approach the Con-
gress for support on various issues as they crystallize.
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Hovwever, there is a role that the Congress must play today. Recoinition of the
role the family day care industry plays in our nation's economic achievements is
important anu necessary. Without the responsive, flexible care which family day
care is able to provide, parents are not able to be employed and, therefore, not con-
iributing to the economy. As a result issaes such as:

1. Informationvand referral;

2 Tax incentives to become a provider;

3. Tax credits allowing parents to choose family day care;

4. Opposition to restrictive zoning, fire, permitted use and building codes,

5. Support for the Child Care Food Program; and

6. Jobs training programs;
must be addressed from the broadest perspective of how will these continue to sup-
port parents in their gainful employment. Realistically, I believe family day czre
will continue with or without anyone’s support. I believe our commitment needs to
be toa sKstem where parents can find care in places convenient to them, with pro-
viders who recognize the developmental needs of children as well.as their health
and safety at a cost that is affordable. It is a delicate balancing act! At any point we
can be faced with child pornography situations, child abuse, over-crowded homes
and parents without choices.

EuroPE’s INNOVATIVE FAMILY PoLicies !

(By Sheila B. Kamerman and Alfred J. Kahn 2

Until recently, most discussion of trends and developments in work and family
life assumed that the two worlds were segarate. This mythical separation has per-
sisted because, in most families, the man has assumed responsibility for work while
the woman remained in charge of home and family life. The pattern of segreguted
sex roles has changed dramatically over the past two decades throughout the indus-
trialized world as more and more women, especially married women with children,
have entered the labor market Recognition of a changed reality did not occur sud-
denly. Indeed, discussion in the 1960s tended to fasten on only one component. the
changing roles of women as they added work outside the home to their responsibil-
ities within the home. .

The focus was broadened in the 1970s to include some recognition of the systemic

- natyse of this change, and the problem was redefined to include the changing roles

"of men as well. Now in the 1980s, it has become urgent to address a far more pro-
found question: what is to be the nature of the relationship between work and
family life when most adults, regardless of sex, are increasingly likely to be in the
labor force?

Discussion of this question began first in several European countries, where
women entered the workforce in large numbers earlier than in the United States.
However, the subject is receiving growing attention in this country because, for the
first time, more than half the adult women, inciuding more than 60 percent of the
mothers, work. More than 68 percent of mothers of school-aged children, 59 percent \
of mothers of children aged three to five, and 48 perceat of mothers of children
below the age of three werz in the labor force in 1984, and the rates are still rising.
The mcst common famil tylpe in the United States today is the two-parent, two-
wage-earner family. If the large number of single-parent families In which the
parent works are added to this group, the dimensions of the issue become clear.

The United States is now beginning to recognize the significance of the implica-
tions of this major change. A related development is the significant decline in the
birth rate in all industrialized countries. If women who work are also expected to
have children, the tension between work and family life must be lessened.

THE EMFRGING AGENDA

Perhaps the first noteworthy development is the emergence of a hst of concerns
common to most industrialized countries:
The need for some financial assistance for working parents.
The need to care for children while parents are at work.

! This is an urdnte of an article published in Translated Perspectives, a publication of the
German Marshall Fund of the United States, in March, 1980 full report of the stulde« on
whick the original article was based can be found in, Sheila B. Kamerman and Alfred J. Kahn,
Children, Family Benefits, and Working Parents (New York. Columbia University Press, 1981).
2 Professors of Social Policy and Planning
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The need to make possible a more equitable sharing between men and women of
family responsibilities.

The need to help adults find a better balance between work and home so that
theyk may fulfill their roles as parents without suffering penalties in the labor
market.

This article reports on the first two areas.

CHILDREN: SOCIETY'S RESOURCE AND RESPONSIBILITY

European countries have a long history of acknowledging that children are a
ma{or societal resource and responsibility. Cash benefits provided to families with
children are increasingly referred to as a “family benefit system,” part of a coun-
try’s overall social security system but distinguishable from traditional social insur-
ance and social assistance.

For several decades, many European countries have been providing famlil! or
child allowances—cash benefits provided monthly (or, weekly) for every child (or
second or subsequent children)—generally regardless of the income and work status
of the parents These allowances began in France in the 1930s; Sweden, Finland,
and several other countries made them available in the 1940s. By now, 67 countries,
inciuding all the developed countries except the United States, provide such a bene-
fit Usually tax free, the benefits range in the European countries between 5 and 10
Pemfl?nt (where there is one child) of median wage and even higher in cases of larger
families.

An alternative approach is to provide a similar child benefit through the tax
system Unlike the $1,000 tax exemption for dependents in the United States (many
countries have such exemptions), of value only to those who pay taxes and of more
value to those with higher incomes, the child benefit tax credit is a fixed amount,
available to families at all income levels. Furthermore, it is refundable to those
whose incomes are so low as to preclude any tax obligations.

Most European countries have developed two parallel policies to protect family
income at the time of childbirth in families with working mothers. First, there is a
guarantee of a right to leave work for a minimum of three months (the Netherlands
and several other countries), a maximum of three years (Hungary), and an average
of six months to one year, with assurance of full job protection, seniority, and pen-
sion entitlement In one country, Sweden, this right can be shared equally by both
parents In several other countries, such as Finland and Norway, fathers may share
in a portion of this parental benefit.

The second, parallel policy is the provision of a cash benefit that replaces the full
wage covered under sociul security (or a significant portion of it, or some combina-
tion of full wage followed by a smaller flat rate benefit.) These benefits.are available
to almnst all employed women and under certain circumstances—or in certain coun-
tries, such as Sweden—to their husbands also. The benefits may be tax ree or con-
sidered as taxable income.

In most countries the right to leave work and retain job protection covers a longer

riod of time than does the cash benefit. In some countries an unpaid parenting
eave supplements the right to a paid maternity leave. Sometimes, as in France, the
supplementag, unpaid leave is available to either parent but the cash benefit cover-
ing the immediate pre- and post-childbirth leave is available only to the mother.

n effect, these two parallel policies constitute the statutory provision of materni-
ty or parental benefits and leaves. The key is the job-protected leave from work
combined with a cash benefit that replaces earnings lost at the time of childbirth, In
France, this covers 16 weeks, including six weeks before childbirth, and is equal to
full wage replacement In Germany, six months are covered, 14 weeks with a statu-
tory flat rate benefit e(l;ml to the wage of about half the working women, but sup-
plemented to full wage by the employer for those women earning more. The remain-
der of the time is at the statutory ieneﬁt level only. Hungary provides full wage
replacement for 20 weeks of maternity leave.

he German Democratic Republic covers 26 weeks plus an_additional 26 (for a
total of 52) at the birth of second and subsequent children. Sweden is unique in
providing a benefit that covers nine months,?® is available to either parent, and can
be prorated so that parents can use the benefit to cover full-time, half-time, or
three-quarter time work while children are young, this enables parents to share
child care responsiblities for the child’s first year or year and a haIE

Hungary provides an unusual benefit from the end of maternity leave until the
child is three the mother is entitled to a cash allowance equal to about 40 percent

* An additional 3 months is available at a minimum fat rate benefit
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of the average wage for women as long as she remains at home to care for her child.
During this time she maintains her seniority and pension entitlements, and is as-
sured of job protection. ’

These benefits are contingent op prior work record and represent some attempt
by society to replace earnings at childbirth and for some period thereafter, when, it
is assumed, a parent needs to be at home to provide critical child care. There is an
increasing tendency to extend these rights to both of the parents and to adoptive
parents as well. Another, related, trend is to provide a cash benefit and a right to
leave work for a specified number of days for a working parent who must care for a
young child who is ill at home. '

‘The benefits so far discussed supplement the incomes of parents with growing
children, or replace income in the period right after childbirth. Few countries pro-
vide a substitute for earned income beyond the time a child is three, and the scale
and scope of Aid to Families With Dependent Children in the United States is rare.
Canada and Britain have the closest equivalents to the U.S. system.

CHILD CARE SERVICES ¢

Paid leaves from work following childbirth range from three months to three
years. A six-month leave is typical in most countries, with growing discussion about
extending the leave to nine months or to 8 maximum of one year.

Although all European countries permit unpaid, job-protected leaves, few women
avail themselves of this benefit, for obvious reasons. As a result, most working fami-
lies in Europe need some form of out-of-home child care service beginning when a
child is about six months of age. Compulsory school attendance usually begins at
age six, as it does in the United States; but in Britain five is the age of entry while
in the Scandinavian countries, seven.

For the typica! working family in Europe, all-day, out-of-home child care services
are needed for children aged about six months to six years. What kind of care is
provided for these children now?

Most children aged three to six attend a free public preschool covering the normal
school day; they attend it on a voluntary basis regardless of whether they have
working mothers.

France has the most extensive such provision in Europe, serving almost all chil-
dren aged three to six. Moreover, about 40 percent of the two-year-olds (largely
those aged two and a half) attend, also. (Hungary and Germany recently opened kin-
dergarten to two-year-olds as space became available.)

Belgium has a similar program. Germany serves about 75 percent of its three- to
six-year-olds in such a program although most children attend school for only half a
day (8:00-1:00) as in all primary schools in Germany. Italy has space for about 70
percent of the age group. Most Eastern European countries serve 75 to 90 percent of
the group in full-day preschool programs, with the highest rate of inclusion in the
German Democratic Republic. Coverage is relatively low in Sweden; but more than
half the three- ‘o six-year-lds there attend child care programs, which, in contrast
to other countries, are part of a free-standing program that is independent of the
public education of health care systems.

Most of Europe assumes that children from age three (and increasingly from age
two and a half or two) will attend preschool because the experience is good for them
regardless of whether their mothers work. The child care function is an incidental
benefit. Thus, for most working families in Europe, child care is available for pre-
schoolers at least through the normal school day.

Only the United States, Britain, Canada, and Isracl maintain an artificial distinc-
tion between child care under social welfare and educational auspices; and only
these countries continue to support two parallel systems for children ander compul-
sory school age. In Israel about 90 percent of three- to five-year-olds already attend
a preschool program in any case. These are largely under private auspices, as they
are in the United States, where about 60 percent of the children of this age group
now attend such programs.

* No systematic child care survey has been carnied out in these European countries since our
study was completed at the end of the 1970's. However, reports from the countries suggest that
there has been littie significant change 1n coverage rates since then. Where changes have been
NWM' the data have been incorporated in the revised text.

e would note, however, that while European female labor force participation rates have re-
mained relatively stable in the 1980's, or increased only modestly, rates in the U.S,, especially
for married women with preschool-aged children, have continued to rise
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DAY CARE PROGRAMS

Except for Sweden and Finland, which have one child care program for all chil-
dren up to age seven, Europe largely defines day care as a program for children
under age three Most countries administer day care programs under health minis-
try or depariment auspices Infant and toddler care is nowhere near as extensive as
is care for children from about the age two or three on.

The German Democratic Republic has by far the most extensive provision for this
group, with 60 percent of children between the ages of six months and three years
In care (44 percent of children from birth to age three). The country plans to expand
provision to include space for 70 percent. Between 12 and 15 children are in each
group with a ratio of one staff member to six children. (Cfficially recommended
ratios are higher))

France has the most extensive provision among the Western European countries,
with about a third of children under age three in some kind of out-of-home care.
The public preschool programs serve most two-year-olds with working mothers, and
another small percentage is served in publicly-subsidized day care centers. The lars,-
est group is cared for by licensed family day care mothers, France has the most ex-
tensive provision of this type of care of any country.

Hungary has only a limited amount of group care, its primary policy for safants
and toddlers is to subsidize their mothers’ own care. In contrast, Sweden has an offi-
cial policy of expanding such coverage to meet most existing needs. Howe er, only
about 14 percent of children under age three can be served in publicly-su ysidized
care today, while an equivalent percentage are still cared for in private, informal,
family day care arrangements.

Thus, most countries still have a long way to go before there are enough out-of-
home places to care for children aged six months to three years.

Before- and after-school care for preschool and primary school children, when
school hours and school days do not coincide with work schedules, 1s recognmized as a
universal need No country provides adequate coverage or even has systematic data
indicating how children of this age are cared for now. Such programs are important,
their scarcity represents a significant gap in child care services.

FAMILY AND WORKPLACE RESPONSES

This review does not cover intrafamilial adaptation or workplace responses to the
new realities of work and family life. For some years, however, policies in many
countries have supported, or been predicated on, traditional rol : assignments within
the family Modifications will be necessary to increase intrafam ilial equity.

Most adaptation in the home will reflect the values and behs vioral changes of the
adults living there There is some evidence, particularly for ,ounger adults, that
men now are sharing more home and family responsibilities with their working
wives.

The workplace itself remains an essential arena for change in terms of market-
place and statutory benefits and the organization of work. A number of countries
are examining the social security status of women (in the workforce, homemakers,
widows) Sweden’s parent insurance is a major innovation. Among countries allow-
ing post-childbirth leaves, France offers a two-year leave for either parent under
certain circumstances, Norway provides a parental leave of up to one year. Swedes
permits an unpaid leave, after conclusion of the parent insurance benefit, until a
child is IR months of age, and guarantees parents the right to work three-quarter
time (a_six hour day) until their child is age eight. Assuring workers the right to
take off a certain number of days to cae for an 11l child at home, or to visit a child
in school, is also receiving attention in Europe.

Of particular importance are the efforts by industry to modify employment prac-
tices or to provide selected benefits through labor contracts or as part of private
fringe benefit systews Flexitime is now an established pohicy in most large and
medium sized firms n Northern Europe. There 1s growing experimentation with
other alternative wor: schedules, including part-time work and shared work in sev-
eral countries

THE NEED FOR A POLICY STRATEGY

If adults are to manage their work and family Lives simultaneously, attention will
have to be paid to all areas discussed above.

A major European development is the trend toward family or child policy pack-
ages that go far beyond any single policy The European experience suggests the
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need for a strategy that includes income transfers, child care services, and employ-
ment policies as central elemdats.

Employment and lpbor market policies are a correrstone of social policy in indus-
trialized countries. Work is a primary role and a central ethic for all adults Unless
it 1s possible for adults to mariage their work and family lives without undue strain
on themselves and their children, society will suffer a significant loss in productivi-
ty, and an even more sxgni(‘%cant loss in the quantity and quality of future genera

tions. \ O
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