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CHILD CARE

THURSD AY, APRIL 21, [98R

US Hot sk oF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES,
CoMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
Washmgton. DC

The subcommittee met. pursuant to notice, at 10 am.. in room
2175, Ravburn House Otfice Building. Hon Dale Kildee (chairman
of the subcommuttee) presiding

Members present. Representatives Kildee, Sawver, Solarz, Tauke,
Grai.dy. Gunderson. Ballenger, and Armey.

Staff present Susan Wilhelm. staft director. Carol Behrer. legis-
lative associate; Mary Jane Fiske. senior legislative associate.
Damian Thorman, legisiative associate, Bill Kamela, legislative as-
sistant: Gail Perry. legislative assistant, Jay Horstman. legislative
assistant, Margaret Kaieckas, clerl.. Jeremy Rabinovitz, legislative
assistant; and Lynn Bryenton, legislative assistant.

Mr. KiLpgg. The Subcommittee on Human Resources convenes
this morning to explore the general issue of child care We've start-
ed just in time. I tell people that's the schoolteacher 1n me, not the
politictan I'm used to starting on time

I am pleased to be joined n this effort by members of the Sub-
commuttee on Select Education and the Subcommittee on Elemen-
tary. Secondary and Vocational Education. which also have juns-
diction over this important 1ssue

I welcome our witnesses this morning. and {ook forward to hear-
ing their views on the important 1ssue of how best to ensure the
henlth and safety of children during the hours that parents are 1n
the work force.

My personal experience with mothers in my district who are
strugghng to make their fanmilhies economically self-sufficiont. only
to discover that they cannot do so without child care. lustiates
how important this assistance 1s to families

While this morning’s hearing 1s not hmited to legislation before
the subcommittee, I would like to take a moment to address the
questions that have been raised ¢.or the provisions of the Act tor
Better Child Care, whnch deal with the separ. tion of Church and
State

[ am very much aware of the important role of ehurches m the
provision of child care In fact, representatives of several rehiglous
denominations and organizations were involved mn the development
of the ABC child care leg:slation now under consideration with the
other bills referred to this subcommittee.

]
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However, 1 recognized at the time the legisiction was introduced,
that further work was needed on the question of how best to enable
church participation while at the same time aadressing the consti-
tutional issue of the separation of Church and State

I pledged at that time that I would work for la..guage that would
both protect the important 1ole of churches in the provision of
child care, and address the constitutional issues raised by tl e Su-
preme Court.

We hope soon to have the proper language. It is one of my high-
eit priorities to achieve that proper language on Church and State.

I notice that a bell has rung in the House for a vote on approving
the journal. We might have time before we have to exit for that, so,
Mr. Tauke, do you care to make your opening statement now or
when we return?

Mr. TAUKE. Why don’t we go ahead and vote, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. KiLpee. We'll take a mirute's recess. Mr. Holloway, you can
accompany us over for the vote, and we'll come right back and
start with you.

{Recess.]

Mr. KiLpee. The subcommittee will reconvene. We probably will
not have another interruption for aboit an hour, at which time
we'll have a vote on the roll, and then we should be uninterrupted
until the vote on final passage of the Trade Bill.

At this time, I'll call upon the ranking Republican member of
the committee, Mr. Tauke.

M:. TAUKE. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

While we want to give our witnesses all the time they need to
explain their views, I do hope that the vote on final passage won't
interrupt this hearing. I hope it’s over by then.

Mr. Chairman, we obviously have before us an issue on which
many people have strong feelings. Virtually ail of us have at one
time or another been involved with the issue of child care. We were
cared for, we have provided care, and we have solicited others to
provide care for children.

So it is not surprising that this would be an 1ssue with which
many people identify and an issue on which many people have
strong 1eelings.

Unfortunately, as is often the cas. in Congress, we don’t have
the luxury of being able to hear from everybody who would like to
offer their views on this issue, and we have nct ha< the opportuni-
ty to engage in exhaustive reszarch on the issue. A Federal policy,
however, in this area, can have very significant implications for
children, for families, and for our economy and our society. There-
fore, we should proceed cautiously.

Mr. Chairman. with your permission, I wouid like to include my
full opening statement in the record and just n.ake a couple of
points informally.

Mr. KiLpre. Without objection.

Mr. TAUKE. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that as we have begun
our investigation of this issue, there are three fundamental issues
which are potentiaiiy troublesome.

The first question or issue is who gets the money. Should morey
go to the parents, or should money go to providers? And it is fairly
clear that there is some divergerce of opinion on that issue. Under
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the bill which you have sponsored money will vo to providers
Under the bill winch I and others will subnut ~oun money will go
to parents

It seems to me that as we address this IssUe. we are gomng to
have to grapple with the question of who should recerve the money

The second guestion. 1t seems to me. s who 1 going to regulate
and who 15 going to be reguluted Should the Federal Government
do the regulating” Should State covernment do the regulating”
Should regulation be in the hands of informed parents”? 1 think this
1s a question which obviously 1s going to have to be addressed 1n a
serious way by this subcommittec

Under the hill which you offer. the Federal Government plays a
major role 1n the regulation of not only formahzed day care. but
less formal settings as well This1s scmething that T hope to avod
in the legislation that we offer

In the question of who 1s regulated. should every babysitter in
the Nation be regulated? Or should those who have a substantial
number of ~hildren 1n their care be regulated” Or only institution-
alized settings? This 1s an 1ssue with which we will have to grapple

The third major question, 1L seems to me. 15 should we establish a
bias toward any particular form of care” Should our bill suggest

that formalized day care settings— mstifutionalized settings, 1t you
will—are preferable to having an informal arrangement with a
neighbor or a relative or friena?

I'm not convinced as of yet that formalized settings are necessari-
ly the best settings for every child It appears to me that 1n many
‘nstances we should, 1f not encourage, then at least not get in the
way of the informal arrangements It seems to me that again will
be a difference 1n the approaches we take

I believe that there is a great need m the Nution tor us to ad-
dress the issue of child care I think that most of our witnesses
today will indicate that there is a need for us to recognize the
changing social circumstances in the Nation and address 1n a very
positive and forthright way the challenge that this society faces in
providing good care for all of our children

At the same time. 1t seems to me, we need to address in a very
thoughtful way *hese major issues of who gets the money. who does
the regulating and who is regulated and what form of child care
we wish to support.

I hope that we will be able to begin to sort out answers to these
questions in our hearing today. | know that as we move forward
with consideration of legislation, we will have a number of alterna-
tives before us which will allow us to look at different approaches
to dealing with the challenges of this society

Mr Chairman, thank you for calling this hearing and for accom-
modating requests from the minority for witnesses

[The prepared statement of Hon Tom Tauke follows |
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Thank you, »:.. hairman. [ apprec.ate your scheduling th.s
hea.1ng to perm:it ,ore divergent poi:nts of view to be heard on
the 1ssue of ch.ld care. 1 am sure that we would have to hold
several more hear:ngs to accommodate the number of witnesses who
have an interest 1n this 1ssue.

Unfortunately, as 1is often the case in Congress, we don't
have the luxury of being able to hold extensive hearings and to
ergage 1n exhaust.ve research of an i1ssue. Federal policy 1in
the area of child care, however, has significan* implications
for children, fcr families, for our econcmy and for our society,
and we should therefore proceed cautiousl, .

This Subcommittee .S contemplating a bill that will result
1in extensive Government lnvo.vement in parents’ choices about
the care of their children. As we consider this bill and
develop child care policy, 1t 1s critical that we bave
comprehensive hearings and allow as many witnesses as possible
to present their v:ews and findings to this Subcommittee.

Morecver, any leg:islation on the issue of child care should
be scrutinized. I don't believe that any of us lave all the
answers, and 1t 1S incumbent upon us, as policymakers, to
compile and consider as much information and as many
perspectives as possible 'r order to ensure that the policy we

advance moves us in the right direct.on.

ERIC |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




aay

care

kave

th.s coun*ry.

Cecond, we neea

parents

cost of chila care

darta, Jdemonstrates?

parents pay muCh Mor

nothing at ali. 3cn
the:r own children.
c»11d care are fror

i
a

cf over $38,(00, T

parents that reed as

ho

assistancz2 to se

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. El - ~ 1
Ut Tt otaro> T ¢ N L G I
[ LT - N R MR LT

aTe "t L,

Loe Tt amT T e e R
R N S R VA Te.lv osnLloT ot
13 care _evr L Tes,  Toe oaarper Of lloTersed
e o osoorrvoe 33 a0Lrlet o Cuero o Eoo 13t oten

J.7oLaY., TTCrl a2 ZeeT LaTvTe LncIedses
ensex day CcL:if . =1 a0 5. pLy oacn't
e iz cf Zh_,ren Ly urrorilatel care in
s~ Ipterm.ope noa ~Lon f.oamc.al ass.stance
te trem te 1ffora Srila care. T3 the annual
n tr.c countr, £2,0n0, 235 tre Census Bureau

SroLa Lt orucn m.3rer”  Certa.rly, some
e for c-.lw. care; rat ttnher varerte pay
e rarerts chocse to £orese incore to raise

T.gnty rercent of parcnts currently using
+ .o-earner courles, whe have redian .nccres
_s furcorr.ttee neeas to :dentify the
sistance, aAna ieter—ine 1O~ cest “oO target
rost 1n reed,

e

3




O

Tne Honcrabkle To~ Tal. -
April 21, 19gn
Fage Three

F.nally, the issue ¢f y.a..t, of cn.l: Jire LT of 3rearn
concern .o this Subccrr_tiea, .0 a.. C3vo ar. Lt -, TuaLLte o f
child care 14 ti.s courtry .  R2t Melzurity Lualit is very
e:ff.cult, ard enforc.ng Gudl.t. L2 ever more a2 fficult,
Parentlret:cal.,, I Znou.a note tnat TaAnYy Jl.r.cal rsychologists

Fei.eve that ary ronparental care .n tne ecariiest ctages cf a
S aevelop~ent .s detr.~enta..

This Surcommitroe ~ust arestle .itn the .5suye of what leve!l
of governvent should rogulate ~%_1a care ind with the .s3ue of
the ramificat:ons of »mros.tg federal standaras on cniia care
rrov:iders. Higher l:icers.r: stardards transliate :nto h:gher
cests for parents. Are we ir.s:ng ur the cosr of c-re at the
expense of already belecguerea prarents? These are -ery
difficult :ssues to aaaress, ana they Jdermand careful
consideration.

At our first hearirg on ch.la care th.s vear, we had over
twenty witnesses suggest thrat the b:ll, H.R. 3660, the Act for
detter Child Care Se:rices, was the arpropriate Federal response
to these child care 1ssues. If tha* bill 1S the prorer
approach, 1t should stand .p to our crit.cal analiysis and
scrutiny. In addition., cther approackes and other bilis should
be considered and should receive similar scrutiny.

This Subcommittee has .t's work cut out for :t, and I
believe that we should proceed cautlausly.‘ Increased Federal
involvement in child care chsuld not ke taken ‘igntly. I am
committed, 2, I know you are, Mr, Chairman, to developing sound

public policy on this most critical 1ssue.
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Mr KiLpee. Thank you, Mr Tauke

Mr Sawyer, do you have an opening statement”

Mr. Sawykr Thank you, Mr Chairman

With your permission, I'd like to include the full text of my open-
ing statement 1n the record

Mr. KiLpee. Without objection

Mr. SAWYER At this time. I'd like to say that [ share with my
colleagues the firm beliet that one of the most important issves
facing our Nation today 1s the avallabihty of al‘ordable quahty
child care

This is coupled with the recognition that we simply can no
longer debate over economic policies without examining how those
changes will affect our Nation's families Thes hearing that you
have put together today 1s a long and 1 hope fruitful one, and wiil
recognize the importance of this forum in providing the framework
for this discussion

[The prepared statement of Hon THhm Sawyer follows.]

o« —l
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STATEMENT BY REP. TOM SAWYER AT THE HUMAN RESOURCES SUBCOMMJTTEE
HEARING ON THE ACT FOR BETTER CHILD CARE

April 21, 1988

As a strong supporter ot the & for Better Child Care, I share
with my colleagues the firm belief v i: one of «ne most i1mportant
issues facing our nation today 1s the avallability of a’fordable,

quailty child care.

This country 1s on the brink of a .ealization that w2 can nc
longer deliberate over economic policies withour examining how tnose
char ;es will affect our nation's fami.ies. Parents, part.cularly
low-1ncome single parents, cannot be forced to choos€ between the
responsibilities of raising a family and the necessity of employment.
ABC w1ll address our nation's child care needs by setting up a
responsive, effective infrastructure of licensed chi1ld care centers
staffed by trained professionels, and also give assistance to family

day care providers.

It's an expensive 1investment -- but the key word 1s 1nvestment.
ABC, and child care 1n general 1s not anti-family, as we will hear
from some of today's witnesses. Chir:d care 1s an investment 1n our

families, and perhaps most importantiy, in the future of our children.

As this Subcommittee has heard durirng our hearings oa ~ph114d care,
for poor children quality care can make all the difference 1n their
future. Care that 1s modelled after quality preschool and early
childhooc development programs has been tound tc be very effective 1in
giving _hildren frem disadvantaged homes the basic academic and

developmental skills necessary . their future success,
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jeirt tederal, state and local vartnership committed to

ABC 1s a
safequarding and eahancing Fo lives of our chiadrean. It 1s a

commitment that 1s long overdue.

t and I lock

I want to thank tne Chairman 7ot hotdleg this heatang,

torward to today's testimuny.
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Mr. KiLpEE. Thunk you, Mr. Sawyer.

Mr. Ballenger.

Mr. BALLENGER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Aithough I'm not a member of the subcommittee, I would like to
make a short statement as a representative. As Mr. Sawycr said,
I'd like to put my full statement into the record

Mr. KiLpee. Without objection.

Mr. BALLENGER. But if [ may just say this.

As many members of the committee have already heard me say
in previous hearings, the district which I represent has an unusual
problem: low unemplcyment. We actively seek good workers. Doing
my tenure as a county commissioner working with the Welfare pro-
gram, I met many good people who wanted to work, but there was
a catch: they needed child care for their cnildren and could not
afford to pay for it. They were trapped in the welfare cycle and
could not break out.

With the help of my wife Donna, who will be on a later panel, 10 |
years ago we started Community Ridge Day Care Center in Hicko- |
ry, North Carolina. Community Ridge is a subsidized center, non-
profit, which predominantly serves low-income childrer. for an av-
erage cost to th > parent of $30 a week. This center receives money
from local businesses, from charity organizations, from the North
Carolina Department of Social Services, the Federal School Food

Supplement Reimbursement program, and fees from parents.

The Center complies with all regulations of the State of North
Caroiina, and has been a success since it was opened 10 years ago.
If you really want to get some answers about day care, my wife
would be glad to help you out

Thank you, sir.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Cass Ballenger follows']

'()
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STATEMENT BY RFPRLCENTAIIVF CASS BAILFNCER

Mr  Chairran, 1 appreciate the opportunity to appear be.ove
Subcomrittee today ani I corwvend your interest n the (torld dy

Care

AS members of the committee have heard me say 1n previouds
hearings, the District I represent has an unusuul proklem--low
unenployment . We active Y seck out aood workers During my
tenure as a County copnisstaper, working with the we;fare
program, 1 met many good peoPle who wanted to work But there
was a catch--they need -hild ca.e for theit children and could
not afford to pay for it They were trapped in the welfare cycle

and unable to break out

X4 ?fAAA/G%;O
So with the help of my wife Donna, we arted Yhe

Cormunity Ridge Day Care cCente: 1n Hichkory, N . Community Rid7ge
IS a subsidized center tha. predominately serves low-:incore
children for an average cost to the parent of $30 a week The
center rece.,ves money from local bisiness and charity
orgarizations, the N C. Department of Social Services, federal
schoel food reimbursement and fees fror pacents. Th.s venter

complies with all cate requlcetions,

Community R.dje his becen a success circe 1t opened,
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primarily because it offers quality care at a reasonahle cost.
My grandson, Matt attended community Ridge for this very reason.

Additional 1information on the center is attached.

Donna and I were able to step 1n and f1ll a need in the
child care market because there were few restrictions and
regulations to hinder the process. Had the Act for Better child
Care Services (ABC) been in effect back in the 1970's we
would have been faced with rules, regulations and constraints

that discourage involvement 1in provicing day care.

Consider the new layer of federal bureaucracy established
under the bill-- the "National Advisory committee on child Care
Standards™ and the "Office of the Administrator of child care."
This new level of bureaucracy would control funds allocated to
states, monitor and approve state “comprehensive day care plans,"
and enforce extensive new federal regulations. consider next
that each s%ate would have to establish additional government
organizations to implement the day care rules. New bureaucracy
at the state and federal level would be pajd for out of federal

tax dollars.

An additional burden will be pluced on state govesnments.
Each state must provide 20 percent matchirng funds in new
appropriations. The North carvlina 1988 budget for child care ;s
$16 million and the additional 20 percent requirement would be

burdensome.

The ABC bill seeks to establish a "minimum standard®




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

13

requirement for all states. While this "sounds good" on paper,
1n practice 1t could be a disaster. Also, every state that
accepts ABC money would be required to fcllow federal
regulations. This provides little tolerance for individual state
law that best suits the situations 1in that state. All states
have some form of regulation for day care centers and home-based

care. That's the way 1t should be.

The ABC bill would increase the cost of child care by
requiring day care personnel to meet training requilrements at
government-certified centers. All states would have to meet
child-staff ratios that would be determined by nationwide
standards. In about half the states, day care centers would have
to raise axisting staff levels and increase the cost for each

child.

The basic decision regardirg day care options for a child 1s
choice. Pparents deserve the right to decide who will care for
their child and where. Some parents may prefer a "Community
Ridge" setting for their child, while others may prefer care
provided by friends or relatives. Others may find the best type
of care 1s offered by a neighborhood church. Finally, some

Mothers simply prefer to stay home and care for their children.

These are all good choices for the family and for the chil<d.
Yet under the ABC bill only parents choosing government approved

day care centers will qualify for federally subsidized care.

-
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Another consideration 1s cost Wil,: day care providers t.l|
be able to provide care at 1 reuscnable price” Under the ABC
bill states will also have to implement specific child-staft rati.
for group care centers based on a nationwide stan rd. This wiil
undoubtedly increase the number of staff, wh.ch will lead to

higher costs Jr a more limited enrcllment

1f Congraoss wants to help solve the so-callied "crisis 1in
child care," why not do someth:ng that will actually help
families” Let's provide tax credits for child care for all
families with children This would i1nclude working or non-

working mothers.

And while we are crafting this new policy, let's direct
grants to stites which will help low 1income families and singie

parents cover some of the cost of child care.

State governments provide the pest place to oversee child
care practices. If we really want to improve quality, training,
and increase avallability of chi.d care providing block grants to

states will ensure the success of this option

We should also encourage the private sector to become
involved 1n the child care marke:. A tax credit fer business
would help employers sponsor qua 1ty care for emplojees'

children

There 1s no simple solution to the child care di1lemra As a

parent, I recognize tnit a "one-size-fits-all" pandate wil 1ot

13
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work simply because child care needs differ from family to
family. Diversity and flexibility in child care .ieeds must be

recognized to encourage the best possible care for America's children
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Community Ridge Day Care Center
"AA CENTER"
Hickory, Nortb Carolina

-- serves 94 children ages 6 weeks to 5 years

-- 1t 1s open 6’30 a.n to 5 00 p m., Monday - Friday

-- the Center, as part of the N.C Food Service program
provides breakfast, lunch anu an afternoon snach

for all children

-- for infants, mothers must provide formula and diapers
untii the child can begln eating baby food (age 3 months)

-- the staff corsists cof.
1 Director
1 Infant “eacher (for 5 children)
2 Toddler Teachers {for 7 children)
2 Two Ye:r 0ld Teachers {(for 18 children;
2 Three :ear 0ld Teachers (for 18 children)
2 Four ‘ear 0ld Teachers (for 22 children)
2 Five Year 0ld Teachers {(frr 23 children)
2 Part -Time Teachers
1 Secretary
2 Coc<s

-~ the ca'e 1s avallable for the cost of $35 per week for
children urder age two and $30 a week for children over
age two

-- 60 to 6% percent of children are from low 1ncome homes
and participate in the N.C. purchase care program whereby
the Department of Social Services determines *he payment
level which can range from $5 to $95 a month

-- the Center does have a waiting list, usually the children
can be accomodated i1n a short time frame

== subsidized by the N.C. Department of Social Services,
the Junior League, Ualted Way and local buslnesses

-- teachers pay beglrs at the minimum wage and 1s increased
over length of time they work,

-- teacher benef1ts include
Social Security, workran's comp , unemployment comp.,
free lunches, payment of 1‘2 of bealth 1nsurance and
$10,000 li1fe 1rsurance policy per enmployee.

El{l‘c 21
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Mr. KiLpee Thank you, Mr. Ballenger.

Our first witness this morning is a colleague, the Hon. Ciyde
Holloway, who has introduced legislation in this area.

Mr. Holloway.

STATEMENT OF HON. CLYDE HOLLOWAY, A U.S.
REPRESENTATIVE FROM THE STATE OF LOUISIANA

Mr. HoLLoway. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for giving me this op-
portunity to testify here this morning.

I want to voice my opposition to the Act for Better Child Care,
the ABC bill.

In Louisiana, Mr. Chairman, the only thing worse than a bad
idea is an expensive bad idea, and the ABC bill is both. The ABC
bill is a bad idea for three reasons. First, it is a bad idea because it
restricts the choice of women. The feminist movement has labored
long and hard to ensure that women enjoy a full range of choices
in their lives, trow> full-time motherhood to full-time career.

I'm glad to know that my two daughters will not be limited in
their choice of lifestyles and careers as my wife’s generation was.
The ABC bill, however, represents a step backward for women, be-
cause it narrows iheir range of choices. By substituting only public,
federaliy-run child care at the expense of private, church-run, or
home based child care, the ABC bill has the financial effect of dic-
tating to women what form of child care they should use.

More importantly, ABC makes it more difficult for women to
choose full-time motherhood. Women who elect to provide their
own child caie by working as full-time mothers receive absolutely
no assistance under ABC.

ABC is an anti-woman choice, and that is one reason why I'm
anti-ABC.

The second reason that ABC is a bad idea is because it is simply
too expensive. We're supposed to be talking about child care here,
but I say that if we really care about our children, we should not
create another expensive program that will further mortgage their
future.

Right now, the share of our Federal debt for each and every
American taxpayer is over $18,000. ABC will add to that a program
that will cost $2.5 billion now and which is sure to increase in the
future. It is our children who eventually have to pay for this.

Finally, ABC is a bad idea because it does not give us our
money’s worth. There are 20 m.llion preschool children in Amer-
ica, but ABC will reach only about 700.500 to 1 million of them.
Administrative costs will eat up at least 25 percent of the funds
that ABC proposes to offer, further erod’ng its ability to provide
real assistance.

In short, we are reaching too few children and Luying too much
bureaucracy. The ABC bill is bad policy. I urge anyone and every-
one interested in the future of our Nation’s children and families
and in the rise of women and the Federal deficit to look past the
comfortable rhetoric surrcunding ABC to see it for what 1t really
is.
Mr. Chairman, I did not come here to criticiz> ABC without first
developing an alternative solution. H.R. 3944, my Dependent Care
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Tax Credit Reform Bill, gets to the heart of the matter by giving
aid to the unit of society which 1s primarily responsible for child
care—the fainily.

H.R. 3944 will enapie families to meet their child care needs by
increasing their disposable income. H.R 3944 gives families a
choice by putting the meney in their pockets. Parents will be free
to choose the type of day carc that meets their needs—public, pri-
vate, home, or church-based. By assisting all families with pre-
school children, my bill does not discriminate against those parents
whe choose to make parenting a full-time occupaticn.

Unlike ABC, my proposal is financially responsible as an option.
The credit will cost only $800 million above the current dependent
tax credit, as compared to ABC's $2.5 billion over the current
credit. Perhaps more importantly, the cost of the tax credit wil! not
grow in future vears. We cannot make that same claim abot ¢ ABC.

Uader my proposal, low-income working parents who would not
ordinarily take advantage of a tax credit will still benefit. For
these parents, the credit is refundabie to the extent that they pay
Social Security tax. In other words, low income parents will benefit
from this reduction in the amount of that taken out of their pay-
check.

Just touching a little further on that, if you have a family of
four, and two of them are preschool children, they would get $800
tax break if they make even $12,000 or $16,000. That's $56 per
month that goes directly back into their family’s budget I think
that’s very, very important.

I don’t know that in ABC we know where the money's going to
be spent. I think that's one of the problems in ABC' there's no
clear-cut definition of what a low income family is going to get
from ABC.

H.R. 3944 can accomplish what ABC attempts but fails to do It
offers more assistance, more choice, to more families, with less cost
to the Government. Rather than subsidize public day care, let’s
enable parents to care for their own children

Thank you very much.

I'd welcome any questions—! don't know how vou choose to do
that

[The prepared statemert of Hon Civde ¢ Holloway follows |
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Testimony of Rep. Clyde C. Holloway
before the Subcommittee on Human Resources
April 21, 1987

I want to volice my opposition to the Act for Better Child
Care, or the ABC bill. 1In Loulsiana, Mr cChairman, the only

thing worse than a bad 1dea 1S an expensive bad 1dea. The ABC
bi1ll 18 both.

Tne ABC bill 1s a bad 1dea for tnree reasons. First,
bad 1dea because 1t restricts choices for women. The feminist
movement has labored long and hard tc ensure that women enjoy a
full range of chcices in their lives, from full time motherhood
to full time career. 1 am glad to know that my two daughters
will not be as limi.ed i1n their choice of lifes:yle or career as
my wife's generation was.

1t's a

The ABC bill, however, represents a step backward for women
because 1t narrows their ra, e of choices. By subsidizing only
public, federally-run child care at the expense of private,
church-run, and home-based child care, the ABC bill has the

f nancial effect of dictating to women what form of chi1ld care
they should use.

More 1importantly, ARC makes 1t more difficult for women to
choose full-time motherhood. Women who elect to provide their
own chi1ld care by working as full time mothers receive absolutely
no assistance under ABC. ABC 1S ant1-woman's choice and that 1s
one reason why I am ant1-ABC.

The second reason that ABC 1s a bad 1dea 1s because 1t 1s
simply too expensive. We're supposed to be talking about child
care here, but I say 1f we really cared about our children, we
would not create another expensive entitlement program which wil]
further mortgage their future. Right now, the share of our
federal debt for each and every American taxpayer 1s over $18,000
dollars. ABC will add to that a program which will cost 2.5
billion dollars now and which will be sure to 1ncrease 1n the

future. It 1s our children who will eventually have to pay for
this.

And finally, ABC 1s a bad 1dea because 1t does nct give us
our money's worth. There are 20 million preschool children 1n
America. but ABC will reach only 700,000 to 1 million of them.
Administrative costs of these programs will eat at least 25% of
the funds ABC proposes to offer, further eroding 1ts ability to
provide real assistance. Ip short, we arc reaching too few
children and buying too much bureaucracy.
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The ABC bill 1s bad policy. 1 urge anyone and everyone
interested in the future of our sation's children and families,
the (ights of women, and the federal deficit, to look past the
comfortable rhetoric surrounding ABC and to see it for what 1t
really 1s.

Mr. Chairman, 1 did not come here to cr.ticice ARC without
first developing an alt native solution. H R. 3944, my
Dependent Care Tax Credit keform B:11, gets to the heart of the
matter by givirng aid to the un:t in our society which 1s
pramarily responsible for child care: THE FAMILY. H R. 3944,
will enable families to meet their child care needs by increasing
their dispcsable income.

H.R. 3944 gives families a choice. By putting more money 1n
their pockets, parents will be free to chooge any type of daycare
that meets their needs- public, private, home- or church-based
Ry assisting ALL families with preschool children, my biil does
not discriminate against those parents who choose to make
parenting a full time occupation.

Un’..ke ABC, my proposal is a fiscally responsiole option
The credit will cost only $800 million as com, _c to ABC's §2 5
billion. Perhaps more importantly, the cost Ot a tax credit will
not crow in future years. We cannot make the Same claim about
ABC.

Under my proposal, low income working parents who would not
ordinarily incur enough tax liability to take advantage of
the tax credit, will still benefit. For these parents, the
credit 1s refundable tu the extent that they pay Social Security
tax. In other words, low income ,arents will benefit from a reduction
in the amount that the 1.R.S takes out of each paycheck .

H.R. 3944 can accomplish what ABC attempts, but faiis to do.
It offers more assistance and more choice to more families with
less cost to the government. Rather than subsidizing the publ.ic
day care industry, let's enable parents to care “or their own
children.
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Mr. KiLbpee. Thank you, Mr. Holloway.

1 would just like to respond to your statement that the BC bill
wculd provide only one type of child care.

I appreciate the fact that you recognize there is a need for child
care out there, and you and I have had some talks about that on
the floor. I appreciate the contributions you have made. The ABC
bill says that the plan shall provide that funds be distributed to a
variety of child care providers in each community, including child
care centers and family day care providers. We want to provide as
many options as possible, and there are many options out “here ex-
isting today in churches and in family day care centers.

We would not want to limit it to one type, either. We shai 2 your
concern on that.

Mr. HoLroway. Well, I guess my biggest problem is that I don’t
really know exactly where the money is going to go from ABC. I
think that we as a Federal Government should be tired of laying
money out and not knowing where it’s going and who’s going to be
the recipient and who would gain from it. I think we very definite-
ly need to look at families in the $10,000 to $20,000 income bracket
who are working Americans and trying to make it out workin,

Mr. KiLDEE. Are herz any questions of Mr. Holloway?

If not, Mr. Holloway, we appreciate your coming here this morn-
ing, and I appreciate our conversations on the floor about this. I'll
be looking forward to working with you.

Mr. HoLLoway. Thanks again for the opportunity.

Mr. KiLpee. Thank you very much.

Our next witness is our colleague, Congresswoman Oiympia
Snowe. Accompanying Ms. Snowe is Cleo Terry, Child Protection
Manager of the Illinois Department of Children and Family Serv-
ices.

Some may have read recently that Ms. Terry recently discovered
47 children being cared for by one provider in an unlicensed child
care facility.

We welcome you both here this morning, Ms. Snowe.

STATEMENT OF HON. OLYMPIA J. SNOWE, A US.
REPRESENTATIVE FROM THE STATE OF MAINE

Ms. SNowke. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I'd like to thank che committee as well for al'owing me to testify
here today. i want to congratulate you, Mr. Chairman, for your
leadership on this issue, and Congressman Tauke, the ranking
member of the subcommittee and the subcommittee itself for ad-
dressing this issue this year. Hopefully, the Congress ultimately
will enact legislation addressing a problem that I think is a major
concern to American families.

First I'd like to introduce Cleo Terry, who'’s with us today as the
Child Protection Manager of the Illinois Department of Children
and Family Services.

You may have heard recently about the closure on April 5 of an
illegal, unlicensed day care home in Illinois. That particular home
had 47 children in the basement without adequate fire exits. In
fact, there were no beds, just wooden pallets. Some 32 of these chil-
dren were under the age of 2.

Q
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Now, I know that it b s been said that there 1s no general short-
age of day care nation.lly I suppose that’s true if you don't also
consider the issue of quality child care. I hope we're not in &« DOSI-
tion of forcing families to make these kinds of choices when it
comes to wuat is available .1 order to accommodate child care ar-
rangements and at the same time either work full or part time to
supplement family income.

I believe that child care is a National crisis in this country. It i»
a crisis that affects our chilaren, our businesses, families, and the
whole economic well-being of the United States. It is a crisis which
really represents itself in the form of the lack of affordable quality
child care in this country.

I think o consensus on this particular 1ssue has been reached in
the Congress. Evidence of that is the number of bills that have
been introduced 1n this Congress by both Republicans and Demo-
crats as well, and I think it reflects the idea that indeed we have to
address this critica! issue this year.

The American family faces this crisis Nationwide, and therefore
it seems to me that we have to address this issue in a comprehen-
sive fashion. That is why I'm a primary co-sponsor of the ABC bill.
I think 't gets to the heart of the issue in conjunction with efforts
that are ben.z supplemented at the State level as well as private
sector initiatives as well.

It's time for our Nation to recognize thai what has been happen-
ing 1n our family structure—th* two parent, one earner family is
no longer the norm in today’s American society. We must face the
reality of a workforce that is made up of over 20 million working
mothers. Over 55 percent of all womer. now wark outside the home,
and two-thirds of working mothers are eiticr the family's sole
wage earner, or supplementing family income of $15,000 or iess.

As a result of this shift in the work force, as well as the demo-
graphic changes in this country, many parents are in need of child
care alternatives. Some 71 percent of mothers working full time
have children under the age of 18, ard 66 percent have children
uader the age of 3 So, how are these children cared for?

In 1984, there were 2 million to 3 million providers in this Couzn-
try for clild care. That includes centers, day care homes, other in-
formal arrang2ments—relatives and neighbors. At the same time,
there were 23 million children in need of care.

I would like to point out that this is not a passing trend. The De-
partment of Labor estimates that more than 80 percent of women
between the ages of 25 and 44 will enter the workforce by the year
1995, and by 1990, the n. mber of children under the age of 10 is
expected to increase by 1< percent, to 38 million.

So parents are left with the problem of locating the best possible
child care they can find for their dollar, which can be extremely
difficult to do. Costs are prohibitive, and good quality is both ex-
pensive and rare. There 1sn’t even enough care available at any
price.

The average cost of child care in this country is $3,000 per child
per vear. The first item a parent has tc consider is affordability.
That $3,000 represents a third of the poverty level income for a
family of three, and it represents half of the fainily income of a
family .0 four. So, on many occasions, affordabl= c¢tild care is all
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too often represented by lower quality care. The resul* is a double
standar/, particularly for lower income families who have to settle
for second and third best

Further, in 1986 child care workers with an average educaticn
level of 14 years earned a median annual income of $9,200. This as
we have heard so many times before, but I think it makes a point,
is comparable with the salary of zookeepers. I find it interesting
that the salaries for taking care of children are comparable to the
salaries for taking care of animals.

Existing Federal and State programs are not providing the solu-
tion to our child care needs. Only 18 percent of Federal Title 20
social service block grant funds are used for child care services.
The i.ead start preschool programs for disadvantaged children are
only serving 18 percent of the eligible children in this country The
Dependent Care Tax Credit is irrelevant to the lowest incume fami-
lies simply because they do not file tax returns, or because their
tax credit exceeds their tax liability.

Assuming a family is able to locate care, then also there is no
certainty as to the safety of children when they’re placed in cen-
ters or other forms of care. That’s because there are no national
minimum requirements for safety and health. Many States do have
minimum standards. There are some Sta.2s that have no standards
for day care centers or for day care homes or for both.

We need to have some assurance~ and certainty put into place
with respect to these standards. I personally think that if a center
or a home or some kind of day care provider wants to have Federal
funds, then they should adhere to the standards that we establish
at the Federal level.

Frankly, I compare it to the issue of civil rights restoration. We
establish certain standards if someone wants to have access to Fed-
eral funds. So tco this should be the case with child care.

I think that licensing is a very critical issue in all of this. I think
we have to establish the bottom line when it comes to the kind of
day care that we want to establish in this country. Many States
heve already proceeded in that manner, and I think the ABC bill
also reflects Lhat in drawing on the median requirements of many
States when it comes to staff to child ratio - - group size.

Finally, I think the ABC bill addresses a number of issues that
kave not been addressed heretofore in Federal legislation. This
makes it more affordable for low income families, provides for
training of child care workers, and helps providers meet licensing
standards in this country. Also, it makes child care more available
and affordable in all respects.

It has been 17 years since Congress has addressed the dey care
issue in a comprel.ensive fashion. The problem has gotter worse
since tnat time. We know that the Federal Government can't
handle this issue unilaterally. We know the State Government
cannot do it singlehandedly, and certainly the private sector
cannot meet the demand.

That’s why it's absolutely essential that we create a partnership
in this regard. Back in 1923, I conducted a series of hearings on
women in the workforce, sponsored by the Joint Economic ¢ mmit-
tee. Jt was absolutely clear to me at that time that child » e was
one of the primary barriers for women enterirg the worktu.ce, and
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it was one of the primary barriers for equal opportunity for women
in this country.

That's why I had introduced legislation to increase the Depend-
ent Care Tax Credits to 50 percent for those who were earning less
than $10,000. It was clear then that it was a problem, and it’s clear
today that it's even more of a proilem. I think that if we deny this
issue this year to working families in this country, it will be sever-
al years out before we begin to address this issue. I think that’s un-
fortunate, since the problem is there.

If there's no shortage in this country, why then in my State is it
that every time I visit a chilu care center, there are waiting lists
upon waiting lists at every child care center. If we begin to spliv
hairs between what kind of care is needesd—whether it's infant
care or after school care—then I think we’re going to have prob-
lems in addressing this issue.

I hope that this committee and this Congress can reach a consen-
sus so that we can begin to f~ce the realities of what is before us in
this Country.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I'd like to turn it over to Cleo Terry, who's with us today.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Olympia F. Snowe follows:]
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Testimony of Rep. Olympia J. Snowe
House Committee on Education and Labor
Subcommittee on Human Resources
Hearing on the Act for Better child care
April z1, 1388

Mc  Chairman, I would like to thank you for the opportunity
to appeal %efore ycu today to address the major concern of the
American t .mily.

I would also like to introduce Cleo Terry, a child
Protection Manager of tne Illinois Depaicment of children and
Family Services. You may have heard about the recent closure of
an illegal, unlicensed day care center in Waukegan, Illinois
where 47 _hildren were being cared for in a basement of a house
without adequate fire exits. Thirty-two of these children were
younger than 2 years old.

Mr. Chairman, our nat'cn is currently facing a crisis -- a
crisis that affects our children, our families, our businesses
and our whole economic well baing as a country. This crisis 1s
the lack of affordable, quality child care.

Some would say that the child care shortage does not exist.
However, statistics show that 2.1 million children 5 to 13 yeras
old regularly s,’end some period of time without supervision after
school. And a 1987 study of 129 hospitals, which according to
the Conference Board are the most likely employer to provide day
caae, suowed that their child care facilitiec /ere turning away
two out of three babies.

American families face this crisis nationwide and must
address it on a comprehensive basis. The Act for Better child
Care is thLe first legislatior to do so as well. In conjunction
with other rederal, state and private efforts, this will help
stem the crisis.

It 1s time for the nation to recognize what has been
happening in our family structure. The two-parent, one-earner
family 1s no lencer the norm.

Instexd, we must face the reality cr a workforce made up of
cver 20 mill.~-n working mothers. oOver 55 percent of 11 women
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now work outside the home. aAnd two-thirds of working mo. hers are
either the family's sole wage earner or are supplementing a
family income of $15,000 or less.

As a result of this shif. in the workforce, many parents are
1n need of child care solutions. 71 percent of mothers working
full-time have children under 18, and 66 percent have children
under the age of three. How are the children cared for?

In 1984, there were an estimated 2 to 3 million ch1ld care
providers of various type, including centers, outside family care
set*1ings, and informal arrangements 1nvolving relatives or
neig.bors. At the same time, there were 23 million children
requiring care.

1 want to point out that this 1s not a passing trend. The
Department of Labor estimates that more than 80 percent of women
between the ages of 25 and 44 will be working by 1995. And by
1990, the number of childr.- under age 10 is expected to increase
by 14% to 38 million.

Parents are left with the problem of locating the best
poss.ible child care the ' can find for their dollar, wh:ch can be
extremely difficult to do. Cests are prohibitive, good quality
1s both expensive and rare, a: there 1sn't even enough care
available at any price.

With the average cost of child care $3,000 per child per
year, the first item a parent must consider is affordability
Unfortunately, affordable child care is all too often jower
quality care. The result is a double standard of child care,
with lower-income families having to settle for cecond or third
best.

It has been sard that most working parents have found child
care; of course, how else would they be able to work? The 1ssue
1s what kind of case are parents forced to rely on.

Further, 1n 1986, child care workers, with an average
€ducation level of 14 years, earned a median annual income of
$9,204. This 1s comparable with that of zookeepers. I find 1t
lnteresting that the salary for taking care of children 1s
comparable to that for taking care of animals.

Existing federal and state programs are not providing the
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solutj r to our child care needs. oOnly 18 percent of the federal
Title ‘.. Social Services Block Grant funds are used for child
care services. The Head Start preschool program for
disadvantaged children is only serving 18 percent of the eligible
children. And the Dependent Care Tax Credit is irrelevant to the
iowest income families who do not earn enough to file tax
returns.

Assuming a family s able to locate some sort of care, ho
certainty exists as to the safety of their children. That is

because there are no national minimum requirements fir safet : and
health.

Granted, many states do have some minimum standards
However, there is no uniformity to them, nor any assurances that
they are adequate.

To ensure the well-being and proper care of America's
children, we need to establish uniform national standards. I do
not sujgest the federal government create another regulatory
behemoth; but minimum safety precautions are urgently needed. I
believe that w2 have a responsibility to ensure that a child is
in a safe environment, not a place where accidents are waiting to
happen.

The Act for Better Child Care meets these fundamental
concerns. It addresses the wide range of probleas which surround
child care in this nation. These include enabling lower-income
families afford care; training new child care workers, helping
more providers meet licensing standards, and other measures to
increase the availability and affordability of quality child
care.

It has been 17 years sincz Congress considered a
comprehensive approach to child care. The problem has cnly
worsened, and the private sector alcne has not been able to
handle the massive demand. According to the Conference Board,
only 3700 companies ofter child care assistance of some kind to
their employees. 1In today's society, where a woman's
contribution to tlie workforce is not only necessary but
desirable, it is past time for the federal government to act.

We mus. participate in a partnership with state and local
government, as well as the private sector, to ensure a safe,
quality environment for our children. After all, an investment
in our children now will result in a sound and prosperous future
-- for them, and for the nation.

D
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STATE}ENT OF CLEO TERRY, CHILD PROTECTION MANAGER,
ILLINOIS DEPARTMENT OF CHILDREN AND FAMILY SERVICES

Ms. Terry. As Child Protection Manager in Illinois, I'm responsi-
ble for an eight-county area that borders on Metropolitan Chicago.

Of those eight counties, two are the richest in the State in terms
of per-capita income. There are 3 very rural counties, and 4 cities
with populations between 60,000 and 100.000 persons.

As the demand for day care services has increased dramatically
in the past few years in Illinois, as concerns have arisen and prob-
lems come to light. Governor James Thompson of Illinois and the
Illinois Legislature have responded with a series of amendinents
and refinements of its Child Care Act, which was passed in 1969.

For example, all applicants for licenses in Illinois must submit to
both a criminal background check and a check of the child abuse
and neglect State central register as a condition of their license or
employment.

We have recertly passed a bill that will allow for group day care
homes, increasing the maximum number of children that can be
cared for in a family home from 8 to 12. Our staff are now required
to receive 10 days of intensive training and pass competency exams
prior to working in the field.

Again that is a requirement by statute in Illinois.

Since 1982, our department’s director, Gordon Johnson, has had
the legal authority to issue administrative orders of closure of li-
cense facilities in instances where the health and safety of children
was immediately jeopardized. Since 1987, he has had that authority
in unlicensed facilities.

Thus far, in fiscal year 1988, he has used that authority in four
occasions. But despite its progressiveness, Illinois like other States
has much more to accomplish. In some areas, facilities abound,
while in others there are few. Costs in part of my airea are as high
as $120 per week per child.

We are continually dealing with problems in unlicensed da; cure
facilities. In the first few months of 1988, the department received
224 such complaints, of which 60 percent were found to pe irue.
Day care is out of the reach of most parents earning $5 to $0 .u
hour. It’s not available for parents whose children have handicaps
or special needs, and it’s often not available for parents who must
work nights or wezkends.

It is those parents and these children who have no choice but to
resort to the underground day care system. I have personally seen
the results of that. In the past 7 months, I have been involved in
cases where two children have died in unlicensed day care. Babies
have been found lying on the floor of a basement where children
had been sexually abused. The parents « f these children were not
uncaring, unconcerned people. They are people who, for a variety
of reasons, did not have access to anything but substandard day-
care.

Day care is not a problem just for parents of young children.
When children are subjected day in and day out to substandard
care, we all pay the cost. States must work with local cor.-munities,
identify local community needs, and wori. in partnership to meet
those needs.

oo
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Thank you
[The prepared statement of Cleo Terry follows |
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TESTIMONY OF CLEO TERRY
CHILD PROTECTION MANAGER
ILLINOIS DEPART”ENT OF CHILDREN AND FAMILY SERVICES
BEFORE THE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES
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The function of child care regulation is to ensure at
least a minimum level of care and protection to children
whu are in the caire of individuals other than their own
parents. As mote and more mothers of young children return
to the wotkfoice, the quaiity of child care that is
available to them has broad impact on our most vulnerable
population, and ramifications for the future of this
country.

we know that young childien leain through stimulation,
through play, through interaction with adults. We also
know that when they do not receive this, their development
is impai-ed, prihaps permanently. This in fact was the
concept on which Headstart programs were based. Targeted
towards low-income families, it was believed that the
children of the boor were handicapped in their earliest
years by the lack of exposuie to such simple things as
books, crayons and toys. What this country now faces is
the possibility that these handicaps will extend beyond
low-income families, and that its cause will not be the
poverty of the families, but the poverty in day care
resources 1n thils country.

Chapter 23 of the Illinois Roevised Statutes, the Child
Lare Act of 1969, grants the Il1linois Departmen® of
Children and Family Service~ the authority to regulate
child care within the state. As the demand for day care
has incicased, as 1ssues have arlsen and problems come toO
light, I1llinois has tesponded with a an on-going series of
amendments and refinements of its laws, that were directed
toward ensuring adequate protection for children while not
constraining the growth of resources in the community. The
key to all legislatir 1 related to day care is, i fact, the
maintenance of a de.lcate balance between the need for
quality care and the very L1eal need of parents to have a
wide range of choices avallable to them, at a realistic

cost.

During the past few years, the Illinois legislature has

passed a serles of amendments designed to accomplish that
purpose:

1) 1Illinois licensing staff are now rogulred by
statute to undergo a ten day intensive training
jrogram prior to any contact in the field. At the
conclusion of this training, they must pass a
competency examination, and 1f a satisfactory scotie
is not achieved, they must receive further
tvaiping. Additionally, they aie tequired to

Leerive twenty hours of 1ln-service training during
any two year period.

s~
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Illinois also has a statutory requirement that
licensing staff provide consultation to day ca:ie
facilities, both in regard to programmatic
requirements as well as compliance with licensing
standards. Thus, the Illinois licensing program is
not directed merely towards enforcement, but also
towards assisting both day care homes and day care
centers to provide quality child care and to meet
the needs of the individual community.

In 1987, a statutory amendmetic was passed that
alloved for the issuance of a conditional license,
in instances where full licensing compliance was
not achieved but the non-compliance did not have a
direct effect on the health or safety of the
children. This license, which is issued for six
months only and is not renewable, is clearly marked
as such so that parents of any children in
attendance at the facility would have access to
compiete information about the areas of
non-compliance.

Also in 1987, Illinois passed legislation with an
effective date of 7/1/88 which allows for group day
care homes. Licensees will be allowed to care for
up to twelve children rather than the usual eight.
Appropriate staff to child ratios are required.

The education of parents about day care is an
important part of the Illinois licensing program.
Two brochures, "Choosing and Evaluating A Day care
Home" and "A Message To Parents of children In Day
Care Centers" are recquired, by statute, to be
distributed to al.i parents gt the time of
enrollinent. Both brochures encourage the parents
to bring any concerns about the.r child's care to
the facility director, but also include a bhrief
form which allows them to inform the Department of
any possible violation of licensing standards.

In 1985, Illinois passed a requirement that all
licensees and any employees working in a licensed
child care facility authorize a background check of
the Illinois child Abuse and Neglect State Central
Register, which retains all indicated reports of
child abuse and neglect within the state. An
individual who refuses to authorize this check may
not be licensed or emplcyed. Additionally, the
Department developed a coordinated response system
to reports of child abuse or neglect in iicensed
child care facilities. Wwhen a report o: abuse or
noglect in a licensed facility is received and a
determination is made that there is "reasonable
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cause", 1nvestigative staff are required to
immediately notify the appropriate licensing
administrator, both verbally and in writing. The
licensing administrator must make immediate contact
with the licensee or facility director and, in
conjunction witn that individual, develop a
protective plan that restricts the alleged
perpetrator from contact with children in the
facility during the pendency of the investigation
in accordance with a 1986 amendment to the Child
Care Act. At the conclusion of the investigation,
the licensing administratcr is notified of the
finding. If the case is indicated, a complete copy
of the investigation is forwarded so that a
decision can be made regarding what enforcement
activity is appropriate.

7) Since 1982, the Department has had the statutory
authority to 1ssue an Administrative order of
Closute of licensed facilities in cases where
continued operation of the facility jeopardizes the
health, safety, morals or welfare of children
seived. In 1987, that authority was extended to
include unlicensed facilities. The Department
Director, Gordon Johnson, who is the only person
who can issue such an order is aware of the serious
ramifications of that action, and this authority
has been exercised only in cases of real and
immediate danger. During Fiscal Year 1988, it was
used four times in the state: with two day care
centers, one day care home and one unlicensed day
care home. In these situations, because of our
tocognition of the impact of an immediate order of
closure upon the parents, we have made it a policy
to offer immediate assistance to the parents in
locating other child care. Through local media, we
have i1cleased names and telephone numbers of staff
who are available to provide assistance and have
urged that they contact us. When possible, we have
initiated contact with the parents. Where a lack
of resources has been evident in contributing to
sub-standard day care, the Department has been
jnstrumental in reaching out to the community and
offering its technical assistance in resource

development .

8) Illinois continues to deal with numerous complaints
of unlicensed child care facilitlies, mostly day
carc homes. Two hundred and twenty four such
complaints were received during the first seven
months of Fiscal Year 1988. A recent statutory
amendment now requires the Department to refer
every case to the local State's Attorney, while

EKTC ' 50
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prteviously, discretion could be used. Operating an
unlicensed child care facility is, in Illinois, a
Class A Misdemeanor, punishable by a one year
prison sentence and a thousand dol) .r fine.

Through cooperative efforts with local State's
Attorney's offices throughout Illinois and a
commitment on the part of both parties, great
strides have been made in the effective and
appropriate prosecution of these cases.

In many ways, Illinois has a sophisticated, effective
child carc regulatory system. 1Its Governor and Legislature
have shown continual sensitivity to the needs of children
and their parents for safe affordable child care. Great
strides have becn made in just the past few years. Yet
there is much more to be accomplished.

My eight county area of Illinois, which borders
metropolitan Chicago, includes the two richest counties in
the s*ate in terms of per capita income, three very rural
counties and four cities with populations of 60,000 to
100,000. There are four hundred and fifty three (453)
licensed day care centers and eight hundred and eighty two
{882) day care homes licensed in those eight counties, yet
not all the need is met.

In somc areas, day care facilities abound, while in
less populous areas, there are few. The average cost of
day care per week per child in my region is about $75.00.
what about the parent who ecarns $5.00 - $6.00 an hour?
What about the parent who has two or three pre-school
children? wWhat about the child who is handicapped or has
other special needs? What about the parent who works
nights or week-ends?

It is these parents and these children who are most
likely to resort to the "underground day care system" and 1
have personally seen the tragedy of these instances. 1In a
period of just a few months, I have been involved in cases
where children have died, where children have been sexually
abused, where babies have been found lying on the floors of
basements because their parents, for a variety of reasons,
had no access to regulated, quality day care.

I recently had reason to survey the licensed child care
resources of one city with a population of 70,000 people.
That survey revealed only 14 day care slots that were
available that day, and not one of them would accept a
child under the age of two years.

There is no question in my mind that the vast majority
of parents are concerned and well-intentioned, and that
most make a real effort to find day care that meets their
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needs and the needs of their child. Child care regulation
is directed not at limiting their choices, bu. at allowing
them a wide spectrum of choice. Parents must nui be put in
a position of having only the choice of not working, or of
placing their children in unsafe care. The cost to this
country now and in the future is just too great.

wWhile Illinois has strong and effective enforcement of
licensing regulations, it, like other states, must couple
those enforcement policies with resource development.
States must work with local comnunities to evaluate their
day car: resources, to ldentify individual community needs
and work in partnership to meet those needs.
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Mr. KiLpEE. Thank you very much, Ms. Terry.

Are there an?; q testions of Ms. Snowe or Ms. Terry?

No questions?

Yes, Mr. Grandy?

Mr. Granpy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I just wanted to ask a question about licensing.

I understand, Olympia, from your testimony that you feel this
ought to be the jurisdiction of the Federal Government, right?
There should be uniform standards in all 50 States?

Ms. SNOWE. Minimum standarde

Mr. GRANDY. Minimum standards.

Ms. SNowE. Absolutely.

I think if the States wart to exceed those standards, that’s appro-
priate as well.

I think we're in a position of distributing Federal funds, and it’s
appropriate for the Federal Government to determine some basic
standards in this area.

More serious problems are likely to develop in unlicensed facili-
ties than in licensed ones. We don’t want to discourage informal ar-
rangements, and this legislation doesn’t do that. But it is saying
that we care about the kind of child care that we provide in this
country.

I think that we can decide or make the distinction between what
15 quality child care and what is 1- 1. The incident in linois is one
of many, unfortunately, in this country. {t does happen over iime.
That’s why I think it’s absolutely esseritial, in certain basic areas—
the States will be participating in this process because they’ll have
to submit plans. As I said, in many States, as in the State of
Maine, for example, have licensing standards for homes, registered
babysitters, and also for centers.

any States have already moved in that direction. It probably
will not be a problem to comply. But there are five years in which
to establish a licensing program in their particular State. I think
it’s an appropriate role.

If the Federal Government is going to provide this money, so too
should we have the responsibility of saying that this is appropriate
vare. I think frank'ly that if we do not, what we’re saying is that in
this direct subsidization somehow it is our right to use a particular
day care program that might be unlicensed and might not provide
that kind of care, just because ‘t is directly subsidized.

Mr. GRANDY. Mr. Chairmai., | do have other questions, but I un-
derstand the Secretary is on a limited timeframe, so I will reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. BALLENGER. I would just like to ask Ms. Terry one anestion.

Do you possibly know in your eight county area in Illin is the
percentage of those -y care centers that are church sponsor . day
care centers?

Ms. TERRY. No, sir. I don’t know wha ‘he——

Mr. BALLENGER. Is it a iarge pr  2ntage?

Ms. TERRY. That are church sponsored:

Mr. BALLENGER. Yes.

Ms. TeRRY. I would say a relatively small number. Certainly it’s
not the majority.

Mr. BALLENGER. Oh, no.

fo
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I didn’t think so

Would 1t be possible to get those statistics”

Ms. TERRY. Yes, sir

Mr. BALLENGER. Thank vou

Mr Kmpee. We'll keep the record open for that, if you could
supply that information

Let me ask you one question about that one home where 47 chil-
dren, some very small, were being cared for 1n the basement.

That was closed, finally, by the State of Illinois That decision to
close it—was it based on both the number and the safety factors
aside from the number in that particular setting? Could you tel' us
what - 4 _,und tkere?

Ms. TERRY. Yes, sir. The Child Care Act states that the dir. .tor
may use the administrative order of closure in instances where the
health, safety and welfare of children is placed in immediate jeop-
ardy.

Because of the conditions in that home, the lack of fire exits, the
danger to what were some very young babies lying on the floor
with other, four to five year old children, the dangers of being
fallen on, stepped on, and so on—the director determined that it
was an instance of immediate jeopardy.

The administrative order of closure was then issued

Mr. KiLbee Thank you.

Are there any other questions of the two witnesses”

If not, I want to thank both of you for vour testimony here today.

Ms. Snowk. Thank you.

Mr. KiLpeg. Thank you very much.

Our next witness, Ms. Nancy Johnson, is one of our colleagues
who also has a bill before our subcommittee

Nancy, ihank you very much for your presence here this morn-
ing.

Ms. Johnson indicates that the Secretary needs to go first, and
she would defer to him.

Very good. Thank you, Ms. Johnson.

Mr. Secretary, you're always welcome before this committee.
We’'ve had some good discussions and wcrked together on many
projects.

Welcome to you again this morning.

STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM J. BENNETT, SECRETARY OF EDU.-
CATION, ACCOMPANIED BY DR. WILLIAM CRYSTAL, CHIEF OF
STAFF, DEPARTMENT OF EDUCAMION

Mr. BENNETT. Tha..k you, Mr. Chairman

Let me introduce my colleague here at the table, Dr. William
Crystal, the Chief of Staff at the Department of Education and a
former professor of public policy tthe Kennedy School at Harvard
University.

I'm grateful to you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Tauke, and members of
the committee, for inviting me to address the issue of child care
It’s an issue that this administration cares a great deal about.

Let me begin my testimony by making what should be an obvi-
ous, but an often overlooked, point. The issue of child care policy is
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above all part of th - broad r issue of how we can best care for and
raise our children

As Secretary of Ed.acation. I'm remin “ed »very day of the impor-
tance of parents in the education of therr chiidren Ii 15 the parents
who impart to their children moral standards, discipline, life aspi-
rations, and the security and confidence that come from the sense
of deep and perman : love.

As the Rev. Mar n Luther King, Jr., said, the group consisting
of mother, father and child is the main educational agency of man-
kind.

It is because of the intimate connection between children’s edu-
cation in schools and their nurture and upbringing prior to school
that I welcome the opportunity to address the issue of child care.
Because this tssue is such an important and sensitive one, especial-
ly crucial, I think, before we embrace or reject particular public
policy proposals, we must be clear about first principles.

Let me therefore present the fundamental principles that I be-
lieve should guide our efforts in the development of public policies
bearing on child care.

First, any Government policy or program in the area of ch
care should be judged by one standard above all others. Does the
policy or program under consideration strengthen or weaken, over
the long term, the vital social institutions, especially the family,
that bear primary responsibility for the nurture and protection of
children?

As President Reagan has said, sound public policy must support
the family in its mission of child care In our society, families have
the basic responsibility for the care of children. As Michael Melvac
has said, family is the original and best department of health, edu-
cation and welfare.

If our public policies, however inadvertently, undermine and
weaken families, or do not pay suificienti attention to supporting
and strengthening families, then no amount of additional money
and no new Covernment program will be able to completely undo
the damage.

The primacy of rhe family in this area does not, of course, 1aean
that Government has no role to play. Government can and must
support and supplement the efforts of families in a variety of ways.
I for one am willing to consider new proposals and new policies and
new expenditures, but the hest policies in behalf of children would
be those that strengthen the family.

This may seem: unobjectionable. Everyone says he’s for the
family. But not all public policies are equally good for families.
Some public policies may, even if inadvertently, or only indirectly,
damage our Nation’s families.

That is why, Mr. Chairman, that I'm disturbed by some of the
child care proposals now pending before Congress. They seem, how-
ever uni entionally, to put families to one side. They seem to
accept as inevitable the declining importance and role of the
family, and they seem more concerned with creating new struc-
tures than with supporting the very best structures possible for
children: families

o
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While it's true that child care has important implications for the
work force, finally and fundamentally child care is a family issue.
Child care is, after all, an issue about the care of children.

Second, when we analyze child care policies, we must be sensitive
to whether our policies discrinnnate against families that choose to
have a parent stay at home to care for their children

Of --urse, the choice as to whether a parent. particulacly a
parent with young children, should or should not ;ieek employment
out of the home must be made by each family. The Government
shculd not bias that choice through its policies.

Many of the child care proposals now before Congress address
themselves only to the situation of two working perents or a single
working parent. These proposals would take tax do!’ars from all
families, including families in which the mother or father, often at
considerable finarcial sacrifice, stays at hormne to care for their chil-
dren, and spend them, in most cases, on families where both par-
ents are working, many of whorn are financially better off

Government policies should be neutral toward the choice of child
care arrangements Secretary of Labor Ann McLaughlin has said—
and I quote:

We must be careful as we address the chi'd care issue We are dealing with the
most fundamental elemont of human society, the tamily To help families we must

guarantee that Fedo al child care pohey i~ neutral allow: g rreedom of chaice both
for those who work and for those wh choose not to

Third principle for those parents who do choose non-arental
care for their children, we should insist or. fa ~nd equal treat-
ment for the various types of child care availabi: to t'.em. Govern-
ment programs should not favor or promote d=y ¢ _..e in a secular
setting over day care in a religious sne, or in.. *-'tional care over
informal care.

I niight add, Mr Chairman, that many disadvantaged fambhes—
more so than advantaged families—use informal and rehgiously af-
fihated chi'd care, a... ..arch run centers They do this because
they prefer them, and they are among the tvpes of child care which
some current legislative proposals, I believe, vvould not help

Parents should be able to make decisicns about the kind of child
care they want, and the Government should respect their choice.

Fourth, when we do spend pubit money, we should consider tar-
geting funds on those most i need—lower income families. As
social policy analyst Douglas Besharov, whom you'll hear from
later, has written, “The criterion for evaluating any Fede a: child
care program is whether 1ts benefits are directed to those in great-
est need

Fifth and last, seeking to impcove the care for our children, we
should resist the temptation to set up Government programs tha.
wiil result in overlapping resporsibilities and ever growiig bu-
reaucracies. Believe mie, I know what I'm talking about when I talk
about the ever-growirg bureaucracy

In particular. we must avoid the all-too-familinr puttern of estab-
lishing 2 Federal program thai manages to spend large amounts of
taxpayer money without actually benefiting those who most de-
se-ve helv, or that ends up funding "ureaucracy blobs rather than
benefiting individuals, persons, re .pients

Q
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I welcome a fresh, hard look at all of the issues involved in child
care. We should not be satisfied with the status quo. Pending legis-
lation contains proposed changes in current tax laws, and there are
many other public policy reforms that we should consider. They
might include a crackdown on absent fathers for the child support
they owe, and ensuring that regulations do not hamper the avail-
ability and affordability of child care.

We should also explore ways to encourage employers to provide
child care, as well as urging them to institute practices such as
flex-time and parc time work. We should consider changing laws
and regulations that hamper parents from working at home.

We should continue our efforts to improve the delivery of exist-
ing services in Federal Government programs that help disadvan-
taged children prepare for school, to ensure that such programs are
doing all they can and snould. Nor should we shy away from ef-
forts to strengthen the efforts of families through successful pro-
grams like Minnesota’s Early Childhood Family Education and
Missouri’s Parents as Teachers programs, to which young and
single parents especially—although all parents are eligible—get as-
sistance in becoming better narents.

The care of young children is not an area in which we should
pinch pennies. But we should not make the mistake in thinking
that money alone, money without accountability, which translates
into bureaucracy and pays for programs that do not embody sound
principles, will do the trick.

The dashed hopes of many programs should have brought us to
this. We have heard inuch in recent months about the needs of
working parents, but when we are told, for example, that working
parents require child care, we should remember this. It is children
who require child care. We must be sure that our policies recognize
that first purpose.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Wilham J. Bennett follows:]
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Thank you Mr. Chairman, Mr. Tauke, and members of the
committee for inviting me to address the issue of child care.

Let me begin my testimony by making what should be an
obvious but is an often overloocked point: The 1ssue of "child
care® policy is part of the broader issue of how we can best
care for and raise our children. As Secretary of Education, I
have been reminded time and again oL the importance of parents
in the education Of their children. It is parents who impart
to their children moral standards, discipline, life ambitions,
and the security and confidence that comes from a sense of
deep and permanent love. As the Reverend Martin Luther King,
Jr. said, "The group consisting of mother, father and child is
the main educational agency of mankind."” It is because of the
intimate connection between children's education in school and
their nucture and upbringing prior to school that I welcome
the opportunity to address the i1ssue of child care today.

Because this 1Ssue 1S suchk an important and sensitive
one, it is especially crucial, before we embrace or reject
particular public policy proposals, that we be clear about
first principles. Let me therefore present the fundamental
principles that I believe should guide our efforts in the
development of public policies bearing on child care.

1. Any government policy or program in the area of child
care should be judged by one standard above all others: Does

consji et

weaken, over the _long term. the vital social institutions --
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especially the family -- that bear primary responsibility for

the nurture and protection of our children? As president
Reagan has said, "Sound public policy must support the family
1n its mission of child care.” 1In our society, families have
the basic responsibility for the care of children. As Michael
Novak has said, the family 1s the original and the best
department of health, education, and welfare. If our public
policies -- however 1nadvertently -- undermine and weaken
families; 1f our public policies do not pay sufficient
attention to supporting and strengthening families: then no
amount of additional money &nd new government programs will be

able completely to undo the damage.

1

The primacy of the family 1in this area dces not of course
mean that government has no role to play. Government can and
must support and supplement the efforts of families 1n a
variety of ways. I for one am willing to consider new
proposals and policies and new expenditures. J3ut the best
policies on behalf of children will be those that strengthen
the families.

This may seem unobjectionable. Everyone says he is for
families. But not all public policies are equally good for
families. And some public policies may -- even 1f
1nadvertently, even if only indirectly -- damage our nation's
families.

That is why I am disturbed by some of the child care

proposals now pending before Congress. They seem, however
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unintentionally, to put famil-es to one side; they seem to
accept as inevitable the decli.'ing importance and role of the
family; and they seem more concerned with creating new
structures than with supporting the very best structures
possible for our children: our families.

For while it is true that child care has important
implications for the workforce, finally and fundamentally,
child care 1s a family issue.

2. A second principle 1s this: When we analyze child

stay at home to care for their children. The choice as to

whether a parent, particularly a parent with young children,
should or should not seek employment out of the ' ome must be
made by each family. The government should not bias that
cho'ce turough its policies.

Many of the child care proposals now before Congress
address themselves only to the situation of two working
parents or a single working parent. These proposals would
take tax dollars from all families -~ including families in
which the mother or father, often at considerable financial
sacrifice, stays at home to care for their children -- and
spend them in most cases on families where both parents are
working, many of whom are financially better off.

Government policies should be neutral toward the choice

of child care arrangements. As Secretary of Labor Ann
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MclLaughlin has said, "We must be careful as we addiess the
child care issue. wWe are dealing with the most fundamental
element of human society, the family. To help families, we
must guarantee that federal child care policy is neutral,
allowing freedom of choice for both those who work, and those
who choose not to.”

3. A third prainciple: For ‘hcose parents who do choose

_ ] ¢ hei . ” hould i fai
avallable to them. Government programs should not favor or
promote day care in a secular setting over day care in a
religious one, or institutional care over informal care. (I
might add that many disadvantaged families use informal and
religiously affiliated child care, and church-run centers in
the inner-city are among the types of child care which some
current legislative proposals would not help.) Parent: should
be able to make decisions of the kind of child care they want,
and the government should respect their choice.

4. rfourth principle: When we do spend public money. we
should consider targeting funds on those most in need -- on
lower-income families. As social policy analyst Douglas
Besharov has written, "The criterion for evaluating any
federal child care program . . . is whether its benefits are
directed to those in greatest need.”

5. Fifth, and last: 1ln seeking to improve the care for

our children, we should resist the temptation to set up
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government programs that will result °n overlapping
responsibilities and ever-growing bureaucracies. In
particular, we must avoid the all-too-familiar pattern of
establishing a federal program that manages to spend large
amounts of taxpayer money without actually benefiting those
who most deserve help, or that ends up funding burezucracies
‘' rather than benefiting the intended recipients.
I8 " R R %

I welcome a fresh, hard look at all of the 1issues
involved 1n child care. We should not be satisfied with the
status quo. Pending legislation contains proposed changes 1in
current tax laws, and there are many other public policy
reforms we should consider. They might include a cra.kdown on
absent fathers for the child support they owe, ard ensuring
that requlations do not hamper the availability and
affordability of child care. We should also explore ways t-
encourage employers to provide child care, as well as urge
them to institute practices such as flex-time and part-time
work. And we should consider changing laws and regulations
that hamper parents from working at home.

We should continue our efforts to improve the dzlivery of
existing services in feder-l government programs that help
disadvantaged cl.i1ldren prepare for school, to ensur2 that such
programs are doing all they can and should. Nor ought we shy
away from attempts to strengthen the efforts of families

through successful programs like Minnesota's Early Childhood
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Family Education and Missouri's Parents as Teachers, programs
through which young and single parents especially (although
all parents are eligible) get assistance in beccming better
parents.

The care of young children is not an area in which to
pinch pennies. But we must not make the mistake of thinking
that money alone -- money without accountability, money that
translates into bureaucracy, money that pays for programs that
do not embody sound principles -- will do the trick. The
dashed hopes of many well-intentioned Great Society programs
shovld have taught us this much.

We have heard much in recent months ibout the needs of
working parents. But when we are told, for example, that
"wyorking parents require child care,” we should remember
this: It is children who regquire child care. We mus: be sure

that our poli~nies recognize that first purpose.
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Mr. KiLDEE. Mr. Secretary. you've probably noticed that a vote 1s
on in the House right now, and we're happy that vou could finish
your testimony before we leave.

We'll go to vote, but we'll be right back with questions

Thank you very much

[Recess. ]

Mr. KiLbee. We appreciate, Mr. Secretary, vour indulgence, al-
though I know that you're used to such interruptions in coming
before the Congress.

NM.r. BENNETT. It's like school bells.

Mr. KiLpek. That's right.

Having taught school for ten years, I recogiize that, too.

You gquoted one of my heroes in your testimony, Dr. Martin
Luther King, Jr. I won’t get the quote exactly coirect, but it was
about the mother, father and child being the basic unit of educa-
tion. My classical background also recognizes that the family is the
basic unit of society, and we agree on that.

We also recognize that very often there is no father in the
family, and that phenomenon has grown a great deal in the last
few years.

I was raised in a very traditional family, as I'm sure you were
My mother and father had five children, my father worked at
Buick, and my mother worked at home. She worked very hard at
home, but she was at home. As a matter of fact, my brothers' and
sisters” family life, including myseif, is the same way: the father
works outside the home, and the mother works in the home.

As I look among my many. many nieces and nephews—my
mn"her has 28 grandchildren—looking among them, they're really
a microcosm of America. They're all very good people, all very
decent people, but with just about every type of family structure
that one can think of.

I think that my nieces and nephews, that third generation from
Timothy and Norma Kildee, their generation, decent, good people
whom I see regularly when I go back to Flint, are a cross section of
America vis a vis their family structure

We have to recognize that changing family structure whether we
like it or not. Some may like it and some may not. But whether
you like it or not you must acknowledge that it exists. I would like
to see sometimes—I've enunciated this 1dea often on certain
projects, Mr. Secretary, that in the same way that we demand envi-
ronmental impact statement be attached, I've said for many years,
that it might he good to attach a family impact statement to cer-
tain things, to see what effect these things will have on the family.

Having said that, we have 10 say what type of family structure.
We find so many types of family structures right now to whic' ‘o
attach that family 1mpact stat ‘ment.

I think, myself, that helping a mother who 1s a single parent dis-
charge her maternal responsibilities to take care of her children
through providing her some help 1n her child care needs really has
a positive effect on that family unit.

I guess hat’'s  statement, but I'd like to ask you to respond, 1f
you wish, to that statement, Mr. Secretary.

Mr. BENNETT. S8'ire. Mr Chairman. You and I do share several
things in common: work 1n schools, study of Thomistic philosophy.
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But whatever anyone told you about my family background, they
got that wrong.

Mr. Kiupee. Okay.

1 was guessing on that one.

Mr. BENNETT. I did not grow up in Ozzie and Harriet’s home, or
Father Knows Best’s home. It might have been nice to.

In some ways I fit the stereotype of an inner city broken family.
My father left my mother when I was quite young. My mother
raised my brother and me by herself with help from my grand-
mother and neighbors—all sorts of informal arrangements. She
held two jobs, my mother, and put in whatever time she could with
us. But necessities required her to work.

She did this without much benefit from the State or Federal Gov-
ernment, and she could have used some more help.

However, thi.. comes to your question, which is in some families,
many single and divorced mothers need help in child care. The
answer to that is ves, they do. The question is what form that help
should take

I believe, as I said 1n my statement of principles, that we should
look to families generally and to the strengthening of the family.
Several of the suggestions that have come out, such as Congress-
man Holloway’s and others, have talked about ways of strengthen-
ing the family, providing more resources for the family, providing
more day care and child care if that is necessary, based on the fact
that parents could have more resources to spend ou this.

But I agree with you that there are needs which must be met to
take care of children. The difference that I have with Kildee is the
approach taken to respond to that.

Mr. KiLpee. You would agree also that a mother working to take
care of the needs of he: own children would probably be a health-
ier thing, both for the mother and the children, than the mother
just drawing AFDC. Would you agree with that?

Mr. BENNETT. I'm sorry?

~.r. Kipee. A mother working to take care of her needs and
those of her childr=n probably would be a better thing for that
mother and her children than both remaining on AFDC.

Myr. BENNETT. Well, that all depends.

We obviously see much movement and much discussion on the
nart of many people towards getting people who are on AFDC axd
other forms of welfare into the workforce.

But there’s a tension here between our interest of seeing people
off welfare and into work and our desire that mothers who wish to
stay at home with their children be allowed and encouraged to do
so, and not prejudiced in public policy from doing so. Again, this is
a compl.:ated matter. I wouldn’t want to give ii a simple answer.

Mr. KiLpee. It's complicated, but you know, I walk through a
real world every day. I have to. When one gets elected and reelect-
ed in the area where the largest city has 20 percent unemploy-
ment, one has to walk through a real world.

When I go back to Flint, I generally am invited to the country
club from time to time, but that’s generally not where I go.

Mr. BenNerT. I don’t belong to a country club either, Mr. Kildee,

1y sort of country club.

Mr. Kiupek. I did not imply that, Mr. Secretary.
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L7+ BENNETT. And Brooklyn 1s every bit as re~! a world as Flint.
Michigan.

Mr. KiLbee Mr Secretary. wait until I come to a comma before
vou interrupt me

Mr. BENNETT. Okay

Mr. Kitbee [ was not implving that Let’s not be confrontationa
here We've got kids here that we're dealing with. and I'm trving
to make a point.

Mr BENNETT. Yes. sir

Mr. KiLore 1 was tryving to tell vou about my real world.

Mr. BENNETT. Excuse me. Mr. Cha:rman

Mr. KiLbge. That's all right.

I have strong feclings, too, and I dor't—-—

M  BEeNNETT You understand th  so-ve people think chat all
Republicans were born rich, to at lew narents

Mr KiLbee No, [ know Tom Tauk . see. and so I know rot
all Republicans are rich [Laughter.]

Mr BENNETT And that we all belong to country clubs

Mr. KiLpge. Okay

Let's be friends

Mr. BENNETT. Let's start over

Mr KiLbeg. The bottom line 1s this. Any bill written here on the
Hill is written here, not on Mount Sinar So we're trying to work
our way through certain things

Mr BENNETT Yes, sir.

Mr. KiLbee. I'm just saying that I do live nd go back to that
real world I mentioned the country club because 1 don't usually
eat there I eat in the restaura: . where the poor people work, and
where the poor people and work . 1 people often eat

M: BeNNETT Yes. sir

Mr KiLbE< And that's the poiat I m trying to make That's the
only point.

I find that most of the women who wors in the restaurant where
I eat two or three times a day when I'm back in Flint are people
who have pulled themselves oft AFDC They want that They really
want to be off " . DC

In so doing ey have to overcome two difficulties '» pulling
themiselves oft AFDC There are two ditficuliies. and It to work
then: through that. at times

One 1s that they lose their Medicaid card That's ¢ very. very dif-
ficult decision for a mother with three children who may not be
healthy. to give up the Medicaid card.

I've gotten jobs for certain wonien 1n a restaurant, and they fi-
nally find out what they have to do with their Medicaid card, and
they say, "Mr Kildee, T can’c do it | have three k:ds who are ill
right now, and 1 just can’t do 1t right now " I'm not going to ques-
tion that

The other thing that very often keeps them away from the job
and on AFDC is a lack of quality, affordable child care That's why
I've approached this bill, and why I'm launching it T really feel
that 1t contains the ability to really address nself to one of those
pioblemq that l\eep people on welfare

Agaan, Dol U vt 1o be confrontational You and T have worked
together, and on some things, we've been successful, right?
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Mr BEnNETT That's right

Mr Kiber. We worked our wav thioagh bilingual cducation.
something that people thought vou wnd I could never get together
on, and we put together a good bill I think that's going to be a
pattern for other things.

But you know, we do have to address that. I want to address that
problem, and I thin.: that it dcesn’t help to be confrontational.

The other day, on the Jerry I alwell show, my bill was called god-
less. That doesn’t shed a lot of light, calling a bill godless. I had an
old family friend call, an old family friend—someone I've known
for 20 years. He said, “‘Dale, you know, your two boys are altar
boys; your daughter helps out at Christ tiousz. You know, I know
that vou go to Mass every Sunday, and your bill .s called godless

Now, I don’t ge« mad at Jerry Falwell. I think he was misin-
formed. I've been misinformed many times in my life. But it
doesn’t do any good. As we address this problem of trying to helo
mothers and their children, it doesn’t do a..,y good to inflame
things as godless.

None of us has u pipeline to God. I just say that we should try to
work it out, as we did, ir a milieu where we may have started out
with a little confrontation, but in the end we wound up with a good
bill. I invite that kind of enviroament in developing that type of
program here.

Mr. BENNETT Well, I certainly haven't characterized your bill as
godless. I think it's mistaken. I don't know that 1'd cal! 1t godless,
though

Mr. KipzE. I hope not.

Mr BEeENNETT. But 1if M . Crystal could just briefly respond to
you. last statement.

Mr. CrysTAL. It seems to me. Mr. Chairman, that there are two
issues. One is welfare reform—and obviously there are a lot of pro-
posals on the Hili for welfare reforin, to make it easier for people
to got from welfare to work.

As vou know, there's currently a disregard for child care—I
think :t’s $16C a month—to encourage welfare recipients not to go
te work, because of the difficulty of getting child care. But even the
new bill that was, I think, passed out of the Senate finance commit
tee yesterday does not require mothers with children three and
under to wer

I think that even there, with very young chun. n, 1t's an issue
about whether one wanis to have the presumption that these moth-
ers should work, or must work

In terms of the child care legisiation, if I may say, one of the
most striking things about ABC, your bill, from a public policy
point of view is how little it is focused on needy families. The 115
percent of median income is an extraordinarily high cutoff for ben-
efits.

If you look at your typical social policy bill—some of those in
education or health and human services—they’ll typically target
money on the poverty line, or 150 percent of the poverty line But
AB ’ is giving benefits .0 families at around 335,000 a year, and in
some States up 1-.to the $40,000’s.

Whatever the difficulties—and they’re real— ¢ middle income
families trying to get by, 1t doesn’t make a whole lot of sense, it
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would seem to me. to tax one set of middle incrme families and to
give that money to institutions and bureaucracies which will alleg-
edly serve the children of other middle income famuiiies

So I thin: the welfare issue really 1s one that the administration
and Membe.s of Congress all agree needs to be addressed. But 1t's
really quite different frem the ABC proposal.

Mr. KiLpez Weil, we can talk about the Welfare Bill. too, and I
recognize the different needs of very young children. I fought for
that in a version of the bill here. That's why I'm also supporting
the parental leave bill I think there's a bonding that’s very impor-
tant there.

I recognize that with young children, tnere 1s a speciai need for
bonding there.

I've been taking more than my time.

Mr. Tauke.

Mr. Tauke Thank you, Mr. Chairman

Mr. Chairman, I hope that the last discussion 1ndicates that
there will be a new environment for developing child care le_ sla-
tion So far, being frank, we 1n the minority haven't felt that there
has peen much 1nterest 1n our views or perspectives on the issue.

There was no consultation on the development of the bill; no con-
sultation on witnesses for the first hearing; and we've had all kinds
of problems with witnesses for this hearing. Frankly, I didn’t ap-
preciate the way in which Ms. Terry was pushed into the witness
table ahead of the Secretary and our colleague Ms Johnson

So, we do need a different and more cooperative atmosphere, |
think, 1if we are going to move in a bipartisan way on child care
laoislation.

Mr. Kipee. If I may add. I only ceded to the wishes of one of
your fellow caucus inembers, Ms. Snowe, to have Ms Terry at the
table.

Mr. Tauke. I must correct the Chairman on that. Ms Snowe did
not ask for Ms Terry to be brought before us. It was requested by
the n.ajority that Ms. Terry be brought to the witness table

But that is just 1ndicative of the different atmosphere that has
prevailed on this legisiation from what you and I nermally have
had as we have developed other legislation. I don't want to proceed
in a confrontational spirit, either, but I call to your attention that
to date we haven't had a great deal of cooperation or bipartisan-
ship on this issue.

The -~ »nd point that T would make is that we ali ave good 1n-
t ations. We all want to us what is best for children.

I'm con inced that you have thie purest of motives in pushing
this legiclation and in etter:nting to do what is best for the chil-
dren of the Nation. I believe that all oi the witnesses who have
been before us—virtually all—have the puresc of motives. I don't
want to be too generous, but virtually all of the witi,esses have tho
putest of motives, and are interested in the welfare o: children.

But that doesn't mean that therc aren’t some very significant
and 1important issues that need to be addressed about approaches
to be taken to address the needs of children

I guess that brirgs me to the questions that I want ‘o ask Secre-
tary Bennett.

Ay
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rirst, Mr. Secretary, do you speak for the administration . your
testimony this mo:ning?

Mr. BENNETT. Yes, I do

Mr. TAUKE. And therefore we can assume that the Administra-
tion is supportive of some kind of initiative in child care that
would support the family, that would ensure that there was ro dis-
crimination against families where one ¢ the parents decides to
devote himself or herself full-time to chi 4 care, and that we would
have fair and equal treatment of various types of child care?

Mr. BENNETT. Right.

Mr. TAUKE. And that this would target funds to those most in
ne‘(;d and that it woulcd ensure that there is no growing bureaucra-
cy?

Mr. BENNETT. Yes, that’s correct, sir.

Mr. TAUKE. Do you believe that the ABC bill meets those crite-
ria?

Mr. BENNETT. No, I don't think it does.

I think particularly, and this was asked of ine before, as well, on
principles two, three and four, it does not.

Two: do our pelicies discriminate against families that choose to
have a parent stay at home to care for their children? Kildee’s bill
certainly does that, it doesn’t offer much help—any help—to fami-
lies that choose to have a parent stay at home.

On the third principle, fair and equal treatment for the various
types of child care—I'm concerned specifically about some of the
provision of the bill in sections 19 and 20. I understand that the
committee has been working on those, but some of the provisions
that would thistle out care in religious or religiously sponsored in-
stitutions, or would put such requirements on that tliat it would in
effect make this difficult—or anticipating a degree of regulatory
heavy handedness that might take out a lot of the informal day
care centers. These aie informal vet safe day care centers or facili-
ties.

These are the facilities of the sort that poor and disadvantaged
families tend to prefer.

The point that Dr. Crystal made earlier—following up on my last
comment—was about targeting. Targeting those greatest in need.
The Chairman knows, since we have this debate every year or
every few years with regard to Chapter One and some of the other
areas in education legislation. Here, too, I think we should target
our money on those most in need.

Mr. TAUKE. Do you believe that th re is a need for the Federal
Government to establish standards ior day care in the United
Stetes, and if not, how do we ensure that quality day care is pro-
vided *o those wnom we are trying to serve?

M. BENNETT. I certainly see the need for some kind of stand-
ards, so the public and individual families can have some security
about .he care of their children.

Whether the Federal government is the best instrument for this,
as opposed to State Goverrment and families the mselves, parents
themselves, I would doubt. I would tend to leave it to individual
parents and to State regulations, rather than Federal regulations.

When one asks, “should there be Federal minimum standards?”
as Ms. Snowe did, it sounds innocent enough. You can come over to
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nmy cepartment though and see all sorts of things that started as
miniinal Federal standards getting lerger and larger and more and
more con,gplicated and ending up messing up the process that they
were supyposed to be protecting.

I know that there are mary sad and tragic stories about inad-
equate and unhealthy day care. There are scandals that have
b}xl'oken in the news, and so on. Ali 0" us, I think, are upset about
that.

Notice, however, that in most of these situations, they occurred
in States where there is fairly strong regulation.

Mr. KiLpee. As was the case with the earlier sad storv.

Mr. BALLENGEK. Illinois ard California, I suppose was a fairly
famous case, with fairly substantial regulations.

The presence of regulations doesa’t provide us with this kind of
100 percent guarantee.

The States are closer in putting their regulations into effect and
policing their regulations—when sensible regulations are put into
place. It seems to me there’s a better chunce for sensible enforce-
ment operating at the State level, and the local level, than at the
Federal Government’s policing 1 or 2 millicn day care centers.

Mr. TAUKE. Mr. Secretary, do you think that as a general rule it
would be wiser for the Federal Government to empower parents to
make choices about child c: e, or do you think it’s wiser for the
Federal Government to attempt to build up a child care provider
network?

Mr. BennerT. I think it would be better to empo* :r par ts. As
I've said before, I think the kind of provision th Mr. Holloway
and others suggested is something that should be looked at very se-
riously.

Just a brief comment—people say, well, why do you need o help
m« -er> that stay at home? They obviously don’t need day care.
They're already there. But there are two points that need to be
made.

One, many mcihers and some fathers stay at home with their
children and make great financial sacrifice to do so, because of the
importance they attach to being at home with thei~ children.
Indeed, I don't have to tell this committee about the ample evi-
dence from the literature—medical, psychological, and educational
literature—about the importance of bonding between parent and
child, particularly in the early years.

As Mr. Brodferbrenner at Cornell has pointed out, i you want
the cingle most powerful predictor of the child’s well-being, you
will look to the tond between parent and child Many parents rec-
ognize that that bonding will be better if at all possible that parent
is there. It helps with that bonding considerably.

But, we also want to be helpful, obviously, to family situations
where that is not possible, or where it’s not possible for a parent to
be at home. It seems to me that if all families with small children,
young children, were helped by way of a tax credit, an increased
deduction, whatever, they could make their own choices and deci-
sions, and we would not be in the business—this is a very impor-
tant point—of the Government prejudicing that position, or leading
that decision to stay home or go to the workplace by its policy.
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The Government is a teacher in a vital National seminar, as has
been well said. What, it says, and the kinds of policies that it
adopts, will tend te influence actions. We must be very, very care-
ful in this area. I think we’re all agreed on the same ends for the
care of children, but we musy proceed very carefully in this, that
we don’t destre; e fabric of some of our most precious institu-
tions.

Mr. Tauxke. Thank you, Mr. Secretary, for a very thoughtful
statement.

Mr. KiLpEe. Mr. Solarz.

Mr. SorLarz. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, do you think there’s a need for additional day
care facilities in this country, or is it your judgment that the exist-
ing facilities are adequate for the demand?

Mr. BENNETT. I would say that at this point, in terms of national
figures, we do not see a shortage of day care. There may be a short-
age in some places, but not a national shortage.

Let me defer on that, because some of the witnesses coraing up
later on are the authors of ‘he articles i ve real, from which I
draw my information. They could speak to those numbers better
than I can.

Mr. Sorarz. I don’t want to get into a semantic quibble with you,
but it es seem to me that if there is a shortage in some areas,
and in some places, that almost by definition that constitutes a na-
tional shortage. You're not going to necessarily have a uniform
shortage in every State and every locality.

I don’t know of anywhere where there is excess space availcble
that isn’t being filled. It in some areas it's not being met, that
would constitute a problem, wouldn’t you agree?

Mr. BENNETT. Well, I don't want to get into a semantic deba:e
either.

I suppose that in one sense one could say that a shortage in any
part of the whnle is a shortage 1n the whole. Is the shortage, how-
ever it migt cxist, enough to justity saying that we have a crisis? |
think you should speak to the experts later on about that.

Mr. SoraRrz. Can you, provide for the record a more definitive re-
sponse on that?

That obviously is a critical factual assessment which Congress
will need to make in determining whether to proceed with this leg-
islation.

Mr. BeNNEeTT. Well, it’s one of the factors. Suppose we bracket
that issue. Maybe there is a serious shortage, and maybe there
isn’t.

If you decide that there is a shortage—and ! think the numbers
will argue otl erwise—it doesn’t follow that Dodd-Kildee is the best
vehicle.

Mr. Sorarz. I quite agree with that. But if you came to the con-
clusion that there was no shortage——

Mr. BENNETT. Right.

I think the numbers will bear me out.

Mr. SorLarz. Then one might say that the resources might be
F -t used for other purposes.

'et’s move on.
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You spoke in your tesitimony, quite eloquently, I thought, about
the importance of family and the role of mothers in briaging up
their childrex. I think you said that we have to be very careful in
terms of public policy in not encouraging the breakup of families.

Do you take a position on whether a mother with a young child
who can only take ¢ job if there are day care facilities available
should be encour.ged to stay at home and bring up that child, or
go to werk and place that child in day care? Or are you simply
sayins that choice ought to be left open to the mother?

Mr. BENNETT. It should be left open to the mother.

Mr. SoLARrz. So, with respect, to a young mother on welfare, who
has a child under school age. Do you take any position as to wheth-
er thot mother should be encouraged to find employment, thereby
presumably requiring that the child be put in a day care facility?
Or do you take the position that in the interests of the relationship
between the mother and the child, and 1n the interests of the child,
the mother should not be encouraged to go to work and place the
child in a day care facility?

Mr. BENNETT. That's a complicated question, and a complicated
orea, as you know.

In general, again, I would not say that the choice should be
biased. It wou'l depend on some other factors as well. But again,
Mr. Crystal pointed cut earlier that welfare reform is giving some
special room to mothers of children who are quite young—under
three——

Mr. SoLarz. You spoke in your testimony to the question of Fed-
eral standards, and you indicated that some of the tragedies that
have taken place have taken place in States with ..hat seemed to
be reascnably rigorous standards. Obviously the best standards
cannot prevent all tragedies from taking place.

Nevertheless, I gather that there might be some States around
the country whose standards don’t meet an acceptable level of per-
formance. Do you have any objection in principle to the establish-
ment of minimal Federal standards that States would have to
meet, if it was clear that the enforcement of those standards would
be left up to the States, so that we weren't ¢'ligated to establish a
vast Federal bureaucracy to dctermine whether those standards
were being met?

Mr. CrystaL. There are some States that have verv rigorous or
extensive standards, and there are others who have more minimal
standards. [ believe there are a few States that have no standards,
at least 11 some areas.

I believe there 1s no evidence that a State with extensive, mini-
mal, or no standards has any effect on the quality of child care in
the different kinds of ir-stitutions, formal and informal, 1n those
States. There have been—I would be interested and would defer to
the experts who coine later on this, but this is a case where we can
have empirical evidence.

I believe that empirically there's simply no way to demonstrate
and ne reason to think, really, that national standards are going to
improve the qrality of child care

If I could just come back ‘n your first question on facilities—
‘here is quite a lot of reason to think that National standards and
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regulations are going to drive up the price and decrease the avail-
ability of child care.

Mr. SoLARz. Is it your view that there is no State in the Nation
whose standards for the provision cf child care are beneath what
vou would consider to be a minimally acceptable level?

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Solarz, if | were a State legislator, I''n not
sure how I'd vote on all the different kinds of standards that come
up before State legislatures, or for that matter before city councils.

I would deny, though, that in those States that have standards
that you or others might consider too low that the legislators in
those States are simply indifferent to tne well being of those chil-
dren in those States.

Obviously, reascnable people can differ on the best and the most
prudent way to regulate child care, how much you want to regulate
child care, and what would be best for cbhildren. The notion that
there are children out there who State legislators, city councilmen,
and parents are just not caring about, and that is the reason that
they haven’t es:abiished standards, and therefore that tkc national
Congress, with all due respect, has to come in and save the citizens
of Utah from the State legislators of Utah—I don't see that that
makes much sense.

Mr. SoLAaRz. That was neither my question nor my point.

I don’t challenge the concern of legislators in those States that
may have standards that don’t rise to the level of expectations
which we might have.

But, to use the Secretary’s language, I suppose the care of the
children of our country is clearly a National concern. To some
extent, it's a National responsibility. If, in our judgement, States
are not establishing minimally acceptable standards, then it seems
to me that a case could be niade that we have a responsibility to
step in and say that they’ve got to do a better job.

This is not necessarily to have uniform standards in every State.
Some may want higher standards than the minimum.

Mr. BENNETT. Look, it’s a matter of principle here. The States
are not doing an adequate job, and it should do an adequate job. Is
this situation going to be improved by the Federal Government’s
getting involved in it? I really have my doubts.

It’s like a matter which you and I have talked about before—cur-
riculum. Are there some schools in some States that have such hor-
rible curricula that children aren’t learning anything? Yes. And
there are some States that aren’t doing enough about that.

Should we therefore have minimal National, Federal standards
for curriculum? Absolutely not. Because if we have minimal na-
tional standards for curriculum, they will soon ccasc being mini-
mal national standards for curriculum. They will become larger
and greater and more influenced by lots of extraneous concerns.

That’s my worry. We want quality day care. We want child care.
We want places where children are protected. I'm not sure this is
the way to do it.

Mr. SoLARz. One final question, if I might, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, you indicated in your testimony that you felt that
in any approach adopted by the Congress, we should not discrimi-
nate against mothers who choose to stay at home and bring up
children.
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Mr. BENNETT. Right

Mr. SoLaRz. But you've also spoken about the need to target lim-
ited resources on those in need, and where the need lies.

Now, if for the purposes of discussion, we reach the conclusion
that there is a need for additional day care facilities——

Mr. BENNETT. Okay.

Mr. SoraRrz. Suppose we decide to make some additional rec-
sources available in order to facilitate the establishment of more
fa~ilities around the country, and to reduce the cost for people 1n
need who vould like to avail themselves of these facilities, but who
simply can't afford it under existing circumstances I see the clear
merit, under those circumnstances, :n a Federal program which fa-
cilitates the establishment of more centers and which reduces the
cost to these wlho can't afford them

But 1t is not clear to me what purpose would be served by your
suggestion of adopting an approach which provides comparable
amounts of money, nresumably, to mothers who remain at home
bringing up their children. In what sense does that contribute to a
solution of the problem of creating enough facilities and adequate
ones at affordable costs to pa.ents who choose to work?

What good does 1t do to provide limited resources to mothers who
are staying at home and are already bringing up the children?
That doesn't seem to be where the need is. The need i> for those
who feel they have to work. but can't work because the facilities
are not available

Mr. BEnNETT. Well, it all depends on how one defines the need. If
one starts out the argument by saying that the need 1s for child
care for working mothers, then one comes to a very different con-
clusion.

Why should one simply assume that is the relevant universe,
when in fact the relevant universe is large1” We neea to help
mothers and fathers of small children. who are in need.

You don't find out that somebody is in need simply because
they're workiny, as opposed to being at home Again. many people
stay at home and m. ke great financial sacrifice. It's entirely possi-
ble, Mr Solarz, that 1f you -lo something like provide a tax credit
or increase the size of the deduction, that some mothers who here-
tofore have not used informal care or formal care may decide to do
so with those additional resources

The problem 1s cutting 1t the other way—let me just make one
more coniment

If you were to take Dodd-Kilaee and say, look, 115 percent 1. too
high Let's get 1t down and focus 1t on the poor but only, let’s say,
on single parents with young children The worry there would be
that you wouldn't want to get in the position of a public policy
which encourages more single parents—more divorce, or more
people having children withcut ever getting married at all That’
one of the public policy implications of i, I think.

That's another reason for the neutrality 1dea

Mr Crystar. When Congress decided a couple of decades ago—
correctly, I believe—that poor people needed help to get adequate
r. .rition, and enough food to live a decent life and stay healthy—
Congress passed a Food Stamp program. That really 1s the analogy
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of giving money to the relevant people ro they can 0 vut wnd got
what they need to get.

It secins to me that focusing on the facil:ties would be like decid-
ing that poor people were having trouble gettingz enough food, so
we're going to give jmoney to grocery stores or food providers. It
seems to me that it’s much more direct, and you would avoid all

l kinds of bureaucratic problems and ensure that the people who

| needa tn. money get the money by giving the money directly to the
parents, whether it's a single parent or two parents, rather than

| funneling money into State governments and then into institutions
in the hope that somehow this ends up helpir.,g those who do de-
serve to be helped.

Mr. Sorarz. If there had been a clear shortage of grocery stores,
and therc were areas around the country where people couldn’t get
food, not simply because they couldn’t afford it, but because there
were no places where it was sold, we would have to consider some
kind of way of dealing with that problem.

Maybe one of the fundamental differences here 1s over the extent
to which these facilities are in fact available You seem to think by
and large that they are. Many people would argue that they re not.

. BENNETT. The evi” nce may show that we don’'t have a
CrlSlS but even if you decided that there were too few grocery
stores or too few day care centers which people wantad, it still, 1
think, would make good sense to give people the money directly. If
they’re hungry, and they want to buy groceries, but they can’t be-
cause they don’t have enough money—if you give them some
money, they’re going to go look for groceries.

I think the people who have groceries will set up those stores to
get that money.

Mr. SoLarz. Is the administration going to propcse some kind of
child tax credit as a way of dealing with this problem?

Mr. BenNert I don’t know.

I certainly think that something along these lines is what I
would recommend. This is still a motter of discussion zmong us,
Mr. Solarz.

Mr. SorLarz. Thank you very much, Mr Chairman.

Mr KiLpee Mr. Grandy.

Mr. GrRaNDY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman

Mr. Secretary, thank you for being here

Let me follow up on something that Mr. Solarz brought up at the
end of his comments.

This is a visual aid itemizing——

Mr. BENNETT. It isn’t for e, I can’t see it.

Mr. Sorarz. Well, it's provided for Members of Congress in print
big enough so that their staffs don't have to explain it to them.
[Laughter.]

Mr. BEnNFETT. Got it.

Mr. Granbpy. I think that basically what we're doing here is es-
tablishing the parameters of Federal involvement. Dodd-Kildee is
here, und over here is the Holloway propusal, which is predomi-
nantly a tax alteration.

Mr. BenNETT. Right.

Mr. GranDpy. Now, you say 1n your testimony that you would
provide some possibilities for policy init.atives, among them ex-
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panding child care tax credits, a crackdown on absent fathers, ex-
ploring ways to help employers to be encuuraged to provide child
care.

These are all good—but I want to go back to another point.

Is the Administration considering 1 policy 1nitiative which would
encompess any or all of them, somewhere between Mr. Holloway's
proposal, which is perhaps the least amount of Federal involve-
ment, and Mr. Kildee's, which is probably the most

I could tell you right now, as you probably know, that Mrs. John-
son has a bill somewhere beiween here. The task force that Repub-
lican members of this committee are working on has a proposal
which will be somewhere between the two.

Where is the administration? Is it going to be squarely on the
side of altering tax policy, or will there be scme other initiatives
that might involve Federal participation as w-1l as IRS forgive-
ness?

Mr. BENNETT. I don't want to dodge your question, Mr. Grandy
It's a good question direct and clear.

I just can’t give you the answer to it, ecept to say that it’s a
matter of debate and discussion within the administration right
now.

This testimony that I gave you this morning, of course, is admin-
istration testimony. It was cleared by the White House. These are
the kinds of principles that I think we should be governed by.

I've indicated in a couple of my answers why I think Dodd-Kildee
doesn't meet these principles. 1 think the Holloway bill wouid
largely meet these principles, and other bills would as well.

We're o this continuum. If I had to say where I am, and what I
will be arguing for—1t would be something toward the side of the
Holloway bhill.

But this is a matter for us to talk about later on.

Mr. GRANDY. Let me explore it from a different point of view,
getting beyond simply altering the tax code to accommodate more
people, those people with little or no tax liability Do you foresee
any kind of a voucher system that could be redeemed for various
types of child care? This is something that our task force has been
investigating, and something that you have been advocating in the
public education system.

Is this a viable option in terms of providing choice to those
people who could not avail themselves of a tax credit, but who
would be just as much in need of some kind of child care relief?

Mr. BENNETT. It’s another option

But all I could say, in all candor, 1s that if one goes the route of
vouchers, one ‘would engage ti.e same kind of knee-jerk reaction
that we saw in the debate on vouchers and education.

I don’t know that we have to do that. That’s not in my view the
best path. My thinking right now is that the best path would be
something like Holloway, which would result In, for poor families
with negative income tax, a refund, refundable monies that they
would receive to be used for child care or day care.

M:. GrRaNDY. Or not used for day care.

Mr. BENNETT. Or ngt. That'’s right.

Mr. Granpy. I think that the difference here is that the vouchers
ave redeeniable at only a certain facility.
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You can't use a food ~tamp answhere but in a <store I think the
purpose of this tash force 15 to make that voucher as broud-based ax
possible This would provide reliet even 1i you were gomal o use 1t
to payv for care provided by u relative in the home. as opposed to
care provided 1n a center This would be «v expanded certiticate. !
would think, if we chose that concept

Mr Bennwrr [t could be looked at

Mr. Granpy [ think that if there~ awsthir £ to be argued
against Mr Holloway's bill. 1t's that some of thot money may not
go for child care

Mr. BExnger But these are fam L~ These are sovereign people
in this country They can decide how the want to spend their fam-
i1ly's money.

Mr. Granpy 1 understand that. Mr Bennett

Mr EennNerr They may decde to go to Mr Solarz’ grocery store
and g.. some better meals rather than going to Little Lee Da)y
Care Center

Mr. Granpy But assuming that child care 1s written somewhere
around the Education ar.d Labor committee, and not just Ways and
Means, then we have a purpose to do what you highlighted 1n your
testimony, and that's to look out for the care of the child

With that, let me ask you another question about what kinds of
potential problems we are looking at (now that the Civil Rights
Restoration Act 1s law), by potentially providing a network of child
care facilities around the country?

If churches are involved—and I represent an area where church-
es are an integr: . part of the community—are they potentially at
risk now by getting some kind of Federal tunds, or even, let's sa/,
certificates? Is there a potential legal batt.e brewing over this”

Mr. BeEnNeTT It could be

Mr. GranDY. Would you care to comment, Mr. Crystal?

Mr. CrRysTAL. Yes.

Obviously the Grove City bill complicates the effort that I under-
stand is being made by some of those sponsors of the ABC bill to
try to find a v-ay to get funds to those nstitutions which have some
connection with a religious crganization in a way that would not
implicate the whole religiors organization 1n a network of Federal
controls or regulation.

One of the most striking things, a:. vou know, ahout the ABU bill
is that it now specifies that even a voucher taken to a religiously
based child care center or unit is funds for that inst 1tion, and
therefore cannot be used

Even if Dodd-Kildee goes 1n a voucher direction, it says that it
cannot be used at any child care center that has any taint of reli-
gion about it—if it employs one of the people w'.0 works in the
church upstairs during the afternoon to help with the child care in
the morning. So there's already a terrible problem which I think
the sponsors of ABC are facing right now, in figuring out how, on
the one hand, 1o get aid to institutions rather than individuals and
to do this in a way that’s not terribly unfair to institutions that are
religiously based or affilhiated.

Some gentleman from Mr Solarz’ district came to see us some
weeks ago—and 1 think they've heen to see him as well—with real
concerns about that in the currant ABC bill Grove City simply
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compircates those concerns, and I frankly don't think that us long
as you are targeiing money to institutions rather ti.an to individ.
uals, and as long as you have current First Amendment law plus
Grove City—it’s going to be extremely hard, or virtually impossi-
ble, to be fair and even-handed to religiously affiliated day care
providers.

I would add one more point: it is precisely in needier coiimuni-
ties—inany of our inner cities, fcr example—that the churches
have been especially active in providing the day care. Many of
these centers are not religious. They offer in-church premises, and
maybe their personnel overlaps with the church upstairs. But
they're not necessarily religio™s, although some, of course, are.

It’s precisely the problem you point to that’s going to hurt the
needier communities whom we should be trying to help.

Mr. Granpy. Well, I assume that you would both concur that
whatever this committee decides and Whatever this Congress ulti-
mately votes on, we have to include the church as an ally of the
family in this legislation. We can’t preclude the church, because
there’s a natural network out there right now to assist the family
In these circumstances.

Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Mr. BENNETT In the campaign for care of children, no allies are
to be refused.

Churches and synagogues have proven taemselves to be very val-
uable allies in the care of children

Mr. KiLDEE. Mr. Armey?

Mr. ARMEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Let me begin by telling you——

Mr. KiLDEE. Just in deference to the Secretary, we've kept him
over the alloted time, so if you could be brief, we’d appreciate that.

Mr. ArMEY. Well, I'd like to begin by thanking you for your cour-
tesy in allowing me to participate

As a forimer child myself, and a tlaughter] Mr. Armey Current
parent and a fellow who is still trying to get his children to do
their duty and bring me grandchildren, I'm very much interested
in this subject.

I was also interested, Mr. Chairman, in watching you and the
Secretary review your chiidhood experience. In terms of comparing
that with my own, I was one of eight children. My mother and
father both worked outside and inside the home, raising us Look-
ing at those three case examples, and recognizing that we all three
started our early careers in education and have now become part of
the Government, this has proven to me that no matter how you
raise a child, you can still go wrong. {Laughter.]

Mr. Secretary, I am an original co-sponsor of Mr. Holloway’s bill.
I believe that it is a bill that will allow us to give more help to
more children at less cost in taxes to their parents, with greater
freedom of choice to their parents, and I'm very excited about that
possibility, and hope that we will look at it very seriously.

In that regard, I would wonder if maybe you would be willing
to—I do only have two questions.

In the first case, would vou be willing to comment on tax incen-
tives and credits in terms of what they would do for the poor? We
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have focused on that, and rightly so The low income tam’ly 1s the
farnly to which we ought to respond

I was wonder.ng if you might be willing to comment on that

Mr. BENNETT. Yes. | agree with you, Mr. Armey.

Mr. Holloway's proposal is sound in principle and one which 1s
respectful of the autonomy of a free people It also allows for re-
sponse to a range of situations, specifically addressing child care. If
there’s a need for child ~are or day care. it can be filled and re-
sponded to by giving more resources to families to spend on this, if
this 1s what they want.

The other thiiig—a point that hasn't been made yvet—is that if
we look at history. and there are people mn this room who will be
speaking later who are much more expert in this than I, the family
has a great capacity to care for itself and for children over a period
of time. A very good case can be made for giving them some of
their taxec back, particularly in the case of the two parents. one
parent working and one at home family. There has been a real de-
cline in the percentage of dollars they earn which are returned to
them.

I think the case can be made on that ground, too

Mr. ArMEY. | appreciate that.

The reason that I'm so interested in that is that I am a follower
of Milton Friedman One of the really great cases that he made
early ir the development of the contemporary field of welfare
theory is the demonstration that a direct income subsidy to the
poor that honors their freedom of choice results in greater increase
in well-being at lower taxpayer cost It's been a curious example
that I've used in the classroom for v .rs with Food Stamps.

In addition to my five children, 1 .n blessed with a wife who 1s a
professional family therapist She and I discussed this 1ssue, since
she is aware of my interest in the 1ssue She brought iv my atten-
tion an artizle by Dr Edward Zigler. I'm not very tamiliar with his
work, but Susan and I did discuss this article Zigler 1s at Yale Unm-
versity's Bus!: Center

One quote that I took in our discussions was that child care sys-
tems must be predicated on a true partnership between parents
and children’s caretakers This related to me and my interest in
the sovereign choices s vou put it. of American parents

I quite trankly fear for trespass against those choices in the
Dodd-Kildee bill, and Susan and | had a good discussion about that
quote I w dered if maybe you could help

Mr. BENNETT. Yes

I agree. As I said 1n my statement. I think 1t 1s true that the
family 1s the original department of health, education and welfare
I also think that it is true that when famiiles cannot provide for
children, other institutions must do what they can.

As you've often heard me say, Mr Armey, when children come
to school without any background because parents and family
haven't done their job, the schools must take up that responsibility

This doesn't argue against the primacy of the family as the mest
efficient and valuable and important nurturing institution n socie-
ty It simply argues that we all must do what we can But I think
that if one started on the argument by saving that day care provid-
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ers and parerts are co-partners, that would be a mistake. They are
not equal. They are not equal in any sense.

The hest day care center in the world cannot approach what a
good family can provide for a child. You cannot pay peopie emough
money to do by children what mothers and fathers will do for them
out of love

That has to be kept clear. People will say, but what about fam.-
lies where there isn’\ love? Well, that’s a problem to which all of us
have to then respond. But we don't get at that one by weakening
even further the family bond, or by saying to those people wh.,
choose to stay at home with their children, that Govrrnment
doesn'’t recognize your contribution. It only recognizes ' he cuntribu-
tion of those who ave in the workforce. That's a mistake.

Mr. ARMEY. Thank you.

Mr. Kildee, if I may make one final point.

I have raised five children, and I did that with a wife who in
their early years chose to work at home instead of outside the
home.

I wouid say from our experience that it is in the interest of the
child’s devel~pment for the child to spend part of that day in a day
care, and quite frankly, it’s also in the interest of the parent’s
sanity for that to take place.

Thank you again for letting me participet,

Mr. KiLpee. Thank you, Mr Secretary, for your .estimony this
morning.

Mr. BENNETT. Thank you very much

Mr. KiLpEE. Our first panel this morning will—pardon me,
Nancy We haven’t heard from you

Mr. HNsON. Remind me, Mr. Chairman, never 1o let the Secre-
L -y go first when he’s not 1n a hvrry [Laughter.]

Mr. KiLDEE. That is very kind of you, Nancy

Thank you very much.

Coneresswoman Nancy Johnson.

STATEMENT OF HON. NANCY JO'T 30N, A US. REPRESFNTATIVE
FROM THE STATE OF CONN ECTICUT

Ms. JounsoN. Thank you, Mr Chairman, for offering me this op-
portunity to testi’y on the need to reform Federal day care policy.

I very much appreciate your leadership and that of Mr Tauke on
this very iraportant issue, which is of such great concern to work-
ing families in America.

Federal child care legislation could even cross the President’s
desk this year, but I believe that will depend on the degree to
which we are willing to realistically look at the difficulties famines
face, and specifically the role of the Federal Government in lever-
aging both increased availability of care and ruality of care.

Child care is as important an issue =s any .n the Congressional
agenda ".ae numbers of mothers of young children working has
more L . tripled since 1950. According to the Secretary of Labor’s
Task 1 wrce on Child Care, in 1950, only 12 percent of women with
children under six worked. Today, that figure is 57 percent o chil-
dren under six.
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Almos: two-thirds of mo*hers with children under 14 work. and
no wonder Supporting a family 1> very much more difficult these
days than it used to be Housing 1s very expensive. Transportation
is expensive. Insi rance for automobiles 1s expensive. Those things
are required to work, and this goes en and on down the hst. In fact,
families have much less choice about working now than they have
had in any decade preceding in Anierica’s experience.

The Child Care Act of 1987, H.R. 1572, which I originally intre-
duced in the 99th Congress in 1985, and the Child Care Services
Improv_ment Act, which I am proud to sponsor with Senator
Haich, take the necessary steps to expand the sunply of quality
child care and better assist low income families. I do see those as
the two objectives of reformed Federal day care: tnat they expand
supply and that they help lower income ranulies

In expanding supply, of course, I mean quality care. To supply
quality and subsidy to lower income families, I think, are precisely
the policy challenges that we face. These bills do not compromise
the flexibility that working fanulies need if they are to realistically
address the interests of their own children, and if we are to address
the nationwide child care shortage

Jetween them they provide a pragmatic and tiscally responsikle
reform of Federal chiid care policy

The Child Care Services Improvements Act, HR. 4002, is de-
signed to expand the supply of affordable, quality child care across
the country comprehensively The bill authorizes a block grant of
$250 million to start up or expand licensed or accredited child care
programs sponsored by municipalities, non-profit small busine -es,
educational institutions, community or employer sponsorec pro-
grar  after school care programs and others This retains com-
plete .exibility for the State and local government to direct funds
according to their prio:ities, and beyond this, allows the funding of
certificates or sc olarships for low income families.

n fut one of the major differences between t' = Child Care
Services 1mprovement Act and the ABC bili is that we are move
aggressive 1n our efforts to expand supply ror instance, we allow
block grants to go to for-profit dav core ceaters We ajlow block
grant money to be paired with business efforts to open centers that
are going to be under that business’ jurisdiction

1 think we should try to ¢ oarate this 1ssue of expanding supply
from the 1ssues of quality a~  affordabihty We have a powerful op-
portunity to expand supply Remember in the drug bill, we put
some imtial money in there—the first fime we passed drug legisla-
tion—so that States could deve'p drug curricula, and they have ¥
vou check back now, all but one or two States have done that, and
that money that we gave them did leverage that

Both the ABC bill and our bill look to grants to belp people meet
licensare requirements and so on and so forth, in order to expand
supply The purv ew of our bili 1s -unply broader We say that it's
okay for the Federal Government to help a small business get es-
tablished, as we do through the SBA and SBA Loans vou see

We allow our grant money to be used for small businesses to
open for-profit centers, because that will expand supply dramatica!-
ly «nd rapidly. and 1n no other aspect of Federal policy do we say
that Government has no iaterest in expanding the private secoor
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I would hope that you would not constrain® , _ur program, that
in the ABC bill. to exclude assistance to initiating in the private
sector. I think that private-public partnership is very, very impor-
tant and we must make certain that we do provide the incentives
that business needs to get into the business ot child care for both
small care providers and businrsses in the larger sense, through
helping them to take what I consider to be their appropriate re-
sponsibility in expanding child care options for their own employ-
ees.

In addition to the possible uses of the block grant program, the
Child Care Services Act seeks to expand cupply of care by breaking
down barriers to going into the busine.ss ot child care. Th.s is very
important, because if we're going to deai with child care—which 1
think we have got to—we’ve got to make it more available. One of
the ways that you make it more availahle is to make it a more de-
sirable thing and 2asier to do.

So, we break down the habsiity insurance barriers and provide a
revolving loan fund and those other provisions in our bill, we
ensure that people will have access to insurance at an affordable
~ost. That would allow many people who want to go into child care
to do so. We know that the 'ast insurance crisis drove some of our
providers literally out of the market. This clamped down on avail-
able slots, rather thar' expanding available slots.

This issue of ensuring tlie availability of affordable insurance is
essential to expanding child care services in America.

Equally important is tax reform. I know that we don’t like to
talk about that, but how are you going to get home care providers
into the market when now you're telling themn that un'r the new
tax bill they have to make quarterly payments? That’s simply too
much for the kind of businessperson that we’re addressing Our bill
would relieve home care providers and day care providers from
quarterl; payments. It would relieve the small business provider
from paying both the employer and the employee’s half of Sociai
Security taxes Tha‘ is u very heavy burden, and it's not one that
ou: home care providers can carry.

You want people to be licensed” Wh~t home care provider that’s
not licensed now is going to get licenses, if it means that he's gou:g
to have to pay both the employer and the employee portions of
Social Security taxes? Which one of thnse underground people are
going to want to com:2 into the system if they have to make quar-
terly payments?

I think that we have to be realistic and honest I want as much
as you do to bring every unlicensed provider into the iicensed, reg-
ulated system. But we have to make this possible for them. In my
bill, we make it poss.ble for them by addressing the issue of ensur-
ing access to affordable liability insuran:e, by refoiming the Tax
Code so that .t is sympathetic to the small child care provider We
do this in a third, very important way through our hold harniless
provision.

This is what I call our amnesty provision. Many States have not
licersed home care providers in the past Some States that have li-
cense home care providers, like my own Connecticut, know per-
fectly v.ell, and anybody in the business will tell you. we have had
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State licensure and State standards. and at least half of our home
care providers are not hcensed It's probably more like 70 percent.

My own belief about the licensure issue 1s that most of the unli-
censed care is relative care, and that's got some advantages. [ don't
thin': that Government necessarily wants to get in there. Usually
relatives provide some subsidy. so that the cost issue 1s not so seri-
018

But we do have a significant sector, even in the States with Licen-
sure, of unlicensed providers. If you want to try .his ou* for yvour-
self, the next time you talk at a chamber, or a Rotary, or a League
of Women Voters—any group, women or men or combined—ask
peonle to hold up their hands to show how many people have chil-
drer in care. Then ask how many have children in relative care
and now many have children in licensed care.

Ask vour own friends, because people are embarrassed to admit
it. You'd be surprised how many people don't hav their kids 1n h-
censed care. The tragedy 1s that the pecple whose children are
unider three don’t have a lot of choice. If your children are over
three. you're going to get most hands going ap, saying that they're
in licensed care. If they're under three, you're going to have most
hands going up for unlicensed care, since we have not made it pos-
sible under our licensure system to provide affordable licensed
cate,

We have literally no subsidies from most States or from the Fed-
eral level for low-income families to pay for day care.

My nold harmless provisions are just an effort ior the existing
unlicensed providers to be able to continue to provide service while
they get licensed. From the time they apply to the time they were
licensed, you could continue to use them, if you were a low income
person receiving a Federal subsidy.

Now, 1if you don't provide them with this partnership so that
they can move from unlicensed to hcensed, then they won't enter
the licensed system, and they’ll continue to provide care. They
cannot econo 1cally stop providing care and furthermore the chil-
dren that they're caring for know them, the parents hke them—if
suspension of service 1s the price of becoming licensed, with all of
the other disincentives there are to becoming licensed, they're not
going to do it.

But if you tell them look, vou can ke~p doirg what you're doing
as long as you're going through the licensmg precess, and at the
same time, becomiag hcensed is going to give you access to afford
able insurance Becoming licensed is going to give you access ‘0 a
simpler position 1n the Tax Code—you can lure them in.

We found with the {ood subsidy program that we were able to
lure a certain number of providers in In Conrecticut, small provid-
ers’ association have sprung up, and because they prov.de hbrary
services to their members, and some accounting help ard things
like that "niey’re been able to help lure people in.

But t'.¢ very fact that in States with developed hicensing systems
and evea developed provider base associations, we have not suc-
ceeded in bringing these unlicensed people into the licensed sector
indicates that we need more incentives

I would really urge you not to reglect those sections of our bill
that are totally unlike the ABC bill and have really nothing to do
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with the ABC bill. They are not in conflict. I think they're essen-
tial to a broad-scoped, quality public policy which from the Federal
‘evel will do everyihing poussible for us t~ :xpand availability, by
providing gra- {s broadly.

I have one major employer who would love to provide daycare.
He’s the biggest emplever in 15 towns. He has employees from all
those towns. He can’t, .ccause he’s so afraid of the liability issue. If
we solve that liability problem for him, he’s big enough to be able
to carry the cost. For a smaller employer, the liability issue cou-
pled with a small grant to get started can begin serving quite a sig-
nificant area.

The partnership that is envisioned in our bill, both in the grant
portion of the bill and in the barrier breaking sections of the bill,
are very important to an aggressive effort to expand slots. I hope
that you will support them.

Both our bill and the ABC bill, incidentally, supply grants to
small providers to make tne \.hanges in the facilities necessary to
meet licensu -, and I think that’s a very healthy kind of incentive,
not like the others that I've mentioned. We need this.

Jince I've skipped through my testimony here, I don’t want to
repeat mvself, but on the other hand, I want to go on to the other
aspects o1 the two bills that are the most important. One is expand-
ing availability, which I think I've covered completely.

The other is the issue of cost and affordability. Both the ABC bill
and my bill address the issue of affordahility by allowing us to fund
certificates or scholarships up to, in one bill 200 percent of poverty
and in the other bill a little lower amount. Those are initiatives
that I strongly support.

In my bil}, H.R. 15672, that was introduced some years ago, I did
emphasize that. Right now, we have no subsidies From the Federal
level, we provide an entitlement. I think this is part of the urgency
of reforming Federal day care policy. We have an entitlement for
those who earn enough mon~v t7 benetit from the tax credit. We
don’t just provide a subsidy, .e provide it to everyone—no matter
how much they make.

If they make enough money to benefit from the tax cre.'it, okay.
But below that we provide nothing. If you don’t make enough
money to pay taxes, or to have some taxes to write a credit off
agamst we prnv1de nothinz.

Tiial 15 i€ally a scandalous inequity in Federal policy. If you can
correct that inequity so that you could create some buying power
among low-income families who are the most needy—those are the
families who have the least choice about whether both parents
work. If you covld increase the ability to pay and increase the
availability of slots, the . the last issue that - Jo want to address is
quality and standard setting.

Thig is another dramatic polic, difference between the Child
Services Improvement Act and the ABC bill: who sets the stand-
ards. I would urge you to aliow the States to set standards. We
have not required States to set standards in the past, so this would
be a new initiative for us to require States to set standaids. I don’t
Lelieve th * Federal money should go to those who dor’t meet
standards.

~t
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But we don't et Federal stapdards f physicrans o
for accreditatien for schools We do require that stundards e ~etin
most of those mstance, hut we do n.t do 1t ours-hves T wang to
talk a little bit more aboot this tssue of ~tandard ~etting

1 think what we nced to do s to require ~tand ids and couple tte
requirement for standards with meentives to expand the “upply -
the hinds of imcentives that T just talked about

If the Federal Government requires that standuards be set. they
would do a very important thing (hat has never been done 'n
America they would force public discussion of standards i facih-
ties that care for our children in eve.y State legislature Now 1 not
ouly served n Connecticut » hen we went through u big debate on
this, but I charrec the program and investigations committee that
did a 6-month study of day care 11 Connecticut .n a time of change

I can tell vou. if you hold hearings in your State legislature.
about standards of care. you will get pretty much the same stand-
ards throughout the Nation Those States 1n which we have vory
low standards are States that have never held these hearings, since
they haven't been required to

I'think that if we require that States set standards. and that Fed-
eral dollars only go to those providers who meet standards, thay we
wi'l see some uniformity emerge We can revisit that issue 1n 9
verrs and see if there are specific things that we need to encour-
age

But if States set standards publicly, you will now get public
debate between parents and providers that ultimately 15 at the
heart of the 1ssue of standards setting . . quality 1f you don't do
that, 1f you do it from the Federal levei. then you run this risk Let
me give you an example of the serious risk that vou run

In the ABC bil!, afcer school care 1s defined as care that provides
counsehug and basic skills training Now, no home care p.ov der
can meet that criteria The ordinary woman out there. taking care
of children in her home, cannot document that she can provide
counseling or basic skills tr..ing. s0 she cannot take care of latch-
key children or 1if she Coes, those parents who need that care
¢: nnot benefit from Federal subsidies

You're either going to cut her out of tt.at busines. or those par-
ents out of care Those parents will be cut out of subsidv support.

Now, if you don’t allow home care providers to accept latch hey
children because they don't meet the criteria in the bill, they will
not be able to provide infant care Our home care providers are our
primary providers of infant care We have lo.s of centers—look at
your own district There are lots of people who will take care of
children 3 ind 4 years old, up to kindergarten, depending on what
State you iive in But there 1s a real, desperate shortage of high-
quality iafant care

In my State, most of the infant care providers are the home care
providers, and they are regulated by the State They can only take
so many infants and so many toddiera To make their projeci eco-
nomically feasible 2 years ago, we allowed them to take an addi-
tional latch-key child

They were able to provide evidence to s that they could handle
that, and that i fact the older chi' 'ren were a help with the
younger children and that a good relationship was often built up
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At any rate 2 decision co~ ade betv eon parent: ana prosviders
in a public setting as to what this relatior:ship should be between
numbecs of infants, numbers of toddlers, and numbers of latch-key
children.

That tells you two things. First of all, many of the home care
providers would have to go out of business if they were denied all
latch-key children. That simply wouldn’t be an economically viable
business, and they would have to go down to the local supermarket
and check out goods, or go the local McDonalds—where in Con-
necticut now you get over $5 an hour. They would be forced to do
that instead of taking care of children, as they wa-~ted. They
wouldn’t be allowed the latch-key children which were critical to
making their business economically viable

Now, that’s important. You cut out home care and you cut out
infant care. Then you're going to reduce availability rather than
enhancing availability.

Second, there are plenty of 7-year-old kids, boys, who need to be
in someone’s home where they can run in the neighborhood. They
don’t need after school care that 1s school-based. Now, I like the
idea of school-based care, and I want to see some of the grants in
my bill and your bill flow to schools, so that we can do a better job
with some after-school care

But there are kids of ditferent ages and kids of different needs.
Some kids need to go home to someonec tkey know in a home set-
ting and have the freedom. Plus, if you eliminate it, you do very
seriously erode the ability of home care providers to survive eco-
nomically. Therefore, you endanger the existenc= of infant care.

In other words, if you make a mistake in setting a Federal defini-
tion, you couldn’t reduce the availability of care. But there is ap-
other aspect of the siandard setting in your bill that is just as dan-
gerot s.

In your bill, you say that if you reduce standards, you lose eligi-
bility to Federal funds. Now, in your bill you require inspection of
home care providers only once every 5 vears. In Connecticut, we
have bzen requiring all home care providers to be inspected annu-
ally.

About a year and a half ago, because we couldn’t afford it, we
looked at the deployment of our resources, and they passed a bill
saying that we wiii 4 t¢ an unannounced inspection every > years,
which is what you have 11 your bill.

But, 1f your legislatio: had been Federal law when Connecticut
did chat, we would have been wiped out We would have lost all
eligibility, our people would have lost all elig.bility to access any
Federal money for expanding care or for subsidies to low-income
families Under your definition, even though tke standard we were
going to have in law was the same, equal to, or higher than the
standard in this bill, it would have been a degradation under the
definition ir. your law.

<k you to loc . .t that issue of degradation You're going to set
your standards according to the median So, half the States are
going to be under and half are gomyg to be over Nuw. the States
that are over—because this is an economically fringe business, and
yet very important particularly tor infants 1f famihes are to have
the choice of a home setting or a center setting for children, which
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I think they should—it's very, very important that you not penal-
ize States for changing their rules of licensure because when you
do that, you'll simply eliminate large portions of the American pop-
ulation from access to any Federal dollars

So, I wanted to be sure to point out those dangers of the kind of
standard setting that is being proposed in the ABC bill I would
just say that I am absolutely convinced that if we require stand-
ards to be set, and we beef up the Federal part of our bill that
sends out the standards based on the good models, then when we
revisit this issue in 5 vears, we'il find that States are all pretty
much in the ball game.

The evidence is that they're pretty much in the ball game, in the
centers.

As to the 1ssue of abuse—you know, the first issues of abuse to
hit the newspapers were from day care centers. There are fewer
centers, they ure all licensed in every State, and they're easy to
regulate because they are so visible. And vet the first examples ot
abuse came from nters,

Then .here were examples of abuse from: home care providers,
both licensed and unlicensed We have to be honest There 1s no
way—it's just like licensing people to drive There's not way to li-
cense people to drive and make sure that everybody ycu license 1s
going to be good.

The portions ¢« { both bills that strengthen parental involvement
and educate parents on how to oversee quality, and which go public
about standards and give us the leverage we need to involve fami-
lies and communities in this issue of standard setting, and the
quality issue-. are extremely important If w don’t succeed in -e-
veloping that kind of strong partnership, I dc1't care what kind »f
bureaucracy you pu' in place, it's not going to do the job

Illinois hus one <i the best bureaucracies in the Nation, and you
heard what the lllinois people said, and what they found So. one of
the things we ave to do 1s 0 give parents the money to buy qual-
ity cave, and when we give them that subsidy. we have to get them
to come Lo meetin-~ We have to give them hiterature that tells
theta what to loo in their provider and how to check out things
that they're suspicious about

There's a wonderful job to be done

One last point I would hope that, in view of the pressure on the
budget, and 1 don't see muny of you who serve on the budget com-
mittee with me but mavbe some of vou ~crve or opropriations -
we all know. and we feel keenly the pressure on <y ending here 1n
Washington

T would urge vou not to set astde 25 percent of the spending fos
administrative and trammng purposes There's hardly o State—1 am
not aware of a State that doesn’t have a good community college
system now All of the commumty colleges have human devetop-
ment courses, psychology courses, and <o on 1f we put on them, as
a way of quahfvimg for Federal funds the responsibility to have a
provider tramin. course available to their community celiege
system. then we use existing resources [For that there s a very
good traming program lready estabhishiod in New York ve for-
gottea the name, but ['m sure yvou know
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We could use that as the kind of program that we're looking for.
It's not hard to put that mandate for training on them. The re-
sources are there, and I'd hate to see us duplicate those resources.

Likewise, in the information referral section of the bill, I think
that many communities—in Connecticut, it's the info line—they
have highly skilled people, and they refer p. .ple for lots of pur-
poses. T'll provide you with some literature on them, because I
don’t want us to see placed on Connecticut the responsinility tn cot
up a separate info re‘erral line when frankly we’ve had that man-
date in our State law for quite a while and have now some excel-
lent information referral services out there.

" would think that it would be reasonable to require that every
State agency through their computers spit out copies to every town
hall, every library, every school dist rict.

The schools should be required to have those resources in every
principal’s office. We can do some better things about disseminat-
ing information, but I think we have to be careful how muck
money we segregate for administrative and training costs. I think
tnere are resources we could use better.

That 25 percent of $2.5 billion is more than $500 million.

Yes. And if we should allocate less, like, say, »1 billion, then $250
m.llion of that is ending up going into administration, when what
we need is slots available and this dynamic to get money to low-
income families out there, with a quality system to oversee it.

I'd be happy to answer questions.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Nancy L Johnson follows:]
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Mr Chairman, thank yo. for offering me this opportunity to testify on
tha nead to reform federal child care policy 1 appreciate your leadership
and that of countless others, many of whon are present here today Federal
child-cara legislation could even cross tha President's desk thia year

Child care is as {nportan. an issue as any on the Congressional agenda
The numbe of mothers of young childven working has more than tripled aince
1950  A_cording to the Secretary of Lator's Task Force on child care, in
1950 only 12 percent of women with children under aix worked and today that
r1igure {s 57 percent Almost two-thirds o. mothers with children younger
than 14 work Aad no wonder Supporting a tamily is much more difffcult
than {t used to be Housing is expensive everyvhere and working usually
requires a car and costly {nsurance But the economic pressures felt by
voung families must not be allowed to endanger the well-being of our
<hildren

The Child Care Act f 1987 (H R 1572), which I originally introduced
in the 99th Congress, and the Child Care Services Improvement Act (H R
4G02), which I am proud to sponsor with Sen Orrin Hatch, take the necessary
steps to expand the supply of quality child care and better assist low-
income families These bills d> not compromise the flexibiliz, <%at working
families need {f we are to realistically address the nationwide chi,d-care
shortsge  Between them, they provide a pragnatic and fiscally respinsible
reform of federal child care policy

The ChilJ Care Services Improvement Act (H R 4002), is designed to
expand the supplv of affordable, quality child care across the country
comprehensivelv  The bi1ll authorizes a block grant o. $250 million to starc
up or expand li-ensed or accredited child-care programs sponsored by
municipalities, nonprofits gmall businesses, educational 1nstitutions and
others It will also furd certiricates or schnlarships to low-income
families, community or employer sponsored programs, s.ck child Progracs or
afrer-school care, with each state or locality directing funds in accordance
with their priorities

fhe Child Care Servicec Improvement Act eiiri-ates the 1iability
insurancs barriers trat have di<rouraged prospec e child-care providers
from en. .ng the profession, dissuaded busines.. from sponsori.g centers
and forced existing providers out of business It assures both availabilicy
and affordabili*v of {nsurance b; clearly delineating provider liabilitv sng
by distributing $100 million {n stari-up funds to states for risk pools

The Child Care Services Izprovement Act also encourages underground grd
new family-besed providers to join the regulated system Tt authorizes §25
million for state-adrinistered resnlirirg loan funds to help small previders
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finance home ‘mprovements necessary to become licensed It eases the tax
burden of family-based providers, by allowing them to pay one half of the
Fayroll tax (currently the) are required to pay the employer and the
enployee’s share), and by replacing the requirement to file quarterly income
taxea with an annual filing requirement

One of the most important objectives of the Hatch-Johnson approach is
to prevent disruption of services to children Consequently, the
legislation allows unlicensed providers to contimue caring for children from
the time of application until the license is granted

In-home care is not only the majority of care, but it is some of our
best care for very young children Two-thirds of our child care services
are provided by home-care providers Possibly 70 - 90 percent of these
child care arrangements are underground -- that is, not meeting any
publicly-set standards of care Without some form of protection, many
underground providers will simpiv be unable to tolerate the economic blow of
suspending services and will nct apply for licensure, preventing the
regulated child care systes from expsnding and keeping clients from enjoying
the assistance for which they qualify It zakes sense to take advantage of
this existing resource by encouraging these women tc join the licensed or
accredited child care network

Finally, the Child Care Services Improvement Act is the only bill to
encourage the adoption of strategles that will enable parents to minicize
the need fer child care Through tax incentives to butiness and parents and
a business awards program for progressive personnel policies 1t provides
better resources to reduce the demand for care The deuographics of the
workforce ani the dependence of our economv on pacticipation bv women demand
creativr approaches to work schedules and employee benefits  we must
frankly recognize the inevitable conflict between assumpctions such as th:
nine-to-five workforce regimen and the needs of cnildren

HR 1572 the earlier of mv two proposals, 1is complementary to the
objectives set forth in the Chil¢ "are Services Improvement Act It targets
the working poor, a group that, ¢ far. has been 1gnored by fede*al child
care policy While a few of the r, poor currently are eligid R
assistance under the Social Serv. <s Block Grant, anc the affluent benefit
f-om the entitlem'nt program providing subsidies under the Dependent Care
-ax Credit, familie¢s who struggle to survive st Incomes just above welfare
receive no help at «l1l

HR 15°2 zerois in o affordability s ailability and quality 1n child
care for this neglected 11..me group and like the more sweeplng “hild Care
services Imp:ovement Act focuses on improving the present svster  This b1yl
provides $300 million for child care certificates for use in licensed or
accredited dav care centers and homes Fligibility {s limited to families
with in-ome beiow 200 percent of the federal poverty index (slightlv more
than $22,000 for a fawily of faur) Each of my bills contain a "hold
harmlecs” provision through which urderground providers are given amnesty
durirg the licensing process so as not to disrupt the continuite of care

10 pa, for these reforms n P 1572 phases out the Dependent Care Tan
Credit for upper 1mcomne familirs beginritg at $60 o400 and «yig natirg the
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credit complecely for families wh~ male oOver $69,5C0 a vear While a guod
case can be made to assist all * lies of all incomes with the cost of
child care in my opinion a moi rpelling case can be made tn first assier
families on the basis of need

Both of my bills strive to assure the suc.ess of diverse child care
environments Parents know what setting is best for their child and need
access affordability, and the right to choose Diversity of facilities
that meet care standards and msjor changes in personnel policies governing,
the work place to allow parents to minimize the child's care needs can
together best address the interests of our nstion's children and fumilies

Before 1 conclude my testimony, I would like to mske a few comments on
your legislation Chairman, the Act for Better Child Care The
overriding object of the ABC bill and my legislation are the same to
meet ‘e demand for quality child care Many of our provisions have the
same goals, including assuring parental involvemen., increasing supply
enhancing quali*v and ensuring oversight and the protection of children
Yet, I would caution you that the ABC bill could drive many current chila
care providers out of the profession and hamstring state and local
governments in their efforts to encourage growth in this critical sector

Look first at the issue of the federal government mandating licenting
standards for dsy care centers and homes while the federal government sets
standards for neither teachers nor physicisns, the ABC bill would mandate
federally-set standards for all day care providers and a child developr...”
specialist on the staff of each information and referral program

™is is a very prescriptive bill and has the potential to reduce
parents’ and children‘s options and require inappropriate resources
Let me evplain

As presently drafted, the ABC bill requires all after-school care
providers to provide "study-skill sessions counseling and guidance " By
definition, then, home-based Frv 13z.3 o~ =nr #licihle for reimbursement
for the care of latch-hev children Comnecticut home care providers who
are essentially the sole suppliers of infant care in the state, fought for
years for the right to take school-age children ip addition to the 1:fan*s
and toddlers they already served Latch-kev care 1s scarce inm Cornecticut
and farily-based providers found that school age childrer could make a real
contribution to the development of the younger kids and were necessarv to
make home care pas: enough to be an alternative to out-of-home work

After much heated debate last year Connecticut's General Assembly
expanded *he number of latch-key children provide.s could care for but only
while school was in session Such a compromise would have been impossible
under the ABC tormula Many of our best providers of infant care could have
been driven out of the regulated =ystem by federal defirftions that denied
home care providers the right to care for school arcd children Only states
are cluse ennugh to providers families and specialists to set ap ropriate
enforceable standards that will encourage the growth of this critical
ser ice i.dustrv

1 offer this definition oc after school care 1n *he ARC bill as an
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example of the kind of w2ll-neaning mistake that could occur here in
Washington and be so0 costly to America’'s working families Equally serious
is the ABC bill's requirement that states nc* reduce the standards that
child-care providers are required to meet

The implications of this innocent-sounding provision can be seen from
Connecticut’'s experience In 19L6, Connacticut, due to budge: constraints,
changed its requirament for an annual inspe on of home-day care facili*{ies
in favor of spot-checking a percentage of it home day-care proviuers a
yaar

Had the ABC bill been in effect -- and in spite of the “act that
Connecticut’'s propcsed change would have resulted in state requirements
equivalent to the frequet oy of i{nspections mandated in the ABC bi;, -- it
clearly would have been a reduction in grandards and made oy state
ineligible for federal funds Ironically, Connecticut would have been
caught between funding a more stringent standard than required by federal
lav and losing federal funding

Mr Chairman, my goal is to remove barriers -- insurance, tax and the
nine-to-five straight jacket -. {ncrease state, Jocal and parent involvement
i1 cuality and stimulate supply by aggressively encosraging the opaning ot
new centers and homes o care for childreny and challenging the business
comgunity to greater parti.ipation in shouldering this problem Thnse
efforts, combined with subsidies to increase the buying power of low-income
families, will give us the diverse day care industry and the family buying
pover we need to preserve parents' choice to meet children's needs

All of us recognize that an investment in our children today is an
investment n the future of Aperica The objectives and the iwpact of the
program that we ,i11 ultimately pass -- and I believe we can and should pass
& comprehensive child care program -- yi]l shape the development of the next
generation We need a strategy that supports working parents without short -
changing children  Thank you again, Mr Chairman,for the opportunity to
testify this morning
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Mr. KiLpee Thank you very much, Congresswoman Johnson.
You certainly have shown yourself to be very knowledgeable in
this field

I knew that before your testimony today with our conversations
on the floor and in the elevator that you were certainly very
knowledgeable.

I 2lso appreciate the positive tore you used, both on your bill and
making some positive suggestions as to how to improve the ABC
bill. I appreciate that.

As I mentioned, no bill ever reaches this Hill perfect, and I think
you've been positive not only on your own bill, but hav . also made
some positive suggestions about ABC.

Let me ask you a couple of questions here. One i; a general ques-
tion.

The Secretary indicated that he did not know if th.re was any
shor}tlag;a of child care slots nationwide. Would you care to comment
on that’

Ms. soHNsON. Yes, I'd be happy to comment on that.

I've done a lot of work on that issue, for many reasons. It seems
to me that there are three things that we can say about demand
and shortage. Cne is that there 1s a tremendous shortage of infant
care, of sick child care, and of special needs care.

There is also going to be a much greater shortage than exists
now of all kinds of care, since the Census Bureau studies show that
only 22 percent of care providers now are either home or center
based. That leaves almost 80 percen! that is “other”, and that is in
part parents splitting shifts and so on. But the largest portion is
relative care.

In my estimation, the ability of relatives to provide care is going
to decline in the future. Just as we see now the large number of
parents working and therefore needing care, when their children
grow up and have children, they're going to be working and they'rc
not going to be availab'e to provide relative care.

One of the reasons that it’s important to reform Federal policy
now is to address what’s going to become a more serious problem in
the future.

In my estimation, there clearly is a lack of certain kinds of care,
and there's a lack of licensed care. A lot of that care is being pro-
vided by underground providers—we actually dcn’t know how
much. But if I take the licensed slots in my ¢c~mmunity—I've done
this, and I urge you to do this, it’s fascinating. If your State li-
censes, it’s so dramatic. Take the number of licensed center slots
and the number of licensed home care slots, add them up, and look
at them against the population, and you can estimate this r-ut from
the percentage of women working with children under six working
and all that stuff using your own State statistics. It’s traumatic.
It’s absolutely startling.

The tragedy is that it is most stai tling in the suburbs. I~ the sub-
urbs, many people have homes that are iarge enough to go into this
type of business.

We have a real, serious problem in the cities, and we need these
grants to upgrade these facilities very, very much. But along that
line, I would hope that you can resolve this issue about church-
based care.
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You know, 1n my home town. ahich 1s a small urban area, Head
Start has been in the locc’ _hurch for years Now. there's an
answer to t 1s out there. because “ve've beer doing 1t W all agree
that we don't want to provide Federal money to any program that
prostlytizes and teaches specifically religion. But in many of my
smallest communities, there 1su’t any facility that could house a
day care center except church facilities We want to use them The
last thing we could afford would be to build a new infrastructure
for our child care.

Again, in terms of husbanding our resvurces, we reallv do have
to make certain to rind a way that church facilities could be used.

We try to do that in our bill by requiring the incorporation of a
separate, non-profit agency that 1s arm’s length »om the church.
You could make some requirements on that We did 1t for insur-
ance liability reasons. but 1t's just as applicable to these other rea-
sons, and maybe that vehicle could provide you with a new pussibil-
ity to resolve what 1s a conflict that we can’t t.lerate driving
policy

Mr. KiLpee. Thank you.

Ms JoHNsoN. Could I just add o1 hing?

This hasn’t been talked about m ..h, but 1it's very, verv uap-r
tant.

Our hill tries to address this—as far as I''n concerned 1t's inad-
equate, but 1t was the limits of my imagination. I can teil you
about the problem, but 1 haven't yet found the sclution

One of the solutions to child car 'n America, and or - that we
have to make happen—I'm not quite sure how—is that we have to
address those factors in our lives that are driving the demand.
First, the: re irrational, and they're fercing women and men in
America to :1ake choices for their childien that are often fiinda-
mentally unhealthy It isn’t right that society requires cvery ung
parent to make the decision to be with or away frem their chilc
from Y to 5 every single day

In farm communities, you don't have to make tiis choice We
could restructure America’s wor .force and provide ircentives to
employers We could provide awards for employors who adopt en-
lightened personnel policies, whose specific goal 1t is—and who
achieve—a reduction 1n the number of out of home hours of care
th r employees’ children need out of home 'This 1s particularly im-
portant for infants.

1 would urge you to put some new emphusis on this. We did it
through the awards progr: . recognizing employers. But I'd love to
see some tax centives from emplovers, if they can document that
their employees, by virtue of using flex-time, which now 1s general-
ly interpreted by businesses ttat you get to start at 7”0 and go
home a liitle earlier

I have an employee who starts at 5 and goes home at 1. She has
3 hours 10 wock in real quiet. Imagine what she gets done—the
phones aren’t ringing. It's wonderful at 7 Productivity sh .ts up.
Then she’s around long enough to receive her catls and return
them.

Now, let's be crcativ in our own work force and out here in
America’s worktorce. 1J's sur obligation as leaders for us to chal-
lenge the 9 1o 5 straitjacket assumption that is driving up that
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demand for small child care. It's fundamentally unhealthy and
wrong, and it's not something that we should requie—it's not a
structure within which we can a‘ford for American families to con-
tinue to be forced to live

Mr. KiLpee Thank you.

As you know, I am working diligentlv to resolve the church State
problem. It's an area that I feel obligated to try and find a solution
for, and i've probably spent more personal and staff time on that
than anything else.

We do find many mothers who within a week’'s time maybe have
three or four different places they have to place their chilcren, not
knowing on Monday where they're going to place them on Wednes-
day. That has contributed a great deal to absenteeism. There’s no
question about that. They really have no certitude within a week
how their child care needs will be taken care of.

I think that probably when people count slots, they may have
counted those 47 slots in that basement, there, {00

What's interesting is tha. very often for some mothers, 1t’s diffi-
cult to find poor quality child ca-e, let alone adequate care. In this
instance, where the 47 were being taken care of, some parents
probably said, well, here finally :3 somethiag that we can afford.
The person was charging $25 a week, I think.

I'm sure that some of the mothers knew that tI s was not the
best situation, but very often 1t's difficult for mothe.s to find poor
quality child care I thuik there is a defimte shortage out theie,
myself

Let me just say a coaple of things—and I do appreciate the pos
tive approach that you ve brought to all our discussions on tius. It s
been very belpful

As far as training, we do have a training component. My subcom-
mittee has had long experience with the training 1n the Head Start
Prograta To our knowledge, there’s been no instance of abuse 1n
the Head Start Program, because 1 think training tend: to mini
mize that. When you train people well, vou can recrit better and
then tramn them. So 1 tlunk that training is an impurtant thing,
given what we have learned from that Head Start Program

1 feel rather strongly rega~ding training We're dealing with chil-
dren who are 1n their {ormative years, and training becomes verv
L.~vortant So, 1n giving Fedc -al dollars out, we try to be sure that
those dollars are used 1n a situation where the personnel will be
trained.

I might come back for ar :ther round of questions, but I'll turn 10
Mr. Tauke here

Mr. Tauke Well, Mr Chairman, just two quick points

The first is that oftentimes it’s said in Congress that Members
don't have ~ny influence on legisiation unless they're on the ~om-
mittee or the subcommittee that deals with 1t But I think ti.-t
your testimony today indicates that knowledge 1s power in Con
gress, and that you can have influence on legr " :tion just by work-
ing and learning about 1t

Ms Jounson I appreciate it

Mr. Tauke And I'd like to thank you for sharing your expertise
with us

b
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The second Hoint that I'd make 15 that 1 have an 500 plane to-
night, and I'm gedting worried about making it {Laughter |

So I'm going to refrain from asking questions until I have an op-
portunity to talk with you informally on a number of 1ssues that
we've contir.ued to discuss over the last couple of weehs

So thank you verv much

Mr. KiLbEE. Mr. Sawyer

Mr. SawyeR. Thank you very much. Mr Chairman

I just have a couple of fairly quick questions

In considering the provision for tax incentives within the buil,
have you made calculat ons as to what those would cost the U S.
Treasury?

Ms JounsoN That's a very go.d point to raise and one that frus-
trates me terribly. I'm corry that I can’t sit here and tell you but
Taxation hasn't gotten back to us.

What we did was to pv . into our bill for the first ¢ months of life,
becaus: of the problemns with infant care and because | feel 1t's
such a terrible decision to force women and parents ‘o make, an
allowance for two exemptions above the normal ones 1~ the first 6
montns for families where one of the parents stays home It doesn't
have to be the woman

Thkat amouints to about a $500 subsidy. That’s not big monev, but
just an effort to say that we have some obligation here I don't
know what the long-term cost 1s. but I don't think 1t's very great.

In the first place, a lot of people can't afford to take 6 months off
trom their job, no matter what we give them Second, it's not a
very big subsidy 1 hope that we won’t neglect to address the issue
of subsidies a hittle bit more head on than either in the Child Care
Services Act or in the ABC bill

My 1572 bill was much more specific, but I think that we really
have to address this s. teachers’ salaries rise, ard as nurses’ sala-
ries rise, I tell you, the cost of day care is going to go up. and 1t
should go up. One of the things that my bill calls for is a study of
turnover raics When vou look at those, you'll see how devastating
this 1s to children. They may be 1n the same Jacility with different
adults every two weeks You have to question what kind of security
vou're providing for them

I think this issue cf affordabilhitv 1s very, very important, and I'm
glad that you raised them As soon as | get any of those ~o<. esti
mate~, I'll share them - 1ith the committee

Mr Sawyver Let me ask just a few questions regarding stand-
ards.

You call on the States to set standards Would 1t be valuable, in
your view, to define the arenas in which those standards are to be
sel? Is it imvortant to have health anu safety standards, as the
Chairma 1 meni:cned? Is 1t important to have traimng stencards
for the people who provide service”

M= JouNsoN Weil, the problem 1s that if ycu get into that in
Federal law, 1t’s verv hard to stop tuat ball from rolling downhill.

I know that when I was in the State senate in the education
committee, we tried tc set out what were the gonls of high school
education You know, we can't say that citizensh:ip 15 not a goal,
and so on and o forth, and you get ol of European history, and s»
on
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What legislative body at any level is going to set s.andards for
day care and rot include health and fire? Not include ratios? Not
include some kind of training and eligibility and police checks?

I really think that 1t will work cut, and I think that if we came
back and looked in 5 years, we would get much faster action by the
States. In my bill, for instance, I require that we develop standards
about minimum competency about care givers, both supervisors
and workers.

I do think that the body of hiterature is such that there will be a
lot of similarity.

My concern is that we will make a mistake at the Federal level
that will be very costly. Then States will make the decision not to
bother with this. If it looks too onerous—States simply won’t
bother to participate in it They may make the decision.

When they couple th2 bureaucratic problems with the fact that
enforcement often 1sn’t very yood, and under the bill inspections
are only required once every 5 years—I hate tn set that standard
for them. I'm not sure that once every 5 years is anything that I
want to have anything to do with, and if yru set a minimum stand-
ard like that, t!.ey’ll think that’s enough.

I don't think that’s enough. But I think there are ;ome answers
that we haven’t yet gotten. I'll just tell you this one incident that
hapoened in a hearing in Pennsylvama, because I th uk 1.’s worth
it

There’s a whole new private sector thing happening out there,
that has to do with one person taking rezponsibility. In Florida, it
was the immigrant farm labor—some farm laborers’ association.
They took responsibility for the quality of homes—with a specia’
exception from the Florida Legislature—getting homes in the rural
community organized and bzrame the lcensed entity, ensuring
cave in this chain of homes.

There's something out there that's going to give us vetter ability
to monitor home care, better than we have nct with State inspec-
t rs trying to go t> every home.

When States begin sayiug that we can only do it once every 5
years, frankly, what kind of guarantec is that to the public?

Mr. Sawyer In fact, that’s exactly the point.

M= Jonnson That’s right.

Mr. S: wyer. We're sitting here offering inccnti’es, urging the
increase in the number of slots and the availability of a wide varie-
ty of, I assume, diverse and creative kinds of care giving. But we
don’t define even the arena within which we will ‘gree to call a
slot a slot. Is that slot with 47 kids on the floor in the basement—is
that truly a slot? And 1f wr're providing incentives to States, dollar
incentives, to increase those numbers o* slots with.:. even defining
what we mean by wha. is ¢ standard, 1t seems t, me that we're
providing an incentive for precisely the kind of thing that v 2're
trying to avoid, and which you fear most in t'.c setting of Feueral
standards.

Ms. Jounson Well, I think there's a big difference between pro-
viding money and incentives and saying hat States have to set
stendards and th money can only flow to those entities that meet
those standards and 10t reouiring standards.
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It's just that I think the dialogue about the standards must be
~arried on at the State level This 1s not only because 1t would
result in more realistic standards, but because vou would get that
level of involvement.

The Head Start Prograrm 1s a verv interesting and 1nstructive ex-
ample. What makes Head Start  -ong 1s parent involvement a:
well as training. The parents are .o involved 1n that program—if
we had parents involved in every ‘'ay care setting like thev are in
Head Start. we wouldn't have any prob’~ 1 with abuse.

Mr Sarver Put of course in Head S.art that kind of parental
involvement 1s a matter of defimtion in Feu.ral law

Ms JouNnsoN That's true

Mr. Sawyer I don't think that's an onerous standard that was
esiablished in Head Start, ond vet 1t's essential t the demonstrat-
ed success of that kind of program over time,

I'm not sure that we have a acep disagreemert .ere—but we cer-
tainly all agree on the importance of e.. ablishing standards I
guess it comes down to where those standards are to be established

I appreciate the vonstructive character of this conversat.on

Ms Jounson I'd be happy to talk to yvou over the course of he
month that you're working on this bill, and 1 appreciate your real
commitment, and that of the members o1 this committee, to really
developing something that will ser.= children and the future of
America

Tlus 1s a job that we really need to do this session Thanks

Mr. KiLpee Mr Grandy may have some questions

Mr Granpy JThank vou, Mr Chairman

Two questions Nancy, one specific and one general

The specific one regards the figures ‘b=t vou have for phasing
out the dependent tax credit You start phasing it out at %60.000
and end at, I think, 69500 Just out of curiosity, how did vou
arrive at that figure”

Ms JounsonN Pragmatically

That wouid allow me about 200 rullion in 1955, when [ first
submitted the "ull, and about 230 miilion the ne*t time ! submit-
t-d the bill. Now 1t would be worth something more than that to
begin funding certificates or subsidies for lower mmcome families
The tax credit - rogram is about %4 billion now

This only helps people who carn enough to benefit from the tax
credit, though A real, comparable subsidy program would probably
cost us 3. biihon But I chought now, that arovnd <100 million or
$500 million to get it started would be a good way to get .t started
It would need more funding in the future

Likewise with our program, we started with a %250 nullion grant
The first year, to get that many grants out there to start new fa-
cilhities, we'd do very well 17 we really got that going For a lot of
what we're doing. we have to see a start-up cost I just chose those
income levels because they seem to me tolerable

A lot of Members ¢n both sides of the aisle, Democrats and Re-
publicans, said that $60,000 was too lew, and <ome sad that
$60,000 was teo high We don't agree by party. much less any
other vay. about phasing out the tax credit T ast phase 1t out at a
point where [ thought we could have reasonable money to <tart a
program that would make the Pederal policy more e atable
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Mr. Granpy. Did you happen o run any numbers at other mean
salary levels?

Ms. Jounsox. We did, and I can provide those fur you.

They may not be up to date, but I know that we have them.

Mr. GranbDy. I know that on our task force, we looked at another
figure, and I'd be curious to know how it jived with yours int ms
of the monies that we would have to fund the program if we per-
haps went to a lower figure.

The second question is much more gencral, and I'm not sure
we'll even get an answer out of that. But as I listened to the discus-
sior about Federal minimum standards, it reminds me of the ses-
sions we're currently having over the ground water controversy in
this country, and how we're getting standards for measuring that.

I think that at least the Environmental Protection Agency is be-
ginning to kind of grope toward what they call health advisory
levels. This is not basically telling States what to do, but telling
them where they think safety standards ought to be. These are
guidelines, perhaps, not regulations.

I could see that here for health and rafety, when we're talking
about standards for child care I can see that kind of advisory.

But when we get into the question of training, and inore ambigu-
ously the developmental responsibility or the quality of the care, I
have a very difficult time figuring out how much or how little we
ought to be invoived in that

Ycu say in your testimony that you have some concerns that the
ABC bill would require latch-key sessic = to provide study skili
training and discussions All these are very vague criteria, lending
itself to misinterpretation.

The quaestion is, what d~ you *ink ought to be the child develop-
mental responsibility of child care providers” How much or how
little must te provided beyond a warm place, a friendly environ-
ment. and some care and some food?

Ms. Jounson. I really thiuk it’s importai.c for all caregivers to
have some understanding of child development, what to expect of
children at different ages, how to make a nealthy envi- .ment for
them, their physical needs, their emotional needs, scparation issues
from their parents, and things hike that.

Mr. GRanDY. Would that involve being a mnt ¢~ or a :ather over
a period of time?

Ms. JoHNsON. You don't have to be a mother r a father. I do
think, though, that you learn a lot from beimn a mother or a
father

Mr. GRanDY. [ meant 1t the other w.y

If you've been one, does thet qualify you?

Ms. JounsoN. No, no, I think that you do need a training pro-
gram. | think that's really important

Stat *s should be held accountable for some decent training pro-
gram 1 think that the iiterature is clear ejough on training issues,
so I don't think there’s much danger 1n setting Federal standards
in training.

My concern is to try to allow States to use their coinmunity col-
lege system to impiement 1t, so that you don't require setting up
parallel resources when they are there. But the standards, I think,
are okay.

m
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Yo GranDy For g tarm homemaher o WOTTha W porhogps s
been taking care of her own chiddren alvl ow peeding to mghe
cecond income. a natural skl would be 1o provde Nome-baserd care
1 a riural ommunity

Does this woman have 1o, o 1o a community collese s Lo e
g for ~omething she ~ been dorne for Ml as o et

Ms. Jornson | think that we shouid provide ~one traming to
all providers 1 think that <he <hould 2o to g community college o
that’s not too burdensome

We have some very vood provider tramning proscams 1 Connect)-
cut that are two months. and maybe a storter bind of thine But
she neeas to be able to see v nat ~he hnow-~. the ~kudls that <he's
developed mn Iife, 1n a more obiective fashion She also needs thoswe
contacts through which she can sav. when she has 4 very difficult
child—she can call somebody whom she now knows and sav. "I
don't know how to deel with this child.”

I don't find some 1rounng requirement something that women
couldn t manage, that providers couldn t marage I think that it
also helps them to see themselves as more professional. I'm not just
a mother expanding my mothering, I'm becoming a child care pro-
vider

One of the reasons that I have that amnesty or hold-harmless
provision is that I want those people who have been doing 1t and
succeeding to come into the system and sece themselves as profes-
sionals and this as a career opportunity I think that meeting
standards helps to develop that professionalism.

Mr. Granpy. I'd be giad to vield to the vice chairman

My Taukk. It just is inconcervable to me, coming from lowa, that
you are suggesting that somebody who 1s my next door neighbor,
and whom [ ask to take care of my child, 15 going to first have to
g0 to a community college in order *o recejve tramning to do it” Are
you suggesting that everybody who does babysitting recerve some
kind of training”

A fact of lifc <. Nancy that 1f you do that, you're go.g to en-
counter encrmous resistance 11 lar parts of the ceuntry If we get
into the position of telling everyboay that they don't know how to
take care of children without going to the community college for
traimnmng——

Mr. Granpy. Reciuming my time—if I could just dovetail on
what Mr Tauke says—I would think that a lot of these providers,
who have been doing this most of their lives, v suld be the kmd of
people you would want to weach this kind of progiam

Ms. JoHNsoN. You're certanily——

Mr Tauke Would the gentleman yield?

Mr Granby. [ yield back to my colleague

Mr. Tauke. When my grandmother took care of us for awhile,
sie had had six kids of h-r own, ard 33 grandchildren Under this
suggestion, she'd have to go off to college for a couple of months in
order to take care of us while our mother was hospitalized

I just can’t imagine that we'd want to have that kind of situa-
tion.

Ms JouNsoN My bill does addross tis by requiring States to set
up standards with minimum competency for chi'd care workers
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and supervisors. Presumabls rural States can accommodate to the
shape of their networks.

ihat's one of the reasoas why Federal standard setting versus
State standard setting i1s <0 important.

You do have a differeat situa‘ion then Connecticut has The dis-
tribution of our population is different. And the States need to be
on the mark for doing, what we wunt them do to, but they have to
do it in a way that’s good for their people.

The problem that you point to, about the natural caregivers not
being able te comp'v with the system’s requirements and therefore
being unlicensed —that will not result in their not providing ~-re.
We know that from licensing States. They won't not provide care.
They will provide care.

But the pecple who use it will not gev any help from ti.c Federal
Government, and that ineans that the people from some of the
peorest, most rural communities will not be eligible for subsidies
that would heip them with an economic burden because we can'’t,
from Washington, deal with the problem that this farm woman is a
wonderful woman and provides wcnderful care but doesn’t fit into
our pigeonholes

This is one of the big problems that we have to face, and it’s one
of the reasons why I think the States need latitude. We have to be
really careful about whzt we let the Federal Government do.

Mr. Gra.ipy. Well, I ‘otally agree with that concept. I just
wanted to have that on the record “ecause of the difference be-
tween States. I would assume that 1i iowa had the latitude <hey
would be zseeking these women out, rather than trying to preclude
them by saying that you've got to go to a community college and
.ake a 2-month course in counse 'ng children. We won’t nrovide
any transportation for the five kids you've raised up to this point.

I think that wha‘ever kind of developmental component we build
in, it hes to have the broadest possible waiver to allow those natu-
rally talented individuals to come into this system.

Mr. Chairman, I'll yield back

Thank you, Nancy.

Ms. JounsoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate this oppor-
tunity.

Mr. KiLpee. Thar k yo very much, Nancy. I appreciate you: tes-
timony.

Our next witness is the Ho-. Nick A. Theodore, Lieutenant Gov-
ernor of South Carolina.

Governor Theodore?

We appreciate everyone’s patience today, waiting for their turn
to testif

Gove, r.

TESTIMONY OF LT. GOV. NICK A. THEODORE OF THE STATE OF
SOUTH CAROLINA

Governor Thzopore. Thank you.

Good afternoon, Chiirman Kildee, and members of the commit-
iee. I want to thank you for this opportuniiy to be before you.

I'm Nick Theodore, ti e Lieutenant Governor of South Carolina,
ana also a businessman I came here today to talk with you and
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tell vou about the state of child care 1n South Carolina from both
perspectives—that of an elected offic.al and a concerned business-
man.

I am not going to relate to you the tragic stories of what can
happer to children and parents if parents arc unable to find and
afford child care You've neard those horror stories on many occa-
sionss before. Even though there have been and will continue to he
manv tragedies in South Carolina, I would prefer to concentrate
toda n what can happen if qualit, care 18 available

I'm not going to repeat those statistics that you have undoubted-
ly already heard over and over, those that prove child carz 15 an
excellent economic and educational investment

Instead, I want to tackle those arguments which I call the five
myths about child care

Myth number one: child care is anti-family That's nonsense.
Changing demographics in South Carolina and the Nation show
that women are entering the workforce in record numbers, e1.“er
because they want to, or because they have to. Yes, some women
choose to stav at home, and can afford to stay at home, as my wife
did. That’s wonderful, and that's a choice which must be preserved.

But. in South Carolina, lack of child care 1s causing tremendous
financial and emotional strains on families who must work or
choose to wo1k. For two-job families, poor child care and expensive
child care lead to stress, causing disharmony between job and home
life.

Granted, there is nothing worse than bad child care. But that’s
why 1t is so vital that we address national standards so that par-
ents can be comfortable with their child care arrangements. This
allows h‘ ppiness both :at home and on the job

Myth number two. the.e is no child care crisis If there is no
child care crisis, why 1., there such a public outcry for child cere?
In my State, 58 percent of all mothers with chi dren under six
work outside the home That's second only to Washington, DC

Unfortunately. there s onuly enough space in the State's child
care facilities for less than a quarter 2 these children

Recently ! took the initiative and brought to South Carolina ana
sponsored in Columbia, South Carolina a Family Forum, to empha-
size the need for quality child care. There were 700 people there, a
huge success by anyone’s standards 1n our small State.

In that audience, there were blacks, whites, young, middle-aged
and old people Tnere were plumbers, judges, ( EQ's of some of our
largest corporations.

As elected officials, you know that power of such a large and di-
verse crowd. I've been in elected office for over two decades, and
I've never received so many letters, <o manyv phone cal's and com-
ments fro <0 many different people concerning this very critical
issue.

All of this proves to me that p. ~ple of all races, all ages, and all
walks of Iife, are concerned about the lack of child care, and
they're hungry for a solution.

Myth number three: child care is only * social issue. Wrong
again. Frankly. I'm weary of excuses from many of our e'ected offi-
cials who say that they support the chiia care init.atives bat who
can’. see the spending of $2.5 billion on another social program
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Child care is an economic issue. Chi'd care 1s also an educational
issue, as well as a national defense issue. For a tiny fraction of the
defense budget, we -ould really nlay offense, establishing a compre-
hensive education package which could give our children a head
start while allowing their parents to remain 1n the workforce. To
me, that’s the strongest defense policy that we cou'd adop.

I'm sure that you're all familiar with the plight o South Carol-
na. The number of familes living in poverty in our State is quite
disturbing. Our 1infant mortality rate, unfortunately, is one of the
highest in the Nation. These social and economic problems are due
to our failure to make proper invesiments 1n educatien.

If we continue to make these mistakes. our probleins will contin-
ue to escalate.

Myth number four: the Government shouldn’t butt into child
care. At the State and Fede:al level the Government is already
spending millions on programs related to child care. Whether we
realize 1t or not—buit this is a negative, regressive spending.

Today we have a choice. We can either spend dollars up front on
quality child care, or we can sp 1¢ at least five times as much at
the back end. through remedial educational, welfare, prisons, or
other mop-up programs.

This 1~ a sloppy way of doing business, and any corporate execu-
.ive 1n the private sector would sh r to see his or her business
run in thi< manner. In South Carolina, we desperately need the 547
mili.on that the ABC bill would provide for child care services.

Yes, it will cost us money to match the Federal funds, but ~e're
prepared to pay that price. Quality costs money.

As many of you know, we recently made a commitment to educa-
tion in South Carolina with the Education Improvement Act This
is widely viewed as one of the most compreheusive educational
reform packages in this Nation, according to the Rand Corporation

I join former Governor Dick Riley 1n leading that fight, and I'm
prepared ., lead the fight for bettar child care I'm happy to report
that there are many others in our legislature who have this same
feeling and are ready and willing to assist

Myth number five: if fGovernment ignores the child vare crisis,
then business will pick up the pieces Mirst of all, that's a faise
premuse. But even if 1t were possible for the private sector to even-
tually meet all of the child care needs, by then it would be much
too late In South Carolina, very few businesses provide any kind of
care services Wit education and encouragement from my office,
they are warming up to this idea, however But they simply ca.inot
provide all of the answers. The Nation must address the child care
crisis through partnerships.

Government can't do it ail, the businesses can't do 1t all. 2nd par-
ents certainly car't do it all. But child care is an 1ss hich
reaches out and grabs us all by the pocketbook Togcther we can
find the answers—I'm sure of that.

As Lieutenant Governor, I'm not promoting child care because it
is a popular issue. I'm promoting child care because I'm convir.ced
that it can bring both short and long termi econo:nic ben~fits to our
State and to this Nation

IToxt Provided by ERI
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It 1s time that we as buslnesspeople and as politicians stop lhiving
1n the past and start giving attention to an isste that can mahke the
difference between prosperity and poverty

Thank vou very much for vour kind attention. and for allowing
tre to be with vou today

[The prepared statement of Hon Nick A Tneodore follows |
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Thi~ would be cerdved 1o be <tre by the Foder o Governn, nt but
nevertheless there woutd be that ity to aove forwaad

At the same tene we wauld have the opportunity to develop
these re~ource and vanious coterence centers Along wath that, we
would seeh to provide further ~ervices to otk the pubhic and the
private ~ector~ of child care wacihities throush the crants and other
prowr ams that thi~ legisiation provides for at the present time

Pwould ash vou to provide as much tlestnhity on the State level
m conductmyg these attairs, however, as pos=ible Naturally th. i-
nancial resources would be the greatest contnibution that would
ceme to o State thiough this ABC legislation

Mr Kopet Will South Carolina be able t+ meet 1t< current ¢hild
cave needs moan adequate was watheut fed qal bimancial assist-
Coee”’

Governor Taropor: T dount that very seriously

As you can appredate the amount of funds that would be allo-
cated to South Carolina would reguire our State to honve a number
of years to develop that same tyvpe of a financial resource Our total
hudget 1= =0 billion, of v hich w0 exceed 65 percent for education in
all areas

but 1t would be very ditticult for South Carohinia to make up
tho<e type of dollars tor the program through an esclusive funding
by our State legislature That's unfortunate I wish that we had
those additional dollars to work with Obviously, we're willing to
mcorporate as mueh as possible 1in matching funds and that sort of
thing But we o2 'omited from the standpomt of overdll economie
resources

While we're moviag ahead at this particelar time. we do not
have the luxury of being able to develop those p rticular type of
dollars for one single 1ssue at thr. fime

Mr Kinper Thank you very much. Lieutenant Gevernor

Mr Tauke

Mr Sawver

Licutenant Governor, we appreciate your coming to testify before
the committee Your testimony has been very helptul in developing
the legslation

We'll take vour support and your ¢ aggestions too We do allow
States as much flexibility as 1= reasonable, so that you can put to-
gether a good program

Governor THeobore Thank vou, Mr Chairman
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We certainly will continue to stay in touch with your staff
We've been very helpful. and we Il continue to offer vou any 1deas
that we might have at the State level for going into this legisiation

I thank you for taking this ssue as a top priority 1 agree with
vou that 1t 15 our number one priority for 198% and beyond

I'd invite all of you to the Palmetto State of South arohina.
where we have a beautiful environment and beautiful peo e

Mr. KiLpee Thank you very much. Lieutenant Governor

I will call together as a panel the following seople Dr Alfred J
Kahn, Columbia School of Social Work. Columbia University

M: Arlene Zielke. National PTA

Mr Douglas Besharov. resident scholar. American Enterprise In-
stitute

Mrs Phylhis Schlafly. President of the Eagle Forum

We welcome vou all here You may proceed i the oider 11 which
I called upon vou. unless vou've arranged some other order anong
vourselves

Mr. KauN. Mr Chairman. I guess 1 heard my name first

Mr KiLper. Okay.

STATEMENT OF DR. ALFRED J. KAHN, COLUMBIA SCHOOL OF
SOCIAL WORK, COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY

Mr Kaun. I thank you and the committee for the oppo-tunity to
appear here today

I'd like to take just a moment to tell the basis for my testimony
As you see, I'm a professor at Columbia Unive: sity. I'm involved 1n
a research program and have been for some 35 to 10 vears This
meuns that I've had the opportunmity, as several people here know,
to conduct a study 1n a large city and of national policy 1n this fielu
in the 1960’s, and to participate 1n the 1960 and 1970 White House
Conference on Families on this 1ssue, chairing one of the panels in
the 1970 event

I've conducted for the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare a multicountry social service study which included child
care in the early 1970's, and then conducted a six-country study for
a major foundation which dealt with one of the 1ssues on which
Secretary Bennett touched today—the tradeoff between cash to
help families and the use of child care resources This was one of
the few studies on that issue, on a comparative basis.

More recently, I completed a national study of child care with a
book published recently in the United States, ara finally, over the
years I've studied and published with backing from the Federal
Governmeni. State government and major foundations, 1ncome
maintenance, parent and maternity leave, employer responsiveness
to the changing demography of the workforce. the situation of
single families, and the issue of chilu suppoct. You'll find a list of
those reports at the end of the testimony.

Mr. Chairman., it's rather hard to sit through as many hours as
we've been sitting and then to merely read what one has submit-
ted I'd like. if you please. to urge that you file my testimony and
to make within the time confines that you have a few brief ie-
marks, picking up on one issue that became rather critical this
morning

EEEI9-234 - 88 - 4
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Zigler was quoted this morning I think that 1t ought to be known
thae he's in favor of the bill Yuri Brunferbrenner was quoted this
morning, and I think that 1t ought to be kncwn that he has long
fovored this type of legislation

Thirdly I think that vath regard to the altern:~tive you're being
given him—that 15, support families te stay at -me rather than
provide child care—I think this committee should know that this is
a subject that we've been studymg and reporting on recently, b+
looking at countries which indeed have such polictes A good
number of the Western mndustrial democratic soctetos have such
polictes, at least until children are 2 or 3 vears old In the cases of
Norway and England, 1t's 10 and 16 years old. if 1t's o single parent
family or in poveriy

I think the committee should know that 1s not a way to lower
costs Indeed, if you went n that direction. you'd be multiplying 10,
20 v 30 time* the cost that you're talking about 1in this bill.

In cases sucn as Italy, Belgium, Switzerland—the minimum that
you have to do. 1f you're going 1n that direction. 1s child allowances
and child tax credits at a cost significantly higher han AFDC at
this moment. You have to ge to some forn of housing entitleinent
and protection, so that people don't feel that both parents have to
be 1n the labor ferce After all, we have a two-salary housing
market 1n this country, not a one-salary, as it has developed, par-
ticularly in most of the large urban areas

You have to move voward parent msurance or maternity leave or
whatever you want to call it—we've had a number of names This
wo .idn’t he the modest bill chat this Congress doesr:'t seem io be
able to pass, but one which replaces salary at the level of 70 or 80
percent, <o that a person can stay home for 6 or 9 months, to really
protect the family and do that bonding that we're talking about—
even if we want to have a l-year period.

You have to have a stronger health care protection than we have
now You also have to have what was being urged by Nancy John-
son—flexi":le hours shorter nours for parents with small children,
and more opportunities for part-time work

Now, I can make a case for all those things, and they all sound
great, but I don’t expect the Congress and this country to move in
that direction very soon Therefore, it seems to me that talk about
offering protection for families as an altcrnative to child care has
to be regarded as a debate 'which 15 really attacking child care and
not supporting the American family I have to read it that way,
Mr Chairman

On the issue of child care itse!f—TI'll ke brief, since I'm exceeding
my time—the various things that we've done and looked at suggest
that clild care should not be regarded as a luxury or a sometime
thing for problem families It's an essential, central, normal basic
component of community life i1, all modern societies It's enormous-
ly visible to parents of young children and of great concern to
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them It has great implications for the future generations and the
weli-being of our sceiety

It., intent 1s to strengthen families by being responsive to the
real situation of families todey Too many people have talked as
though 1t's an alternative to strengthening tamilies It's a vehicle
and a device for strengthening fanulies Spend as much time
around the country as yvou can. interview mothers. sit in child care
centers and welfare centers. go to community centers, and vou'll
discover that theyv regard child care as they regard housing and
food and health, as part of what vou need to be a family 1in Amer-
ica today. not as what breaks up families i Americe *oday

It largely should be and 1s the responsibility of the voluntary
sector and the churches and the States and local Government [t's
unable to develop, though, unless the Federal Goverrment provides
buttressing and support as well The Federal Government should
not take this over or do 1t. but should cupport 1t and help 1t

In this perspective. you have to re,ard the lemslation tnat's
being proposed as not enough. as hardly enevous, and as leaving a
lot of 1ssues unsettled—quite pragmatic and quite eclectic It de-
parts from the unreality ol laissez faire. winich some people have
proposed here today. It als) probably rejects a strong, uniform, co-
ercive National program which would be an enormous mistake

Much 1s left to the State and local decision process It faces reali-
ties, but it 1s urgent.

Two things need to be said 1n specific terms. and most of the rest
I'll leave for my written testimony and for gquestions

In the 1970’s, responding to the changes .1 the labor market :and
in the American family. the child care field and the public percep-
tion of child care made a transition from a remedizl. protective
treaument service for children 1n trouc’ed families or for poor chil-
dren whose mothers were working to a seruice for average children
in all economic groups

The key to that 1s looking at what mothers who have coliege edu-
cations are doing. and at what mother- who have *25.000 o1 more
in 1income do Overwhelmingly, they send thei. kids to nursery
school. and they have the opuon of not domng that if they want to
They regard this as normal 1n a world shere kids grow up n a
family with no stblings or one sibling. and no kids 1in the neighbor-
hood. It provides a group experience. and they hke the stimulation
and the socialization

T'he ones who are deprived are those working-class hids whose
parents have a little too much for Head Start. or who can't get
onto the Head Start waiting list. but who can't afford nursery
school for them It'« that in-between group who would be the majyor
beneficiary of these funds that are being talked about here on a
sliding fee basis

The supply 1s certamnly not enough. Mr Chairman 1 could elabo-
rate in great detail. but you've had other experts testify before yvou
and you've had others who have given you numbers

In general, we have built supply in the recent years for the three
to fives. much of which depends on the private nursery school.
some on day care, and some on prekindergarten develonments and
programs for the fours 1n the States Most of those programs are

O
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part day. Talk to paients and learn about how they package their
dav

They run from place to place, drop a kid off her », pick a kid up
there. and package their day because there isn't an all day pro-
gram. If they raise the money for hali-day nursery school, they
can't afford all day. Most of them don't become all 4~y, since there
are different standards and requirements in the States to become
all day

Secondly, they have a transportation problem when they do th.s,
so they run around and negotiate deals and sharing and so on. If
you want to meet harassed and stressed women, then I suggest that
you visit your local phone company, your local restaurant. Sit in a
coffee shop # 1d talk to the local workforce, or go to the typists at a
large insurz ace company and ask them how they manage their day
and what they've done with their children that particular day.

Yes, three to fives are better supplied than the others. but
they're not well supplied, but the part day is a problem. The
middle class has nursery schools. The others either can get into
Head Start or they're lucky and find a good family day care home,
or they use that big underground. Nobody knows how big 1t is, but
we know that some of it is pretty horrible

The infant and toddler shoriage is overwhelming in this country.
That is why you're getting businesses everywh running cam-
paigns to recruit family day-care homes. Why 1 . they be doing
it if there were no shortage? They certainly »..ow bottom line
1ssues when they see them.

We have an enormous shortage of infant and toddler care

The after school problem is a large one for elementary age kids.
I'm not going to give you numbers of 15 year olds who have no
care I'm talking about 6 and 7 year olds, and & year olds, who need
care in one way or another.

So, first we have a supply problem. Secondly, parents know how
to talk about kin and network and family and relatives, and that’s
marelous, and if they have them and use them, God bless them.
But grandmothers are working now. Families are small, and most
don’t have that option. Look at a typical community and see where
you can leave your kids without a resources.

What’s happering is that families are doing what they can. Of
course low income people aren't going to spend money on child
care If they can tap tlee informal network that we all nostalgically
look back to, and which sociologists wrote about with great emotion
long ago. That’s fine. But we simply do not have that as an option
for most families, and they would not spend money if they could
avoid spending money.

There are a lot of operaticns, but they 'ack resources and sup-
port If I could introduce a word into this discussion—we need an
infrastructure for child care in America. We ~eed people who look
at the picture in their State and community. We need standards.
We need people who clarify what level of standards a State does
want, and who do something about that level of standards. We
aeed information or referrals so that people can find that best
that’s around

Most of all, we need some money to help people with low in-
comes. You're going to be told that this money is going to be spent
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on middle class people The States have shiding fee scates, and they
look at the way the money 1~ needed The amount of money needed
1s going to be budrced vathin the States The States will look at
their priorities

We assume that with a shiding fee ~cale 1if we give some money
to someone who's at the State medmn imcome or above. 1t's going to
be a very Little supplement to what they have, and that the bulk of
the money will go to low income people There's no question about
that issue

I think that i've exceeded my time. so I just would Like to make
two other points One, Lax credits are not a substitute, because—
and I've studied the ta: eredits for child care and Pve looked at it
in great detail It's all fine. and the more that you can do with it,
the better It will not solve the problem of low income people. It's
Just not a good way of targeting low mmcome people who are not
adequately within the tax system.

If you pursue that issue far enough. you fird that the only way
to support low inccme people with child care costs 1s to give them
the money directly. The tax credit becomes an nefficient way of
doing 1it. and you're talking about subsidizing directly on a basis
which the State will define on some sliding basis. depending on
people’s income

You're also gomng to be told. or have been told. that mothers
work part time. and therefore they don't need child care. Two
quick points One. somewhere between 30 and 60 to 65 percent of
those mothers are working. and secondly, of the mothers working
somewhere between 60 and 67 percent are working full time

Full time means 35 hours Do vou mean that you don't need
child care if you work 30 hours. or 29 hours or 28 hours’ If vou
add those numbers. the percentages go into the 70's

Finally. a lot of mothers manage to work part time because they
can place their kids in child care They need child care ¢lso That's
not an argument, Mr Chairman. It will eventually detcrmine the
size of the supply and the kind of the supply that we ..ce.'. and
that's why this legislation properly leaves that to the State plan-
ning process. which is so urgent and which needs support

We also need somebody in Washington who pulls that together
and helps States share the experience, and lets them know what's
happening. We're in a situation today where there's only one Fed-
eral official in the child care field I cannot believe toat. Mr Chair-
man

[ don't know any modern country. even modern countries with 8
million people. not of our size, who don’t have some people who
share from one place to another and pull that information togeth-
er We don't have data a ut supply, we don't have it about
demand We don't have good data abou* costs. and so on So we
hear rumorsz of one sort or another

You're going to be told as well that regulation cuts supply. Yes.
it does There's a lot of food not on the market because we regulate
contaminated food, and there's a lot of wheat that isn't sold be-
cause somebody found that it was contaminated. There are a lot of
planes that don’t fly becanse somebody said they weren’t safe. and
there’s a lot of buillding insulation not being used. because we have
regilations
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In each of those cases, you decrease supply, and you also would
cut costs. This 1s not the poorest country in the werld There are no
countries in the world who feel they should bring their children
into care without protecting them.

We now protect workers in the workplace with something called
OSHA. We have all kinds of rules elsewhere, und thi~ Federal Gov-
ernment should not put money into building a suppl_’ of child care
without 1ilso doing minimal protection. I mean empirically based
protection, whether in health, safety, or other areas.

A lot of money as spent in the 1970's and 1960's in determining
empirically what the norms should be for child care—things like
the cize of groups beyond which people can't supervise children of a
given age. The numbers of adults you need to watch those little
children that were being stepped on that we were told about. This
was something about the minimum amount that somebody ought
to be exposed to in the way of education if they're to take care of
other people’s children all day long.

Those standards empirically derive, and then when M. Crystal
says we don't know anything empirically about those subjects, he’s
acting as though there were no history before 1983, or maybe 1951.
I'm not sure.

But the issue does have a history, and there's an empirical base.
Whether these specific standards which are being advanced are le-
gitimate or not can be determined by looking at the empirical data.

The Federal Covernment should dv nothing more than the mini-
mum. The States, in some ins-ances, will go beyond it, and the
States that will not go beyond 1t should no’ be using mcney to put
children into care which endangers them.

This country has better child development research than any
country in the world, and yet it does less to protect its children
than many, many poorer Zountries

Thank you, Mr Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Alfred J Kahn follows |
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The Committee will want to know the basis for che conclusions and
recommendations which follow One of us studsed child care in one big
city, as well as national policy, 1n the mid-1960s and reported on 1t
Together we covered child care 1n a national and e1ght-country social
services study in the mid-1970s, again in a six-country child policy
study in the early 1980s, as well as in a new national study recently
published ! Our other on-going work on income maintenance. parental and
maternity benefits, employer responsiveness to the changing demography of
the work force, the situation of single parents, and child support allows
us to place these 1ssues 1n more complete context

From the point of view of policy, the central conclusion from all
this 1s that child care shoulu e regarded as aeither a luxury nor a
sometime thing for a few problem families It 1s an essential, central,
normal basic component of community life in all modern societies Thild
Ccare remains constantly visible and a matter of concern to a large
proportion of families with children ' It has major implications for the
rearing of future generat.ons, and thus for the well-being of our entire
society  Thus, child care merits serious attencion as well from local
and state government and the voluntaiy sector The federal government,
too, has a vital, strategic role 1n facilitating sound aevelopment

Seen 1n this perspective, the legislation befor: you (S1885 and
HR3600) 1s a design for modest catcn-up [t 1s not quite enough, 1t 1s
hardly generous, it leaves important issues for the future, 1t 1s
pragmatic and eclectic [t 1s a departure from the unreality of
laissez~faire and 1t properly rejects a strong, central, unmifor or
coercive naticnal pro-ram. Much here 1s left to the local and state

decision process The bill faces realities, attempts what 1s urgent, and

10,
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assumes Ccontinuing divers. .ty bLased u ool aeeds snr oottt e s e
legislation 1eserves support
Sinve vou have held several heariags, the Pisios s oo bees g
cut  supplv. demand, needs, probiems We wish o use the toyer e
alloted to s U attempt two trungs
1 To describe the present 1atieral (hald care ntext  nothe b
ot cur aost recent research [t w1l hecome lear 3t w o that the
Act tor Better Thild Care Servy (s 1s respansive to that o rtext
Tu <comment on 4 number ct poiats ~t anclarity, contusion, and

perhaps .brtuscaticn in tte melia sri 1n the current debate

We weicome yvour guestions

PRESENT CONTEXT

In the 1970s, responding tn changes 1n the libor market °nd 1n the
Ame~-1can familv. child care made the transition trom a remedial,
protective, treatment serviie for ‘hildren in troubled families - or tor
poor children - to a service for average children from all economic
grouns It was a .ransition that had begun during World War Il, but by
the early 1970s, 1ts scale and Jdirection were clear Fre families with
a mother at home elected pre-schools tor their 3 - 5 vear olds 1f 1t
could be aftorded The trend so accelerated 1nu the 1980s 15 to muke the
patterrn normacive

Nonetheless, the rcupply 1s not adequate If we add kindergarten.
pre-schools, private nursery schools and family day care, 1t 1s obvious

that there has been enormous growth in supply for the 3 - 3s But there
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and 1nacces<ible to low-wage eirners Many tamily day r+ houmes are 1in

Lne uniicensed, uninspected, and unprotected "underground” Yany

facilities must manage with terribly underpaid and sometimes ungualitied

statts, with resultint high turnover Ut Jhe groups 1n sudh tacilaties

msv be toe large tor the children to have protectinon nd individual
and to thrive

ittenton, the lack ot encugh all-day cue, partrcularly

in the 3 to 5 ige group, ind attes-school care ror the early elementary

grides 1s 4 mijor problem
Wwe have frutd 1nadeguacies .n the supplv ot infant,toddler care
ilmost evervwhere It 1s the mothers of these youngest chiliren who have
now entered the wurkiorce 1o litge numbers, but the very changes 1n
women's roles in the laber torce have alsy limt._d the supply of cheap
tamily Jday care Good gruup «ire fur i1nfants 1s e«pens, e and few
providers are “hie to undertake 1t successtully on a sutficrent scale
Many jarents must settle for the cernative ot cheaper, unlicensed care
and this (auses anxiety and concern everywhere The existence of such
unregulated and 1nvisible care should not be used to re.ssure Congress
that there 1s no need Communities 1n many parts of the country know all
of this and are trving to tackle the problem, but they cleurly need nelp
with ffordability, quality, and access

After-school care for kindergarten and primary school children 1s
also almost eveiywhere 1n short supply New prograr forms are
developing, and there 1s need for practical help, technical aid, and for
some financial support for programs serving very low earners

We wish to stress, however, that the country has not been sitting
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hack wiiting tor the federil government The socval cbanges wh (h hiave
made child care so amportant hive slso gererated enoimous energies ind
much creativity Evidence ot this 1s tound 1n churches, sociil services
jgettcies, sciaoals, settlement houses, and 1o staite and Local government
Some lirge praivate sinesses have also undertaken to help, e.ther 1n
theyr rcle 5 corporate ci1tizens in their communities  or by avding therr
own emplovees Parents and (hild care advocates hive workel diligentin,
have experimented, and have :1n.ented new wivs to issemble rescuries, to
educate (onsumers, to help parents fiud programs tor their ¢mitdren

Many of these operitions lack rescurves and therefore cannot do
enough Most of them r<tlect the lack ot state and locil goverumental
infrastructure, and are therefore not adequate Une sees evervwhere
urgent need for start-up resources, teochnical assistince, training,
planning, and monitering of basic standards further, since many ot
those 1n need of services are from among the working poor ¢nd the lower
middle cliss there 1s also need tor some financial buttressing From
everv puint of view .he society gains 1f parents make their nwn way 1n
the eccnemyv, perhaps with some modest supplementaryv help Resources age
needed tor this

Same states have made up tor federal cut backs in the eariv 1980y

with their own funds., aud others have aaded new tunds, patrticulacly 1n

the context of welfare retorm Nther states have not heen able to Jdo

verv much I'he key point to be stressed, however, 1s that the Americin
- -

people., American parents, have made 1 good start on their cwn The

federal financial participation and program init.ati.es being proposed
here represent n t the taking over ot responsibility bv the Congress, but

a 101ming of »n effort already underway and the support for an imtiative

=~
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launcned by the American people

Thus, to repeat, the time has come for the society - and thus for
state and federal governments - to acknowledge child care as a major need
and participation 1n child care as normative Chiid care services should
evolve and become as much a part o tue social infrastructure of this
society as schools, librair ,, parks, Fighways, and transportaticn To
say this, 1s not to assume that every city and every ctate will or should
do the same thing “n1ld care strategy 1s intertwined with commnity and
state cconowmic, cultural, ethnic, and demographic characteristics There
1s no need for national umiformity or state r1gidity  biversity has been
and remaias an important value in this field. There 1. absolutely no
vasis for coercion, since al: child care 1s and must remain a resource
available to people who want to use 1t, pot a requirement for young
children This 1s a time, also, for experimeantation, empirical
approaches, flexibility - but also tor serious efforts to learn,
comnun.cate learning and take bold ipnitiatives

As one notes activity, initiative, and progress, one a.so perceives
one big gap u « child care picture. [t s the essential federal
presence and more adequate federal funancial participation No modern
socirety anywhere would accept the argument that ;ts central goverument

can stay away from ths 1s5su~

UNCLARITY, CONFUSION, DEZATE

Juggling an Inadequate Supply

.
We were 1n one state the week before last 1. which state welfare

10,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




105

staff told us taat since ‘here was not enough child care, they were
rearranging the p.icrities for publicly-tunded programs Now, ibused
chil tren would conti1ue to be first rnd the children ot "welfare reform”
mothers entering new trainming programs would be next High priority also
would have to go to migrants and to adolescent mothers attempting to
conti1nue with school

what, then, was their conce.n’ Thev did not have nearlv enough
money to provide care .or all the children of low-i1ncome working mothers
who were paying on a ''sliding scale” The only way to fird child care
for the mothers 1n work training, part of welfare reform, would be to cut
resour.es for the working poor we asked what would happen to the
children o. mothers leaving tue welfare rolls wnen they completed

trainn g and got jobs After all, they would then become the "working
poor', and that "pool" of funds was limited and being diverted to the
.raining Jroup Nobody knew.

we must add that we also have found more than one American communitv
1n which children are being classified by chi.d welfare staffs as .n
danger of abuse as a way to raise their priority claims on scarce child
care space That 1s no solution

It 1s sometimes argued that advorates want to bureaucratize and thus
compiicate and make costly what should be a4 natural, spontaneous activity
- caring for childreun

I¥ spontaneous self-help could meet these needs, desperdste parents
would not be spending hard earned dollars for care, depriving their
famili1es of many other things 1n order to pay for child care The labor
market statistics, or a walk-through in any community, will show that we

1n America have organized child care for t'2 s.me reasons that we have

Q 1 "')
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organized schools and uursing homes Family anl community .ife have
changed and specialization has some values Parents face reality and
choose relatives, or employ in-home caregivers, far less than earlier
becausse these resources are not available Families are smaller and
grandmothers, too, are at work Those parents who work 30 or more hours
a week choose family day care for their youngest child (38%) or turn to
centers or pre~-school (30%) Obviously. given the choice, many people
would employ 1n~home caregivers who also would serve as housekeepers
Very few American families can afforc this, the labor force available 1s
completely 1nadequate 1in any case, and the need {2cr mcre formal provision
will continue to grow.

Parents who are of middle income, and mothers educated 1n college,
whatev r their income and whatever their labor force status, choose
overwhelmingly to send their preschoolers to a group program. All
parents send their 5s to kindergarten. The society has changed. Dare we
allow a two-tier system to become permanent?

We have seen 1n place after place desperate parents 'packaging'
parts of a child's day 1n one facility, and parts of a day in another, or
with a relative or neighbor. We nave seen them moving their children two
or three times a year because o. dissatisfaction with the care
arrangements or the disappearance of caregivers We have seen them
desperately going from one tran<portation and pick~up arrangement to
anoth=r. Slogans about informal care and the adequacy of the natural
helpin; network do uot meet the needs of such parents. The development
of a child care infrastructure, with federal government, state, and local
government and the voluntary sector playing their roles and offering

parents options which fit their situations would make an enormous
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difference to the child development picture in Amer.ca today Cheaper”
unlicensed, unregulatea, uninspected underground care can be dangerous
A Congres< which voted to tingerprint those 'who care for children - 1in

order to protect them - cannot refuse to support what 1t takes to assure

them acc>"s to adequate programs

"Why Help the Non-Pcor?”

The Congress learned long agc that the costs of decent quality care
are high It was recognized that even middle class working parents find
such costs a burden On the other hand, muking 1t possible for parents
to work was considered a sourd 1nvestment from the point of view of the
national economy, <ith duc consideration of the alternatives Thus, the
Dependent Care tax credit today 1s thc largest federal 1nvestment 1n
ch1ld care.

Tax credits are fine. whether given to parents through the income
tax system or to employers who make a contribution The problam 1s that
tax cre its do not meet the needs of low-1income working families The
present masima, or apy potential 1increases 1n the tax credit, are no
substitute at all for direct subsidy on behalf of the lowest earners
States need flexibility in defining thresholds, but the proposed
legislation does concentrate on those lowest earners The money will go
to people who need :t. The legisiation builds on existing "sliding fee"
programs 1n many states Thcese who worry th»t the proposed funds will be
wasted on the middle class nced only examine the experience 1n such
states They will be reassured. The states can be counted upcn to
1dent1fy their priorities and to corcentrate resources on people who

cannot manage 1n the carketplace
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To argue that people above the very low poverty or welfare threshold
do not need some help with child care costs 1s to ignore realities in the
lives of the working pour

Anxiety has been created by large price tags which some put on the
"eventual” package, should Congress move to a comprehensive program
People are talking of sums ranging between $32 billion and $100 billion a
year  Obviously, those are "scare" npumbers. Ecoaomists have begun to
turn to this question, but there are as yet no reliable estimates of the
long run costs of a more adequate approach to child care. This 1s
inevitable since there 18 no picture of the ultimate delivery systems,
utilization rates, and the distribution of costs between fam:ily, the
marketplace, and the government. Some of the numbers cited i1gnore the
worth of the -nvestment already made. Obviously, the society will spend
what 1t can afford and when it can affard i1t. The funds requested in the
present bill will create a structure, encourage plann.ng, make a major
contribution to meeting current child care needs, improve quality, and

ensure essential state and federal administrative tools.

"Mothers Work Only Part-Time"

A top economist in the Bureau of Labor Statistics reports in the

most recent issue of the Monthly Labor Review that "the majority of

mothers are 1n the labor force today - even mothers of infants and
toddlers. As recently as 1975, a BLS study found sharp ﬁ‘fffrences 10
participation rates of women by marital status and presence and age of
children. Such diffecences have been reduced very substantially over the
3

ensuing dec-de."

The most dramatic growth since 1970 has besn 1n full-ti = work of

1i,
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married mothers with young children.

In 1986, 78% of women ages 25 to 54 worked full-time, aad another 5%
were workiug less than 35 hours a week wanted full-time jobs. Censuas
Bureau data for 1985 show us that 68% of motheis of "any own children”
worked full-time and 65% of mothers with children under age 6 worked

full-time In fact, 1n 1985 of all mothers with "own'' children ages 3 to
5, 59% were working and of those 61% worked full-time Of those with
children age 3, 59% were also working, and of those, 63% worked
full-time. A special census study (SIPP) reported for 1984-85 that of
all working methers with children age 5, (2% were employed full-time At
the same time, of all employed single mothers with children under age 5,
66% were employed full-time

These numbers become even more dramatic 1f one asks abcut mothers
who worked 27 hours a week, or 20, or 25, hardly "part-time" in the
family routine.

We are not arguing for full-time as opposed to part-time work.
However, mothers who work whether full-time or part-time do need access
to child care.

The need for such child care 1s well documented and the Secre-ary of
Labor. who has access to all the numbers, said on March 17. "Qual.ty

child care must become a national priority

"Regulation Cuts Supply"

Yes, 1t does. We eliminate dangerous drugs, contaminated tood,
planes that can't pass safety tests, building insulation that car't meet
health standards - ané for good reason. We need child care, but 1t must

. ES
be child care in which children will not be abused or endangered It
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should be child care 1n which children develop, learn, socialize, thrive
Parents want to be reas~ured that the country which leads the world 1n
chi1ld development research will specify a minimum of protectrons for
their children, and will give states and local government capacity to
assure the. that those protections are 1n place

We know enough about the national picture to be worried In
contrast to the quality of Head Start, a program which 1s mostly for
part-day, too many pooir children are cared for 1n an 1nvisible,
unlicensed underground. In fact, many middle class children are also
Providers, especially unlicensed day care mothers, need help i1n becoming
visible znd 1n meeting standards. Many of them want to and respond to
supports and 1ncentives. Eventually, they gain 1n i1ncome and referrals.

The federal government almost began to lead on standaras a decade
ago The effort was aborted despite a large i1nvestment. The new
legislation will encourage states with regard to standards, and will set
a -:asonable national floor for those who want to qualify for federal
funds. That floor 1s based on decades of experience and research. What
are proposed are not the kinds of regulations that are frivolous or that
stifle 1n1ti1ative and responsible entiy 1nto the field On the contrary,
they are the kinds of regulations that make child care work respectable
and attractive, and give 1ts participants a sense that they are 1nvolved
10 an occupation which meets expectations of pareats. This 1s the
minimum the Congress owes to the children and parents of America The

proposed legislation would give an 1rportant boost to standards
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CONCLUSION

In brief, the legislation before ycu builds on what localities and
states are already doing It creates a framework which will encourage
needed, sound development ard provide financial help to those who cannot
manage to pay for child csre in the marketplace without some public
supplementation. It will support family life and parenting and will move
us forward with regard to standards. It will involve parents, experts,
providers, and citizens generally in shaping local delivery systems It
will encourage diver<ity and creativity It will mean much to the
children of this country The resources will be well targeted on those
1n greatest need and the legislation will make it possible to address
serious and large-scale problems with regard to standards, salaries,
technical assistance, traiming, monitoring, and consumer educatior

Parents, localities, and states are doing their part The next

steps must be taken by the federal government
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Mr KivLpeg. Thank vou, Dr Kahn
Ms. Arlene Zieike of the National PTA 1s next

STATEMENT OF ARLENE ZIELKE. NATIONAL PTA

Ms. ZieLkE. Good afternoon.

I too will summarize the printed statement vou have before you.

I'm Arlene Zielke, the vice chairman of the National PTA Legis-
lative Program Committee.

Our association represents over ¢ million parents, teachers and
concerned citizens who are committed to helping ensure that all
children and youth receive health, welfare and safety protection.

I appreciate having the opportunity to address you on the subject
of child care and early childhood education. These issues are the
legislative priority of the Nationai PTA.

My testimony today will highlight several poi..ts First, the
public demand for quality care, second, the individua! and societal
advantages of enrichment programs, and third, program and policy
structure as weil as the Natioral PTA's preferences.

We know that over 6 million children under six years of age are
unsupervised for a portion of the day. Some 9.5 million preschool-
ers have mothers who work outside the home. I will not repeat
other statistics that you have received which further indicate the
demand and the need for child care.

I would, however, like to call your attention to a rally that was
held in Chicago this weekend There were thousands rallying for
child care, and this was quite an exciting event This *as for the
ABC bill.

We have heard the average cost of child care, but let us go on to
say that the crisis 1s so severe that the lack of child care and en-
richment programs has become a National lLability.

Business leaders traditionally silent on the topic of child care re-
alize that the availability of quality programs affects more than
the nuclear family. It is believed that high school success for some
often begins with early intervention programs.

Similarly. teachers cite the lack of before and after school care as
a key factor in poor school performance. Repeatedly. studies have
shown that for every dollar irvested in preschool activities our so-
ciety saves nearly $5.00 in future prevention and remedial services.

Children entering school unprepared are at a higher risk of be-
coming drug dependent and dropping out Reports indicate that
most incarcerated persons are school dropouts We know that it 1s
much more costly to keep a person incarcerated than 1t is to offer
early childhood programs.

Looking beyond the facts, I'd like to discuss the National PTA's
vision of the Federal Government's role in child care and early
childhood education. Further, I will express our 1deas for program
goals, content and structure.

Whether child care or preschool, both the parent and child needs
should be 11corporated into the prograin design. For parents, serv-
ices must be affordable and accessible Accessibility includes not
just physical convenience to home, work, or school Equally impor-
tant, parents must be involved throughout the planning and eval-
uation stages.

RIC 1715
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Parent imvolvement aiso me n- that onsite noant cindd care tor
scheolage mothers and fathers must be ougment d Too tev teen
parents are provided the opportarity o atiend classes while thew
young children receive care

For the child, developmentally appropriate services are essential.
Some education specialists have justifiably questioned the benefits
to exposing preschoolers to structured teaching techniques original-
ly designed for elementary children. The PTA believes that there is
no need to force children to learn—they are motivated by their
own desire to make sense of the world.

A viable parental involvement component increases the likeli-
hood the parent-teacher interaction will be established This model
of involvement cou'd be sustained throughout the cnild's formal
education.

How then could Federal policy best meet tne child care chal-
lenge? The National PTA believes that society is now in the cross-
roads in the development of child care policy. The Federal Govern-
ment can help to coordinate the now fragmented .hild care and
early childhood education system, and establish a broad universal
plan. For decades, public policy makers have ignored the child care
1ssue.

Consequently, the private sector has provided the majority of
services now availabie. That work must be recognized and pre-
served, yet a national child care bill must contain provisions that
facilitate and encourage the public s investment in child <are and
early childhood education programs.

There has been a schism between the educational community
and the social services professions regarding child cere manage-
ment issues. This divisiveness cannot continue. All eiforts should
be made to coordinate health and human service programs with
educational services.

The Federal Government must assum< leddership to advance
partnerships with State and local agencies to provide adequate fi-
nancial resources to support child care and enrichment programs.

A child care bill must embody certain principles before we can
lend our endorsement.

Federal monies must be tied to minimal standards.

Second, implementation and enforcement of regulations must be
guaranteed.

Third, a parental invelvement component should be developed.

Fourth, adequate compensation for caregivers must be addressed.

Fifth, aid to help low and moderate income families afford serv-
ices must be included,

Sixth, a sliding fee scale should be implemented.

Public mories should be available to help families pay for care.
However. we have strong objections to the passage of any new child
care package that establishes a Federal voucher program.

Our dissent stems fron: a number of concerns. First, if public
monies go to a private institution, can the excessive entanglement
of oversigh . activities be prevented?

Second, if a church or church-affiliated agency gets tax dollars,
how do you ensure that young children are not being taught reli-
gion?

MC 1 /.\' 3

L




116

Third, should the Federal Government fund private religious in-
stitutions?

The National PTA fears that institutionalizing vouchers through
Fe leral law will open the floodgates for elementarv and secondary
school certificates Will *he courts or future policy makers be able
to make a distinctior between tax supported aid for child care or
preschool vouchers and elementary and secondary school assist-
ance”

This distinction 1s mired by the growing movement by child care
and educational professionals to elevate the public’s awareness that
programs for young children are not custodial in nature, but in
fact produce an invaluable educational experience.

Further, there are few safeguards to ensure that vouchers would
not be used for the teaching of religion to young children. Monitor-
ing church related programs may prove administratively burden-
some.

The National PTA would recomme. that the langauge for any
Federal care voucher be amended To help facilitate the adoption of
a finding alternative, the National PTA has developed a report en-
titled Options for Providing Federal Support for Child Care and
Private Institutions.

We respectfully ask that this document be inserted 1nto the
record.

Mr. KiLpEz. Without objection, it will be included in the record.

Ms. ZiELKE. Thank you.

The National PTA would support a funding mechanism which
eliminates vouchers and certificates and which allows States to
fund private services through grants, contracts, or subcontracts

Another option s,ould be to allow States to set standards and di-
rectly purchase child care spaces for eligible children. The national
PTA believes that clarification of the funding mechanism must be
accomplished thiough the statute, not regulations

Ensuring the neutrality of services is also important to the na-
tional PTA.

In closing, I would like to reiterate that the National PTA would
like to see a child care initiative signed into Jaw. Providing quality
child care and preschool programs is a civic responsibility, and thc
public sector must become accountable for its role.

If children are to benefit, if our society is to prosper, then we
must overcome the differences with the blending of ideas of a
policy that will help neet today's family needs and prepare young
children to meet future challenges.

We thank you for the opportunity to address this committee.
[The prepared statement of Arlene Zielke follows.]
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Good Morning I am A~'ene Zielke, The Vice-chair of the National
PTA Legislative Program Committee Our assoclat:oa represents
over six million parents, teachers, and concerued citizens, who
are committed to helping ensure that all children and youth

receive health, welfare and safety protections

1 appreciate having the opportunity to addiess the Chairma. and
other committee members on the subject of child care and early
childhood education These issues are legislative priority for
our association, and the President of the National PTA, Manya
Ungar has >stablished preschool and child care policy as a focal
point of ter administration Consequently, we are pleased to

shire with you our views and opinions on these issues

My testimony today will highlight ~evera: points First, 1s the
public demand for quality care Second, the 1individual and
societal advantages of enrichment programs And third, progranm

and pclicy structure as well as the National PTA's preferences

In terms of the need for services, the number of families
requiring affordable, quality care continues to escalate Over
six million children under 13 years of age are unsurervised for
some portion of the day Some 9 5 million preschnolers have
mothers who work outside the home By 7995, more than 15 million

children will have mothers in the labor t rce
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Economic survival 1is why these wouen work In two-parent
households, re.. income has declined over three percent between
1973 and 1984, and had women not been working that decline would
have been 10 percent Women's contributions to their family
{income {n critical In 1985, for (Instance, 68 percent of
working women were single mothers, whose average annual income
was $ 10,076 A quarter of all working mothers supplement a
family income of $10,000 per year or less, another 50 percent

have spouses who earn between $10,000 and $2C, 000 annually

The <cost of «cbhild care and preschool programs 1is often
pceohibitive for many patrents Ten percent of a family's income
is spent on chilu care expenses Estimates are that the yearly
cost for full-time care for one child can range from two to four
thousand dollars, the average expenditure is $3,000 annually Is
there any wonder why data show that the 1lack of affordable,
quality care 1is an obstacle that prevents many AFDC recipients

from entering the job market?

As you know, child care and early childhood education {s.ues
pertain not only to families who need such services, but also co
business leaders who recognize early childhood intervention as
the underpinning of a strong, vital, competitive and

compassionate United States
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The «c¢11s1s 1s so0 scvere that the lack of «c¢hild care and
enrichment programs has become a national lisbility Business
leaders, tradxtlonally si1lent on the toplic of child care, realize
that the availability of quality programs affects more than the
nuclear family Last year, over 200 corporate leaders and
university presidents of the Committee for Economic Develapment

announced that an 1nvestment 1n  quality early childhood

activities was essentlal to our nation's future well-being

A panel of local, st.te and national leaders addressed the Joint
Economic Committee's Education and Health Subcommittee 1n Qctober
of 1987, wnhere panel members stressed th~i1r belief that high

school success often begins with early {ntervention Programs

Similarly, teachers cite the lack of before and after school care
as a key factor 1n poor school performance A Lou Harris poll

conducted last year, found that a majority of teachers believe
that unsupervised children €Xperience more stress, which 15 a

main reason why students have learning difiiculties

An  increasing number of citizens see the cost benefit of
ifnstituting child care and enrichment programs Repeatedly,
studies have shown that for every dollar invested in preschool
activities oul soclety saves nearly five dollars 1n future

prevention and remedisl services

J15,
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The timing for focusing on early intervention and quality care
programs is critical We anusc act quickly Of today’s three-to-
five years olds, one in four 1s poor and one in seven 1s at risk
of never completing high school Children entering school
unprenared are at a higher risk of becouwing drug dependent Vhat
are these children's future? Reports show that twc-thirds of all
incarcerated persons are schonl dropouts Approximately §24,000
per year, per person is expended on incarceration A college

education costs approximately $3,400 per person annually

An escalating c.ime rate, a shortage of skilled workers, an
increase of the public assistance roles, and the occurrence of
teen pregnancy can oe curoed if early intervention optlons are

evailable to -oung children and their families

Of these and other facts, I realize you .re all too aware

Therefore, I shall move beyond the facts to discuss the National
PTA's vision of the federal govcrnment’'s role in child .are and
early childhood education Further, I will express our as for

program goals, content and structure

Whether child care or preschool, both the parent's and the
child's needs should be incorporated 1nto the program design
For parents, services must be affordable and accessible
pccessibility 1ncludes not just physical convenience to a home,

work »r school but, equally important, parents must be involved
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throughout the planning and evaluation st ges

Parent involvement rl3o means that on-site i1nfant/child care for
school-age mothers and fathers must be augmented Too few teen
parents are provided the opportunity to attend classes while
their you g children receive care These child care services
should incorporate parent education classes obout nurturing and

human development

For the child, developmentally appropriate services are
essential Some education speclalists have Justifiably
questioned the benefits of subjecting preschoolers to structured
teaching techniques, originally designed for elementary school
children Like many associations, the National PTA has adopted a
policy position wheleby formalized learning and academic
curriculum 1s discouraged 1n favor of allowing voung children to
learn through experience and working with real material such as
blocks, paints, clay and role playing PTA believes that there
is no need to force children to learn, they are motivated by

their own desire to make sense of the world

Ch1ld care and earlvy childhood educational programs are part of a
life-long learning continuum Our associations feels that a well
crafted structure the. 1ncorpotrates a viable parental i1nveolvement
component improves the likeli1hood *hat a pattern of

parent/provider/teacher 1nteraction «ill be est-blishea This
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At this time, 1 would 1like to discuss a more complex and
contentious 1issucg how federal policy can best meet the child
care challenge How do we tvlfill current need, yet formulate a

plan that is politically acceptable for the future?

The National PTA believes our society 15 now at & crosstoads 1n
the development of child ca.e policy An 1ncreasing number of
ad" cates and policy makers are looking to the federal government
to help coordinate the now fragmented child care ana early

chi1ldhood education system and establish a broad, universal plan

When mapping a child care and preschool strategy, we must survey
our socilety's immediale child care requirements as well as
scrutinize the long-term consequences of our plans for tuture
generations More specifically, how do we fashion a4 child care
measure that will enhance the current delivery svstem, while

creating incentives for pnsitive change?

For decades, public policy makers have 1gnored the child care

issue Consequently, the private sector has ©provided the
majority of services now available That work must be recognived
and preserved, yet a nattonal child caie bill must contain

provisions that facilitate and encourage the public's 1nvestment
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in child care and eavrly chi1ildhood education programs

Historically there has been a schism betw.en the educational
community and sSsocial service profession regarding cai1ld care
management issues This divisiveness can not continue, all
efforts should be made to coordinate health and hkuman service
programs with educational services Although each discipline may
have a different orientation, there 1s a common ground -- quality

child care and enrichment programs for youngsters

The federal government must assume leadership to advance
partnerships with state and local agencles to provide adequate
€inancial resources to support child care and enrichment
programs An agency within the Department of Health and Human
Services or the Department of Education to collect data and

provide an oversight function

Currently numerous child carz/early childhood ¢ducation bi1lls are
before Congress The National PTA has evamined each of these
measures In a few instances, we would l.le 3 see an
aralgamation of various provisions that might be -~men’ed to a

primary vehicle

But whatever the ({nstrument, & child care bill must embody
certain principles before we can lend our endorsement, such as

1) federal monies must be tied to minimunm standards, 2)
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implementaiion and enforcement of regulations must be guaranteed,
3) a vparental {nvolvement component devel-ped, 4) adequate
compensation of caregivers addressed, 5) aid to help low and
moderate 1income families afford services, and 6) a sliding fee

scale should be implemented

Public monies should be available to help tamilies pay for care,
however, we have strong objections to the passage of any new
child care package that establishes a federal voucher program
Our dissent stems from a number of concerns First, {f public
monies go to a private institution, can the excessive
entanglement of oversight activities be prevented? Seccid, if a
church or church affiliated agency gets tary dollars how do you
ensure that young ctildren are not being taught rel.igion?

Third, should the federal government fund private, religlous

institutions?

Nearly twenty states have some type of voucher plan But this
funding mechanism was not established by a federal mandate
Several of these states are finding that child care funding and
the issue of church/state separation 1is being addressed by the

courts at the local level

The National PTA fears that institutionalizing vouchers through
federal law will open the flood gates for elementary and

secondary school certificates Will the courts or future policy

O
FRICss-234 - &5 -
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makers be able to make a constitutional distinction between tax

supported aid for child care or preschool vouchers and elementary

or secondary education school assistance?

This distinction 1is mired by the growing movement by child care
and educational professionals to elevate the rpublic's awareness
that programs for young children are not custodial in nature but,
in fact, produce an 1invaluable ecucaticnal experience As
mentioned earlier, business leaders and researchers also see
early intervention activities as a key factor 1n the educational

continuunm

Further, there are few safeguards that ensure vouchers would not
be wused for the teaching of religion to young children

Monitoring church related programs may prove administratively
burdensome If an oversight system was established there 1s the

additional argument of excessive entanglement

The National PTA would recommend that the language for any
federal child care voucher be amended To help facilitate in the
adoption of a funding alternative the National PTA has developed
a report entitled, "Options for Providing Federal Support for
Child Care in Private Institutions " We respectfully ask that

this document be inserted into the record

Further, we would 1like to disemminate this paper to policy

-4
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makers This paper could be used as a starting point 1np
developing and implementing an alternative to child care
vouchers The Nationul PTA, fo1 example, would support a funding
mechanism that eliminates vouchers/certificates and allows states
to fund private services through grants, contracts or
subcontracts Another option would be to allow state standards
and directly purchase child care spaces for eligible children
An additional alternative would be to allow eligible parents to
choose institutions from a list of those that meet ap,'’.able

standards

The National PTA believes that clarification of the fund.ng

mechanNism must be accomplished through the statute, not
regulation As you know, unless there ., regulatory negotiation
one's abiiity to define legislative intent 15 limited While

there 1s a comment period, no guarantee exists that proposed
linguage would be adopted The issue of public funding of
private institutions 1s too important tc leave to chance, we urge

that this issue be clarified at the sub-committee 1 .vel

Ensuring the neutrality of ser—ices is also 1important to the
National PTA Options for ensuring such neutrality could 1nclude
provisions that limit participation of private institutions that
are independent of religious affiliation Another alternative is
to require staff who participate in reliriously affiliated

institutions be employed by a public or neutral agency, or

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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11
incorpcerate language similar to Section 19 in the Act for Berter

Child Care Services, § 1885, H R 3660

In closing, I would 1ice to reiterate that our association would
like to see a child care initiative signed into law sometime in
the immediate future We believe the federal government must
assume leadership and set forth a nat:snal child care policy We
hope the measure will be far reaching in {implementation and
expans.ve in scope Providing quality child care and preschool
programs is a civic responsibll}ty, and the public sector must

become accountable for its role

Children who staurt out in elementary school unprepared will most
likely stay behind through their educational experience If
children are to benefit, 1f our socliety 1is to prosper, then we
must overcome the differences with a bleraing of ideas to create
A policy that will help meet today's family needs and prepare

young children to meet future challenges

We thank you for the oppuvrtunity to address the committee The
efforts of the committee members and their concern for young
children 1s to be applauded, Tackling th> issue of establishing
a national child care bill is a difficult task, but a belief in
democracy provides us with the faith that through diversity unity

can be uchieved

130
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Mr. KiLbpee. Thank you, Ms. Zielke.
Our next witness is Mr. Douglas Besharov, resident scholar at
the American Enterprise Institute.

STATEMENT OF DOUGLAS BESHAROV, RESIDENT SCHOLAR.
AMERICAN ENTERPRISE INSTITUTE

M:. BesHAROV. Mr. Kildee, Mr. Tauke, thank you for inviting
me.

I pride myself un observing things. As I observe, each specker
takes less and less time, and I'll try to maintain this precedent.

Mr. KiLpek. In politics I've learned that no one complains about
a speech being too short. [Laughter.]

Mr. BesHAROv. That reinforces my desire, then, to move quickly.

In the materials that I've submitted to the committee, I included
a study which we have recently completed on Federal child care
costs. I'll just summarize the findings of that study briefly.

We looked at Federal expenditures over a 15 year period in child
care. We found that those expenditures in the last 15 years have
actually, adjusted for inflation, more than doubled. The unadjusted
figures are from $1 billion to about $6.2 billion of expenditures, an
actual increase of 127 percent.

Projected already enacted programs in the Federal budget will
bring this figure in 1989 to $8 billion, a 24 percent increase from
this year.

There are a broad range of Federal programs involved, but the
most important lesson that we learned from looking at these num-
bers, and what I'd like to emphasize most to the committee in: rela-
tion to the AEC bill is the relationship between Federal support for
low-income families and Federal support for middle class families.

In these past 15 years, the after inflation increase of support for
low-income families’ child care was only 27 percent. The increase
in funding for the middle class was 479 percent. There has been, as
a result, a sharp reversal of beneficiaries of Federal child care as-
sistance.

In 1972, nearly 80 percent of Federal expenditures went to low
income families. This year it’s about half, and the numbers, the
percentages, the proportions, are declining rapidly.

My problem with the—let me direct your attention to the last
page in my statement. One picture, I think, tells a thousand words.

There are three lines that you see there. The top one is total
Federal expenditu-es. You see how they have started rising quite
dramatically.

The middle line is expenditures for low income families. You see
that they are about straight. There are no increases, and basically
a 30 percent increase since 1972. As you watch the figure for ex
penditures for middie-class families, they are rising as fast as Fed-
eral expenditures.

Now, we've only {aken this to 1989, the last year for which we
feel there are real, firm projections. But you could carry these
numbers out, and the situation locks worse and worse for low
income families.

te




130

That, in a nutshell, is why I am so concerned about such bills as
the ABC bill and its 115 percent of median family income cutoff. It
ratifies this trend.

This means that funds will go to middle-class families and not
low-income families. Now, Professor Kahn, w'io I respect greatly,
in effect said no, trust us, trust the system.

I would say that figure one disproves that statement. I would say
that the trend is set, and unless the Federal Congress asserts lead-
ership on who gets these funds, the pressure on States and local-
ities will be the same as the pressure on the Congress—to make
this a middle class program.

Everyone knows what happens when a program like this is
opencd to both the middle class and low income family. It becomes
a middle class program.

In conclusion, I would just like to say that in this time of
Gramm-Rudman, when social programs for the disadvantaged are
under such constraints, it ought to be the role of the Congress to
target money to the families most in need. I use the viord most—
this is not to suggest that middle income families perhaps don’t
need assistance in this matter, or that there might not be some
State program in the future. This is to say that the Federal Gov-
ernment’s role—its historic role—has been to help the disadvan-
taged.

lIt’s just a darn shame that we're not pursuing that traditional
role.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Douglas J. Besharov follows:)
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Statement of
Douglas J. Besharov*
Before the

Subcommittee on Ruman Resources
Committee on Education and Labor
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*Mr. Besharov 1s a resident scholar at the American
Enterprise Institute for Public Policv Research.

The American Enterprise Institute 1s a nonpartisan,
nonprofit, research and educational institution, which itself
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Thank you for inviting me to testify before you today,
I 4111 be discussing the results of a .tudy that Paul |
T' amontozzi and I have Just completed on the costs of federal
child car assistance, I have submitted a copy of the full
study vith my testimony. This morning I will summarize its
wost important findings. |

before it, the conventional wisdom is that the federal role
in child care ceased yhen President Nixon vetoed the Child
Development Act of 1971, with interest in the issue being
revived only fecently. In the Washington Post, for example,
Ellen Goodman wrote recently "From then on . . . the
government was committed to neglect. Child care had all but
disappeared from the federal agenda."!

Not so. Over the lasc 15 years, federal child care
assistence has more than doubled. By our estimates, the

Accounting for inflation, that's a real increase of 127
percent. (See Table 2.) By 1989, expenditures will approach
$8 billion, another 24 percent rise in just two years.

The federal government currertly has a broad range of
programs and subsidies t} - support child care, directly or
indirectly. Perhaps the. . Programs are not es substantial as
child care advocates would like them to be, but they are
substantial nevertheless, as Table | clearly illustrateas.

Poor and lower-income families, hovever, have not been
the main beneficiaries of this increased federal spending,
During this period, spending on programs guch as Head Start,
the Child Care Food Program, Social Services (Title XX} block
grants, and the child care associated with most federal
welfare and job training programs rose from about $800
million to about $2.7 billion, which g only a 27 percent
increase after inflation.

The other $3.5 pillion in federal child care costs is
attributable to the two income tax credits, the Child and
Deperident Care Credi* and the Employer~Provided Child Care or
Dependent Services Credit.

The Child Care Credit dates back to 1934 when {r was a
limited dadaction. fter successive liberalizations of the
deduction in the 1960~ and early 197Us, Congress made it a
cradit in 1976. But e real increases in its cost have ecome

IGoodman, E., "The Feds and the Kids . +»" The

Washington Post (March 22, 1988), p.A2S.
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cnlv in the last fifteen vears: fror $224 million to $3.5
billion, an after-inflation tump of a whopping 479 percent.
The 1989 cost is projected to be ancther #1.1 billion doliars
higher, a 3] percent rise in just two yvears. (B0 estimates
show continuous increases into the earlv 1990s, with a cost
approaching $5 billfon by 1993.2

The Employer-Provided Child or Deperdent Care Services
Tax Credit {s growing even faster--from $30 million in 1987
to a projected $150 miliion In 1989--a fivefold increase .n
only two years. Moreover, CBO nrojects that the costs of
this credit will also continue to rise into the next decade,
approaching $1 billion by 1993.3

Perhape the child care issue has been off the "federal
agenda” since 1972, but, behind the scenes, federal subsidies
have more than doubled. This increase, however, came almost
entirely in the area of tax credits which largely benefitted
middle-class families--not low-income ones. Tax credits do
not “enefit poor or lower-incume families who hardly pay
taxes In the first place. 1In 1983, for example, less than
ore percent of tax credit beaefits went te families with
adjusted gruss incomes below $10,000, and only 16 percent to
families with adjusted gross incomes below $15,000.%

Thu«, the last decade and a half has witnessed a sharp
reversal In the beneficiaries of federal child care
assistance. In 1972, nearly 80 percent of federal
expenditures benefitted low-income families; now, about half
do. {See Figure 1.)

My concern {s that the major bills now before Congress--

2.8, Congress, (ongressional Budget Office, The Effects
of Tax Reform on Tax Expenditures (March 1988), p.48, Table
A-1.

I1bid.

ASteurIe, E. and Wilson, P., "The Taxation of Poor and
Lower-income Workers,” Tax Mhotes (kebruary 16, 1987), p.706.
For 1985, the House Ways and Means >mmittee has reported
that six percent of benefits went to persons with adjusted
gross incomes below $10,300, though the distributicn of
benefits within $10,000-20,000 adjusted gross income class
was substantially unchanged. U.S. House of Rapresentatives,
Committee on Ways and Means, Background Material aid bata on
Programs Within the Jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways and
Means: 1988 Editior (March 24, 1988), p.615.
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Senator Dodd's Act For Better Child Care Services (ABC)® and
Senator Hatch's Child Care Services Improvement Actb—-would
g0 a long way to ratify the trend toward greater middle class
subsidies.

The ABC bill, for example, would provide support to
families ear ; up to 115 percent of tne median income.
Nationally, it would be about $34,000, but ABC sets
eligibility y state median incomes, so t! .t many s:ates
would have considerably higher caps: $39,530 in Illinois,
$39,920 in the District of Columbia, $41,656 in California
and $44,941 in Massachusetts, for example. Moreover, the
bill does not guarantee low-income families a minimum
percentage of appropriated furds; it merely requires that
state plans "give priority for services to children with the
lowest family incomes."® The Hatch bill has no income cap.

Perhaps child rare should be universal--available to all
families, regardless of their income--like public schools.
But that 1s an eventual question, as 1s the proper role of
the federal government in establishing such a system. For
now, in thie era of Gramm~Rudman-Hollings, when programs for
the disad. .taged are under the gun, it 1s simply wrong to
funnel scarce federal dollars—-in increasing amounts and
proportions--to middle-class families who need them less.
Priority should be given to families in greatest need.

55.1885, 100th Congress., lst Sess. (1987).
65.2084/H.8.4002, 100th Cong., 2nd Sess. (1988).
75,1885, supra not: S at sec.18.

8Congressionul Research Service, cited in Henderson,

K., "Federal Day-care Bills: 'You have to start somewhere',
Christian Srience Monitor (January 21, 1988), p.23.

95.1885, supra note 5 at sec. 7 (11)(B)(1).
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TAMLE | THE ESTIMATED COSTS OF FEDERAL CHILD CARE PROGRANS AND TAX (REDITS  18472-1989%
(r1scal yaara, milliouna of dollara)

AN & ﬁ T9Rm 1989

Tax_Expenditures - -
Child and Uependent (are Tax (reditt ool $ 956 $3,u $19, $., 565
cmplover-Provided Child or Dependent

Ca-e services Tax Credir! --- --- 3 [ e
Non-profit Child care (enter Tax Exerptiord - --- ¢ k
Child Care Early *dicatton
Head Start - ke S Y L6 1206
Child care Food Prograc 1 s AN AL [
special Education and Rehsbilitative

Services--Preschool Grante " " e T 205
Dependert Cate Planning and Deselopmert - + ”

Spectal Milk Ptogram! -

R - “
thild Uevelopment Assoclate

Scholarship Programk --- - 1
welfare and Job Trafn.ng~=thiyd fare bxpersec
Food Stampa® . " B 0 s
Ald to Farilies afth beperdent (ni'dre~ Ll n - v
Houxing A=wistance?! - --- ‘> R
work Incentive Prograr N s ' u
Tob Tragning barrnerstip act --- - g g
Vocstiona® Fducatioe --- . 1

Student Financlul Afd--Chi.d (are txpenve-®
Pell Crants
Other Prcgrams

ne AS

1

Soctal Seryices/(ommunity Tevelopme t runding
Sc tal Services Block Crants (iitle \° 262 An o 660 860

Lormunity Development ™ ik (rarr® i 15 35
Child weltare Programs® - - le I+
Area bronezic and Resourse Leve.opmert

Pregram™ 1 - -
TOTAL $1,010+ 82,7344 $6,2°¢ 36,900+ 87,671+

O
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Notes to Table 1

For reasons described at varfous points in the text. not all federal programs

related to child care are included here.

Figure for 1972 1s estimated revenue loss associated with Child and Dependent
Care tax deduction for 1972 tax year Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit was

established in 1976,

Credit waa not established uniil 1981.
Exemption took effect In 1984.

Program was not established until 1986
Fstimates for 1972 and 1980 are not available
Program was not established until 1986
Estimates for 1972 are not avaflable
Estimates for 1972 and 1980 are not avaflable.
Prciram was not established until 1982,

Child care expenses first allowed in 1988.

For list of programs. see note 38; estimates for 1988 and 1989 are not available.

Established In 1975; estimates for 1980 are not available Fstimates for 1988
and 1989 include approriations from Housing and Community Development Grants (see

note 45.

For list of programs, see note 36. Estimates for 1972 and 1980 are not avaflable.

Estimate for 1972 ig not available; estimates for 1987-1989 are less than $500,000.
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TABLE 2: THE ESTIMATED COSTS OF FEDERAL CRILD CARE PROGRAMS AND TAX CREDITS: 1972-1987
(Fiscal years, millinus of Jollars)

'372 1980 1987
Tax Expenditures
current dollars $ 224 $ 956 $3.508
(1987 dollars) (605) (1,310) (3,508,
Child Care/tarl, Education
408 99: 1,869
1102 (1,358) (1,869)
Welfare and Job Training--Child Care Fapenses
17 212 135
{116) (297) {135)
Soclal Services/Community Levelopme .t Funding
261 611 691
(705) (837) (691)
TOTAL
$1,010 $2,770+ $6,203+
($2.728) ($3,795+) ($6,203)
6
RPN
14
‘o4 .
o -
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1150 Saventeenth Street N W Washington DO 20020

April 20, 1988

THE COSTS OF FEDERAL CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE

Douglas J. Besharov and Paul N. Tramontozzi®

As Congress debates the various child care proposals
before it, the conventional wisdom is that the federal role
in child care ceased when President Nixon vetoed the Child
Development Act of 1971, with interest in the issue being
revived only recently. In the Washington Post, for example,
Ellen Goodman wrote recently "From then on . . . the
govermment was committed to neglect. Child care had all but
disappeared from the federal agenda.”!

Not so. Over the last 15 years, federal child care
assistance has more than doubled. By our estimates, the
costs Of federal child cars assistance--through income tax
deductions and credits, child care and early education
programs, and welfare and job training programs--rose from $1
billion in Fiscal 1972 to about $6.2 billion in Fiscal 1987.

Accounting for inflation, that's u real increase of 127

*Mr. Besharov 1s a resident scholar at the American
Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, where Mr.
Tramontozzi 18 a research assistant.

lGoodman, E., "The Feds and the Kids . . .," The
Jashington Post (March 22, 1988), p.A2S.

: American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research (202 802 SROQ
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percent. By 1989, expenditures will approath 98 billfon,
snother #4 partent riee {n just two yeare.
¥ax Policy

The moet eignifjicant child care subeidy ie sccompliehed
through three tax provieione. At nearly ¢3.5 billion 1in
Tiecal 1987,2 the largeet of these fe the Child and Dcpon;'lont
Care Tax Credit, which may Le claimed by parents for eligible
employment-related child and dependent care expenees.

EZxpenees up to & maximum of 92,400 for ooa dependent and
$4,800 for two or more dapendents are eligible. For
tazpayers with fneomee of 410,000 or lese, the credit fe 30
perceat of qualified expenditures; the credft fe then Teduced
by ome percentage point for eath 92,000 of income between
910,000 and 428,000. Por taxpayers with fncames sbove
928,000, the credit fa 20 pereant of qualiffied sxpenditures.d

Iz 1985, approaimstely 6.4 amillfan 88 creturne cleined
93.1 billdon fm edfld cqre eredite, an average tradit of

$372. The Nouse Vaye and Mesans Committee has eetimated chat

2mo direct funding 1e providad ¢ny thie program. [Pigure
Ge the sstimated tr . revenue loss aeeociated with the credic.
Executive Office of the Praeident, Office of Managament and
Budget, Specisl Analyses. Budget of tha United Statee
Government. Fiecal Year 1989 (1988), p.G-43 (herainafter
Special Analyese. Budget of the United Statee Govarnment.
¥iscal Year 1989).

’M-. p-6<29. fee alev U.S. Soume ~f Representatives,
Sommittee on Waye sand Neens, Back round Materisl and Dats on
frograms Within the Juriediction of tha Committee on Ways and
Meane: 1988 Edition (March 24, 1988 » P.614 (hereinafter
Background Matarial and Data on Programs Within the
Jurdediction of the Committee on Waye and Meane: 1988
—raecicrlon of the Committs

Edicion;.
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in 1988, e totel of 84 billion in child cere credite will be
cleimed on epproximately 9.6 millfon returne, an everege
credit of 84194

The leeser-known Employer-Provided Child or Dependent
Cere Servicee Tax Credit ie intended to provide an incentive
for employere to provide child cere benefite n') their
employese. Enected in 1981, it creetee ¢ tax ehelter for up
to 5,000 {n child cere expensee 1f the employer~-rether than
the parent——paye for, or provides, the child cere.5 The
estimated vevenue loee from thie cradit: 630 milliom in
Tiecel 1987.6

The use—and therefore the budget eost—of both of theee
tax credite are cxpected to increase dramaticelly over the
@ext two yeure. According to the eetimates provided by the
Office of Maragement and Budget, the coet of the Child end

Dependant Cere Credit ie expected to ries to over $4.5

‘hck!round Meteriel end Dete on Programs Within the

duriediction of the Committee on Weye and Meene: .88
Edition, supre note 3 et p.615, Teble 12.

SStephan, S. end Schillmoeller, S., "Child Day Cere:
Selected Pederel Programe” (April 7, 1987), Libcery of
Congreee, Comgreeeional Reeearch Serviee, p.CRS-14
(herefnafter "Child Day Cere: Selected Federel Programs”).

6!gu101 Anelyese. Budget of the United Stetee
Covernment. Fiecel Yeer 1989, supra note 2 et p.G~43. Other

estimaree ere much higher. Por fnetence, for Fiecel 1986,

€he Joint Committee on Taxetion eetimated e revenus loes of
4110 million ("Child Dey Cere: Selected Pederel Prograns,"
eupre note 5 et p.CRS-13). However, for the eame yeer, OMB
pleced 1t et $40 silliou (Executive Office of the Preeident,
Office of Manegement end Budget, Speciel Anelyese. Budget of
the United Stetee Government. Fiecel Yeer 1988 (1987), p.G-44).

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

142

billion, a $! billdon or 24 percent increase.’ For the same
pariod, tha cost of the Employer-provided Child or Dependent
Cara Tax Credit is expected to jumo five-fold, totalling $150
million in Fiscal 1989.8

Anothar fedaral tax provision that supports child care
is the examption for non-profit child care centers. This
Proviaion exempta non-profit centers from paying income
taxas, and enables tham to receive tax-deductible
contributions. The estimated annual revenue loss from this

provision ia almost $3 million.9

7Sgec1n1 Analyses, supra nota 2 at p.G-43. Estimates do
vary. Tha House Ways and Means Committee anticipates the
costs of thia credit to riss to $3.5 billion by Fiscal 1989
(U.S. Houaa of Reprasentativea, Committee on Ways and Means,
Background Matarisl and Data on Programs Within the
Juriadiction of tha Coumittas on Ways and Means: 1987
Edition (March 6, 1987), p.588, Tabla hareinafter
Background Materiasl and Dats on Programa Within the
Juriadiction of the Committae on Ways and Maans: 1987
Edition). The Congressional Budgat Offica's estimates are
higher--$4 billion for Fiscal 198y (U.S. Congress,
Congressional Budget Cffice, Tiue Eifeccs of Tax Reform on Tax
Expenditures (March 1988), p.48, Table A-1 (hereinafter The
Effacts of Tax Reform on Tax Expenditures).

8Sgacinl Analyses. Budget of the United States
Goverrmant. Fiscal Year 1989, supra nnte 2 at p.G-43.
Estimates vary. The House Ways and Means Committee has
placed the expected revenue logss assoclated with the
Eaployer-provided Child Care Tax Credit in Fiscal 1989 at
$100 millon (Background Material and Dat« on Programs Within
the Jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways and Means: 1987
Edition, supra note 7 at p.587, Table 5). A more recent
estimate from the Congressional Budget Office puts 1t at $200
million (The Effects of Tax Reform on Tax Expenditures, supra
note 7 at p.48, Table a-1).

9u.s. Department of Labor, Child Care. A Workforce
Issue (1988), p.55 (hereinafter Child Care. A Workforce
Issue).
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Specific Child Care/Rarly Rducation Programs

Seven federal programs ars devoted exclusivaly to child
cere, asarly ;duC|tion or ralated aarvicas, st an annual cost
of about $1.9 billion. The largeat of theass programs is Head
Start, which ependa $1.1 billion per yaar on locsl praachool
programs for low-income children.!0 Head Start servea about
e half million childran.l!

The Child Care Food Program ($551 million)!2 and the
Special Milk Program ($4 million),l3d provide milk, food and
monay to day care providers for an estimated 1.1 million low-
income children deily.lé

The Secretary of Labor'a Task Force on child care has
aleo identifiad the Summer Food Service Program for Children

a8 a fadaral child cara program, wii.h annual axpenditurea

10pxacutive Offica of tha Presidant, Office of
Managemant and Budget, Appandir. Budget of tha United States
Govarnment. Fiscal Year 19389 (1988), p.I-K36 (hei :inafter

Appendix. Budget of the United States Government. Fiscal
Year 1989).

1115 riacal 1985, Bead Start eervad 452,080 children.
"Child Day Care: Selectad Federsl Programs,” supra note 5 at
p.CRS-8.

12pppendix. Budget of the United Stetes Government.
Fiecal Year 1989, supra nota 10, at p.I~E81. For Fiscal -

1988, the Sacratery of Labor's Task Force on Child Care
eastimates outlaya cf $586 million (Child Cere. A Workforca
Isaus, supra note 9 at p.19).

13ch11d Care. A Workforce Issue, supra note 9 at p.22.
Othar satimatea ara far lower. According to a Congressional
Budgat Office eatimate basad on unpublished Food aad
Nutrition Sarvica dats, expenditures are about $0.3 million.

14, {gure for Fiscal 1986. "Child Day Care: Selected
Federal Programs,” supra note 5 at pp.20-21. |

5
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totalling $160 million.l5 This program provides cash and
commodities for schools and public or private non-profit
residential camps serving low income children during the
summer months. We have not included this in our estimates
bacause it lacks a specific child care/early education
component.

The Dapartment of Education also supports preschool
programs for handicapped children by providing states with
about $178 million in grants under the Special Education and
Rehabiiitative Services progrlm.16 Due to the specialized
neads of this program's heneficiaries, some observers are
reluctant to characterize it as a child care program,!7
Neverth- Tess, the program is geared specifically to three to
five year old children. Moreover, if such a limited view
were adopted, Head Start would be a poverty program, and not
a child care/early education one.

Another $11 million provides less direct support for
child care programs. Under the Dependent Care Planning and
Development Program, the Department of Health and Human
Services (HHS) makes grants totalling up to $5 nillion per

year to the states for child care services before and after

15Ch11d Care. A Workforce Issue, supra note 9 at p,20.

16An2endix. Budget of the United States Government.

Fiscal Vear 1999 supra note 10 at p,I-18,

17The program 18 not designated as a federal child care
program, for example, by the Secretary of Labor's Task Force
on child crce.

14
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school, and for the davelopment of local child cera
information end rafsrral sarvicss.l8

Anothsr $5 million in demonstration granta 1s svailable
under Titls II of the Children's Justics Act; these grantas
srs intanded help public and private sganciss fund temporary,
non-medicel child cers servicas to handicappad gnd tsrainally
111 children, and crisis nurssriss for sbusad and neglactad
childran.19 Because this {s & crisis intarvention program,
snd not -rdinsry, supsrvisory child cars, we havas not
included 1t 1n our finel estimates.

Through the Child Developmant Associste Scholarship
Program, HHS makes up to $1 million in grants20 o states for
acholsrships to needy candidstes for the child davelopment
associats cradentisl.2!

The fadaral governmeat also supports the private
sector's provision of child cars through tha various credit

18Appandix. Budgst of the United States Government .
Plscal Tewr 009 suprs more 15, ot oofpmeempestimment.
Cera: Salsctad Federal Programs,” supra note 5 gt p.CRS-12.
The Dapartment of . abor reports expenditures of $8 million

for Fiscal 1988 (Child Cars. A Workforcs 1ssue, supra note 9
at p.34),

19xppropristton for riacel 1988 18 $4.8 million. See
Stephan, S., "Child Day Care: Isaues and Legislation in the
100th Congress” (March 22, 1988), Librery of Congress,
Congrassional Ressarch Service, P.CRS-14 (hereinsfter "Child
Day Cars: Issues and Legislation in the 100th Congress").

zoAgzendix. Budget of the United Statas Government,
Fiscal Vear 1989 supra note 9 st p.I-K37.

21"Ch{ld Day Care: Selected Federal Programs,” supra
nots 5 st p.CRS-25,

Iy
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programs of the Small Business Administration (SBA). In
Fiscel 1988, the SIA 1is expected to provide sbout $19 mil.ion
in various types of loans——direct, digsster and gusranteed--
to providers of child cere.2? The SBA acts primarily as a
guarantor--guaranteeing private loans to small businesses;
sbout 98 percent of gll child care loans were of this type.
Because mos. loans gre ripald, it 1s not possible to
determine net costs to the SBA. Therefore, we have not

included them in our fin r° ates.23

Velfare and Job Trsining—Child Care Expenses

The variors federsl velfare and Job training programs
are another major source of direct and indirect funding for
child care services. In the welfare area, for instance, the
two majer federal programe--Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) 4 Food Stamps--sub ' iize child care
indirectly by allowing recipients :r deduct child care
expenses from thei: ~come when det=rmining eligibilicty,
These policies, which are designed to encourage work and

self-sufficiency, «-,t the federal government an egtimated

221b1d., pp.49.

23Another $0.3 million 1in loans are expected to be made
rough the SBA's Small Business Investment Companv /SBIC)
rogram. SBIC's are SBA-licensed private investm iirms
that borrow portions of their capital from the feceral
Bovernment at favorable rates. The Department of Labor
reports that SBIC f.vo!vement with child carc providers 1is
groviag rapidly (Ibid., p.50).

15,
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$89 aillion in Piscal 1987.24

Similar child care deductions are also allowed under two
feders' housing assistunce programs: (1) the Public end
Tndien Housing Proy-am, snd {2) the Section 8 Housing
Programs, which provides rent vouchers to make private
housing affordsble for low-income famili-s. Both programs
deduct child care expenses from ramily fncome when
determining participants' rent copayment. In Fiscal 1988, ar
estimated 210,000 families with 480,000 children are expected
to deduct child care expenses, at & cos* of $18 million, 25

The Hork Incentive Program (WIN) seeks to reduce welfare
dependency by providing money to atates to help AFDC
reciplents find and retain jobs. States ar. required to

provide child care services to WIN perticipants who neec

24Eatimated totsl cost of the Food Stampa child care
deduction 15 $50 million. Congressionsl Budget Office,
unpublished ansl- sis of Food and Nutrition Service dats
(1988). See alr, Chiid Care. A Workforce lasue, supra note
9 at p.21. S

Estimated totsl cost of the AFDC child care deduction
is $44 millfon. Calcilated by authors usicg the following
dats. Out of sn average monthly caseload of 3.5 m{llion AFDC
famiides {n Fiscal 1983, about one percent had child care
expenaes deducted from their earnings. The aversge monthly
amount of child care expense deducted in Fiscal 1983 was
sbout $96 ("Cuild Dsy Care: Selected Federal Programs,"
LUprs note 5 at p.CRS-16). Assuming program participation
ves esaentially the same in Fiscal 1987, 38,000 familiea, or
one percent of sversge monthly caseload for Fiscal 1987
(Appendix. Budget of the United States Government. Fiscal
‘ear_1989, suprs note 10 at p.I-K34) took en »7erage annual
<eduction of $1,152. The Department of La. orovides an
estinate of $40 million (Child Cere. A Workfoice Isaue,
supra note 9 at p.35).

25Chi1d Care. A Workforce Issue, supra note 9 at p.42.

9
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them. In Fiscal 1987, thase sarvices cost the faderal
govarnment au estimat~d $12.6 million.26

As part of its overall strategy for training
sconomically dissdvantaged individusls and dislocated
vorkers, ths federasl government providaes money to statass for
child care services snd subsidies vithin brosd-based
employment programs. Local prograza funded under the Job
Training Partnership Act (JPTA) spend over $9 million for
~hild care supportive services and stbsidies,2?

There are child care components in four JPTA-funded
programs. Under Title [I-A, which authorizes grants to
states for Job training for the economically disadvantaged,
expenditures for child care- about $6 million--go to training
Program psrticipants as child care Vorkers, or to provide

them with child care services.28 rtitle IV authorizes funding

26Es. {mate 1s 10 percent of $126 nillion, che Fiscal
1987 budget (Appendix. Budget of the Iinited States
Government. Fiscal Year 1989, supra note 9 at p.I-K35). Ten
percent is the proport.on of WIN's budget for Fiscal 1977
devoted to child care expenses. (U.S. Department of Health,
Education end Welfare, 0ffice of Human Development Services,
Adainistration for Public Services, Administration -
Children, Youth and Families, Social Services, U.S..
Statistical Tables, Summaries and Analyses of Scrvices Under
Social Sscurity Act, Title XX, IV-B, and IV-A/C for -he 50
States and District of Columbia (1977), p.30, figure 17,
cited in U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Cni’d Care and
Equal Opportunity for Women (June 1981), P.33.) We recognize
that this ir a very rough estimate, since WIN Programs make
use of other child care prograns,

27ch11d care. A Workforce Isg -, supra note v ar pp.44-

47,

281b1d., p.4é.
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for joh placement programs geaared epecifically to farr
worlere; an eetimated $3 million gose to child care
expendituree.29 The Joh Corpa (Title IV-B), which funds
training for economically dieadvantaged youths, apends ahout
$0.3 million for ¢:11d care.3C

Yo help dieplaced workare readjuet to changing economic
circumstances, the Dielocated Workere Program (Title III)
providee thes with employwent and training eervices, as well
ae Suprortive gervicee such ee child care. Child ca.e
assietance, generally provided thrc gh reimburscment,
estimated at $0.2 willion.3!

The Department of Education also supporte child care
through {te Office of Vocational and Adult Educetion. Basic
4rants to the etates permit them ~o spend on child care for
participante {n locel vocetiomal edwemtion programs.
Howsver, etatee devote only e frectiom of these fands to
child cere-~juet over $1 millfon out of a total budget of
eround $800 mil fon.32 !

4 reneved emphaeie on esuch job training TYOgTAmS were a
wajor companent of ell major welfare weform proposals put

forth (n Zomngrese in 1987, with apecial attention on the

291n1d., p.46.

$01h4q., p.47.

311b4d., p.4s.

32patinate hased on an unpublished survey of state

epending for 1785. Office of the Secretary, Department of
Education.  See also Child Care. A Workforce Issue, p.27.

1
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nsads of femals-headed familiss. If single mothers on
velfars ars to becoms sslf-sufficient, they w21l need to
vork; and if they are to work, somsons will have to mind
their children.

In its original form, I sprasantstiva Downey's "Family
Welfare Reform Act of 1987," would reimburse mothars for
their child cers costs for up to 8ix months safter they get
Jjobs and lssve the velfara rolls. To qualify for
raimbursement, though, child care would have to be licensed.
In 1987, the Congressionsl Budget Office (CBO) estimated the
costs of this provision gl ne to total $835 million over §
ysars.33

It is important to note, nowever, that when the bill
passed the House in November 1987. it included up to 12
months uf transitionsl child cere assistance for families who

laft walfare becsuse of increased esrnings. CBO estimates

thet this new provision would cost $550 millio: over f¢
years,

CBO ~stimates that a similer transitional child care
provision in Senator Moynihan's "Family Security Act of 87"

votld cost about $75 million in {its first year and rise to a

33The bill would also increase the amount ~¢ child care
expense exemptions for AFDC and Food Stamps--at an annual
cost of $4-~6 million. Congressional Budget Offics,
"Estimated Cost to the Federal Government of H.R. 1720 as
Amended" (June 17, '987), p.3.

12
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lavel of about $115 million after ths sscond yssr.3

Rep. Michsl's "AFDC Employ~ent and Trasining
Raorganizstion Act of 1987," s Republican gltsrnative to
Desocratic welfars rafors propossls, would provide fundas to
sstsblish employment and training programs, including
transitional child cers and transportstion sssistancs. To
maximiza the stetes' flexibility, howaver, thas bill would let
wtetss dacids how they should spand ths monsy. As s result,
spacific CBO sutimatss on tha costs of child cars provisions

ars not sveilsbls.35

Student Financial A{4—Child Care Ex enses

A number of fadersl financial sid programs for students
bsse the aizs of fndividusl grents upon tha cost of achool-.
attandance, which baginning in 1988, may includs ressonabls

child cars etpenlnn.36 Dats on ths costs of this new child

34The Moyrthan bill would provide child care
reimbursement for up to nins months after leaving welfars.
Congrassional Budget Offica, "Estimated Cost to the Federal
Government of Moynihan B{11" (praliminery)(July 14, 1987),
P.2.

35In f1te firet ysor, the costs of ths overall employmant
and treining program vor 1d ba $234 million, rising to nesrly
$3°0 million by ths fifth yesr. Congrassfonsl Budget
.1ice, "The Estimatad Costs to the Fedarsl Govarmment of
8.R. 3200" (preliminary) (Septembar 22, 1987), p.l.

36Progrlun includs Pell Grants, Supplemental Fducation
Opportunity Grants, Worl-Study, the Parkins Loan Program, the
Income~Contingent Losn Program, the Statas Student Incentive
Program snd ths Gusrantesd Student Loan Program. Ses Child
Cars. A Wourkforcs Isasuse, supra note 9 at p.27 and p.29.

13
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care provision are not available for most of these programs,
Sut estimates provided by the Department of Libor indicate
that ch‘ld care will add an estimated $65 million to total
experditures for the Pell Grants program, which provides

grants for low-income students.37

Social Services/Comminity Developnent Funding

Besides the programs described abuve, some portion of an
additional $6 billion38 1n gocial services and _hild yelfare
grants and community development grants, 1s gvailable ‘or
child care gervices. Unfortunately, the structure of these
prograis--block grants to the states--makes it difficult to
determine with any degree of certainty just how much aoney 1is
involved.

Consider the largest of these programs--the Social
Servicea Blsock Grants (Title XX). In Fiscal 1987, over $2.7

b111ion39 was given tc the statea to provide a full range of

371b1d., p.27.

38Programs include Social Services Block Grants;
Community Development Block Grants; Community Services Block
Granta; and the Area Economic and Resource Development
Program. Child welfare grant programs include Child Welfare
Servicea: the Child Welfare Training Program; Indian Child
Welfare Grants; and Child Welfare Research and Demonstration
Projects. For a description of child care-related
activitiea, see "Child Day Care: Selected Federal Programs,"
supra note 5 at pp.CRS-6-26. For bi.get information, see
Appendix. Budget of the United States Government . Fiscal
Year 1989, supra note 10 at pp.I1-K35-37 and I-MZ2.

39%ppendix. Budget of the Un!ted 3tates Government.
Fiscal Year 1989, supra note 10 at p-I1-K36.

14
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socisl servicas-—~st the states’' discretion* there are no
raquiresents ss to how tha atates ghould spportion the money.
To snhanca further states’ flexibility, thcre sre also no
datailed record-keeping raquirements on how these funds ire

ussd, or whom they banefit. Thus, thers 1s little data on

care.40

Tha Department of Labor rsports that $660 million (24
percent) of Title YX spending aupports child cere.4l From a
recent survey of state child cere spending, the Department o f
Herlth end Human Services estinated the combined state and
r2dersl spending on child care totals $1.1 billion Jer
year.42 Thus, sssuming s atendard tvo-thirds federal share,

totsl federsl aperding could be as high as $726 million per

40pltimately, the extent to which statea psy for child
care through Title XX~--or any other federsl block grant--is
not terribly relevent. A state has 8 certain amount of money
with which to pay for social services, with funds coming from
fadersl, state end locsl sources. How a state chooses to
allocate this money--and from what sources it funds
particular activities~-does not chenge the total amount of
funde availablas for socisl services.

Like all money, Title XX funds are funyible, or
interchangssble; 1f & state choosss to spend all of fta
federsl woney on child caere, that doesn't nacecsarily mean
that it's spending s lot of money on child care relative to
other states. It does mean that the state would have to
"charge off" all other socisl services to stste and locsl
8carces--essentially an sccounting dacision.

41Chi1d cere. A Workforce Iassue, supra note 9 at p.31.

420ff1ce of the Asaistant Secretary for Planning and

hov much Titls XX woney 1is spent by the atatea on child
Evalustion, Departs:nt of He.ith and Human Services.

\‘1‘ 11\_
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year, or abcut 7 percent of total Title XX spending.43
States and communities spend an estimated $30 million on
child care using money from Community Development Block
Grants (CDBG), which are desizned to stimulate community
development in low-to-moderate income communities.%4 CDGB
funds may be used to conmstruct new child care facilities, to
rehabilitate existing facilities, or simply to provide child
care services. The $30 million 1in child care expenditures
represents about one percent of total CDBG spending. In
1987, Congress appropriated an additional $$ million in
demonstration grants for child care programs within low-

income public housing; projects.45

Federal Employee “hild c;:;hlenefits

The federal government also supports child care by
providing child care services to federal employees--civilian
and military. The Department o Defense spends over $69
million annually to subsidize child care for the dependents

of armed forces personnél. World-wide, about 412 military

430ther estimates are lower. Kahn and Kamerman, tor
instance, put Title XX spending on child care for Fiscal 1986
at $387 milliom, or about 15 percent of total Title XX
spending for that year. See Child Care: Facing the Hard
Ch:ices (Dover, MA: Auburn House Publishing Company, 1987),
Taple 1,0

44Cchild care. A Workforce Issue, supra note 9 at p.40.
See also Appendix. Buaget of the United States Government.
Fiscal Year 1989, supra note 10 at pp.I-M21-22.

45YCh11d Day Care: Issues and Legislation in the 100th
Congress," gsupra note 18 at pp.CRS-11-12.
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installations serve an estimated 90,000 children through 5'8
child care centers “* The General Services Administration
also spends about $1 million a year on child care centers in
federal work place8.47 Since these expenditures are more
akin to employee beneff*s than to a generalized child care

subsidy, they are not included in our final estimates,

The federal govermment curreutly has a broad range of
programs and subsidies that support child care, directly or
indirectly. Perhaps these programs are not as substantial as
child care advocates would like them to be, but they are
substantial ne ctheless, as Table 1 clearly {llustrates.

Moreover, federal support of child care has been
expanded substantially since the early 1970s, with thz costs
of these programs and subsidies rising from about $1 billion
in Fiscal 1972 to over $6.2 billion in Fiscal 19t7.
Accounting for inflation, that's a real increase >f 127
percent. (See Table 2.)

Poor and lower-income families, however, have not been
the main beneficiaries of this increased federal spe-~ding.
During thi{s period, spending on programs such as Head Start,

the Child Care Food Program, Social Services (Jitle XX) block

461p1d., p.25.
471b1d., p.30.

17

Lo

[y




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

156

grants, and ths child cere associated with most fedaeral
welfare and job training programs rose from about $800
million to about $2.7 billion, which is only a 27 percent
incr ase after inflation.

The other $3.5 billion in federal child care costs ia
attr.butable to the two income tax credits, tae Child and
Devendent Care Credit and the Employer-Provided Child Care or
Dependent Services Credit.

The Child Care Credit datea back to 1954 when it was s
limited deductfon. After successive libe_alizations of the
deduction in tne [Y6Us and early 1970s, Congress made it a
credit in 1976. But the real increases in its cost have come
only in the last fifteen years: ‘rom $224 million to $3.5
billion, an after-inflation jump of a whopping 479 percent.
The 1989 cost 1s projected to be another $1.° billion dollars
higher, a 31 percent rige in just two years. CBO estimates
show continuous increases into the early 1990s, with a cost
approaching $5 billion by 1993.48

The Employer-Provided Child or Dependent Care Services
Tax Credit is growing even faster--from $30 million in 1987
to a projected $!50 million in [989--a fivefold increase in
cnly two years. Moreover, CBO projects that the costs of

this credit will algo continue to rise into the next decade,

48The Effects of Tax Reform on Tax Expenditures, supra
note 7 at p.48, Table a-I.

i8

16,




157

approaching ¢ billion by 1993 49

Perhaps the child care {ssue has beem off the "federal
agenda” since 1972, but, behind the scenes, federal subsidies
ha're more than doubled Tris increuse, * wever, came almost
entirely in the area of tax credits which largelv br efitted
middle-class families--not low-income ones. Tax credits do
not benefit poor or lower-Income families who hardly pay
taxes in the first place. In 1983, example, less than
one percent of tax credir benefits went to families with
adjusted gross incomes below $10,000, and only 16 percent to
families with adjusted gross incomes below $15,000.50

Thus, the last decade and a half has witnessed a sharp
reversal! in the beneficiaries of federal child care
assistance. In 1972, nearly 80 percent of federal
expenditures benefi-ted low-income families; now, about half
do. (See Figure 1.)

My concern is that the major bills now before Congress--

Senator De .'s Act For Better Chiid Care Services (ABC)51 and

491b1d,

50steurle, E. and Wilson, P., "The Taxation of Poor and
Lower-income Workers," Tax Notes (February 16, 1987), p.706.
For 1985, the House Ways and Means Committee has reported
that six percent of benefits went to persons with adjusted
gross incomes below $10,0C0, though the distribution of
benefits within $10,000-2(,000 adjusted gross income class
was suvstantially unchanged. (Background Material and Dat1_on
Frograms Within the Jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways and
Means: 1988 Editiom, r.pra note 3 at p.615).

515.1885, 100th Congress., ls* Sess. (1987) (hereinafter
5.1885).
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Senatv. Hatch's €' il Caze ssrvi-os CIPIIVEETE ALt aay gy

80 a loog way to ratify the trend toward greater middle class

subsidies,

The ABC b1ll, for example, would support ig/;amilies

earning up co 115 percent of the ,edian income, 53
Nationally, that would be about $34,000, but ABC sets
eligioility by state median incomes, so that many states
would have considerably higher caps: $39,530 in Illinois,
$39,920 in the District of Columbia, $41,656 in California
and $44,941 {n Massachusetts, for example, 3% Moreover, the

bill does not guarantee low-income families a minimum

percentage of appropriated funds; it merely requires that

state plans "give priority for services to children with the

lowest family incomes."55 The Hatch bill has no income cap.

Perhaps child care should be universal--available to all

families, regardless of their income--1ike public schools,

But that is - . eventual question, :s jg the proper role of

the federal government in establishing such a system, For

now, in this era of Gramm-

Rudman-Hollings, when programs tor

the disadvantaged are under the gun, it 1s simply wrong to

funnel scarce federal dollars--in increasing amounts and

525.2084/H.R. 4002, 100th Cong., 2nd Sess. (1988).

335.1885, supra note 37 at sec.l8.

SACongressional destarch Service, cited in Henderson,
K., "Federal Day-care Bills: 'You have to start somewhere',"
Christian Science Monitor (January 21, 1988), p.23.

335.1885, supra note 37 at sec. 7 (11)(B)(1).
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proporcions-—~to middle-class families who need them less,

Priority should be given to families In greatest need.




TABLE | TYX ESTIMATED COSTS OF FEDEIAL CEILD CARF PROGIANS AND TAX CREDITS
(Piscal yerra. millioms of dollars)

Tax Expendituree
Cnild end Dependant “ere Tax (red(c®

Emplover-Pravided Child or Dependent
Care Serv ~es Tax Credic®
“on-profit Child Care Center Tax Exemptiond

/Early Ecucscion

Head Stsrc

Child Cere Food Program

Spacial Educacion and Rahabilicecive
Servicaa--Praschool Grants

Dependent Cacs Planning and Developmanc®

spectel Yilk Prograal

Child Dav~lopment Aesociate
Scholatentp Progrand

Welfere snd Job Training—=Child (ere Expenese
Food Stamps™

Ald to Familiee Wich Lependant Children
Houeing Aasietance

work Incentive Program

Job traising Partnarship aced

vocstional Educarion

Student_Financisl Aid--Child lere Eleuuk
Peil orante
Ochar Pru.ull‘

Socts] Services/Community Development runalnl

Soctal Services Block Grente (Title XX)

Community Devalopment Block Grant®

Child helfare Programs”

Ar  Econowic snd Rseourcs Davelopeent
Program®

TOTAL

16,

160

1§72

RN

$1.010+

22

1980

$ 956

"6
216

36
60

'1s

82,734+

1972-19498

198°

33,473

660
30

$6,237+

1988

$3.920

1949

$4 583

$7,6714+
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Notes to Table 1

For re gons dsscribed at various points in the text, fot all federal programs
relatel tc child care are included here

Figure for 1972 {8 estimated reveuue loss associated with Child and Dependent
Care tax deduction for 197. tax year Chi1ld ard Dependent Care Tax (redit was

eatabiished in 1976

Credit was not established until 1981

Exemption took effect in 1984

Program was friot established until 1986

Eatimatea for 1972 and 1980 are nct available

Program was not established until 1986

Estimates for 1972 are not available

tstimates for 1972 and 1980 are not available

Program wss not dutablished until 1042

Child care expenses tfirat allowed 1n 1988.

For list of programs, see note
Estab’ ‘ghed in 1975, estimates
and 1989 {nclude approriations
note 45.

For list of programs, see note

38, estimates for 1988 and 1989 are not availahle

for 1980 are not aveilable Estimates for 1988
from Housing and Communitv Develcopment Grants (see

36 Estimates for 1972 and 1980 are not available.

Esrimate for 1972 is not available, estimates for 1987-1989 are less than $°00,000
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TABLE 2: THR ESTIMAYED COSTS OF FEUERAL CHILD CARE PROGRAMS AND TAX CREDITS: 1972-1°37
(Yiacsl years, millionr of dollars)

1972 1980 1987
Tax Expend{tures
current dollars $ 224 $ 956 $3,508
(1987 dollars) (605) (1,310) (3,508)
Child Care/Early Education
408 991 1,869
(1,102) (1,358) (1,869)
Welfare and Job Training -Chi{ld Care Expeises
117 212 135
(316, (290) (135,
Socisl Services/Community Development Funuing
261 611 691
(705) (837) (691)
TOTAL
$4,010 $2,770+ $6.203+

($2,728) ($3,795+) ($6,203)
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Est. Cost of Federal Child—Care

Progroms ond Tox Credit (1972-89)

///

I -

] /,,..

"

T T T T T T T T T | | T T T
1972 1974 1976 1978 1 980 1982 1984 1986
Yeor

Tax Fxp + Progrom Exp o Totol Exp

160

1988

J¥01d

<

£91




164

Mr. KiLpee. Thaik you, Mr Besh: rov.

Our last witness in tius panel is Mrs. I’hyllis Schlefly, president
of the Eagle Forum.

Welcome, Mrs. Schiafly.

STATEMENT OF PHYLLIS SCHLAFLY. PRESIDENT. EAGIL.E FORUM

Mrs. Sch: LY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

My name 1s Phyllis Schlafly, and I'm a lawyer, writer. mother of
six, and grandmother of five, and the president of Eagle Forum.

I ask that my entire statement be printed in the record, and I'll
shorten it here fcr the interest of time.

Mr KiLpee. Without objection, your prepared statement will be
inserted in the record immediately following your oral statement.

Mrs. ScHLAFLY. We opposed H.R. 3660, the Federal Babysitting
Bill, because it massiveiy discriminates first against mothers who
take care of their own children, second against methers who choose
alternate child :are by rolatives, friends or neighbors, withaut
regard to whether they are Government licensed, and third against
far.alies who choose religiously affiliated day care.

Let me say, Mr. Chairman, that I respect employed mothers. I
grew up in a home where my mother was the principal breadwin-
ner. But we are very fed up, really, with the steady stream of em-
ployed women znd men who come before committees of Congress
and appear on the media ard treat full time mothers in a way
which is insultirg or belittling or patronizing. Particular when this
is as though they are no longer to be respected or considered in
Federal or Governmental policies.

Some 54 percent of the childrcn under age six have mothers in
the home, not in the worktorce. There are approximately 16 mil-
lion full-time homemakers, and there are tens of millions of women
who were full-time mothers, and after their children are grown,
have gone into the labor force.

I just don’t hear this group represented. Th~se are the ones who
have given really « ity care to children, and who should be rec-
ognized as the real experts about quality care.

The real purpose of this bill seems to be to induce middle-class
American parents to put their children in secuw.ar, custodial care
from a very early age. To be eligible for benefits under the bill, the
mother must be >mpioyed. She may not be a full-time homemaker.,
The ’ay care facllity must be Government licensed and regulated,
the day care facility must be purged of all references to religion,
and the staff must fulfill Governmert training requirements.

Why should the small percentage of families that choose this
type of custodial warehousing for their children be rewarded with
taxpayer paid berefits? This bill is so discriminatory that I don't
understand how any Congreisman running for office this year
could possibly support it.

Sections 19 and 20 are a.cong the most bigoted, anti-religious sec-
tions ever proposed in any legislation. Any faciity where the chil-
dren say “Thank you, God, for these cookies” would be automati-
cally barred from benefits.

But it wouldn’t help matters if sec.ions 19 and 20 are deleted, be-
¢ 1se since the Grove City law was passed, any church based day

16,
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care facility that even indrrectly accepts one dollar of benefits
would bring the church itself under Federal regulation

I also feel that 1t would be discriminatory acainst the church
based davcare becance 1t would stosidize their sccular competitors
and 1nduce membe: of the congregation not to use the chaich
based day care

We don’t need a Federal admnistrator of babysitting to set regu-
lations for child care But if any regulations are to be proposed.
they should prevent the hiring of caretakers who nught have
records of crime. drugs or contagious disease Yet this bill 1s «ilent
on this 1ssuc

Attached to my testimony 1s & statement which quotes the most
offensively discriminatory sections of H R 5660, and shows how
they could be ewritten to ma. e them acceptable to all families 1n-
stead of just to the special mterest segment of society which the
bill benefits

This 1s a positive approach to the Kildee bill.

The fairest and the most non-discriminatory and the most cost-
efficient way for the Federal Government to help families pay the
cost of child care is to allow families a tex credit on their 1ncome
tax for each child. Providing funds for child care through tax cred-
its, instead of by Federal grants. would mean that the parents
would have 100 percent freedom of choice to select the child care
options they want.

This would meet the tests presented here today by Secreta.y
Bennett It would also meet the test presented by the Chairman
when he said that we should recognize different structures of the
family and different needs.

A tax credit plan would recognize treedom of choice

Now, if vou would please look at the big print chart which was
referred to earlier, you would see the contrast batween the Kildee
bill and the Holloway bill—how many children would be wen. fited”
Probably at most, under 3660, some (00,000 children might be ben-
efited. Under the Hoiloway, 20 million children under mandatory
school age would be beneftid

How much would the annual cash benefits be per child? Under
2660, maybe $50 to $150 Under 3944. the Hollowav bill, cash bene-
fits would be between ¥15G and $400 pe. year. per «.aild

Now, who would get the cash? Under 36u0. most of the cash
would go to the bureaucracy and the day care centers and provid-
ers, many of whom are wunesses and financially interested 1n the
passage of this bill Under the Holloway bill, 100 percent of the
funds would go directly to the family

There seems to be a great resistance among some peop.e to let
families spend their own money for the child care of their choice.
This is very hard to understand.

Whao kind of care would the ch:ldren receive? Well, in order to
get benefits under 3660, childre : would be forced to use Federally
licensed, scrupulcasly seclar institutions with Government
trained staff. Under 3944, pa-.nts would have 100 percent £ vedom
to choose any type of care—by mothers, by family members, by
neighbors, by church, by commercial centers. or whatever

Which families would get the benefits” Under 3660, it would dis-
criminate, as the previous speaker si d. in favor of employed moth-
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ers. and agienst ful me mol 10, aa cL i v to tamulies
with higne: income it © the higher mcome famiites waere the
mother 1s employed Tl..s 1> the group that seems to be demanding
subsidies today

Under 3944. the funds would benefit ali families without discrim-
mation, ard the benefits would be weighted to advantage lower
income families. because 1t would be tax-refundable at the iower
levels

Despite its diccrimmnation and himited benefits to such a small
number of pec- le, 3660 would cost %2.5 billion on top of the current
child care credit But the 344, the child care tax credit reform bill,
wnuld cost only 3800 million on top of the current c'.ild care credit.

We urge vou to reject all plans to give discriminatory Federal
grants for day care, and to adopt a tax credit plan that 1s fair to
all. American fanulies deserve the right to spend their own money
for the child care of their choice

Thank you. Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Phyvlhs Schlafly follows |
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Why should the small percentage of families that choose t'.s type
of custodial warehousing for their children be rewarded with taxpayer-
paid benefits? This bill 1S So discriminatory that 1% .s hard to see
how any Congressman running for office .n 1988 co id face h1S constitu-
ents 1f he Supports 1t.

Sections 19 and 20 are among the most bigoted, anti-religious
sections ever proposed 1n any legislation. Ary facility where tne
children say "Thank you, God, for these cookies"” woull be automatically
barred from benefits under the bill Crurch-based day care 1S the type
of day care most easily found at a reasonable price by low-1ncome
parents -- yet this bill would prohibit trose parents from receiving
benerits,

It would not help matters 1f tne insulting Sections 19 and 20 are
deleted because, since the Grove City Law was passed, any church-baseu
day care facility that even indiructly accepts one dollar of benefit
would br.ng the church 1tself under Federal r+ lation. Fffectively,
thi1s means that the bill would be offering financial inducerencs to
members of a congrejetion 'IT to use their own church-based day care
and to transfer their children to the Federal-style secular
institutions that are advartaded under this bill.

we don't need a Federal Administrator of Baby Sitt.nad to set
Federal r.gulations for child ~. But, 1f any regula®t16. are to be
proposel, thay should prevent tpe hiring of caretakers who might have
records of crime, drugs, or contaglous discase. Yetr, this bill i-
s1lent on thie 1ssuc.

Attached to my test.n. , 15 & statement whicn glotes the most
offensivesy dis.rimitatory sections of H.R. 3669 and shows how they

should o2 r=writter o make thes ac~eptable to all families 1nstead of
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“ge
Just to the specpal-intere ot segweat of societ; which the bill benetites

This b1l ni. norhang th do with telping toe poor anl needy
weltar» tecipients are alrexdy prorided with Federal diay c4te subsidies
tu th» tune f at least $2 1 llion a yeat In order to grt benef . ts
ynder 11 R 3660, tne mother must o> emplcyed!

This b1ll wcald create an entitierert for middle-claz- families
w.th 1 wedian tamily 1ncome up to L1y percent of the mediay family
1mcome 15 oach stat e,  In Serator Chris Dodd's state, sabsidie. would
go to twu-earuer couples with family i1ncomes up to $46 774 In
Congresstan Kitdee's state, subsidies woald go to two-earner couples
w th famil; 1ucomes up to $38,994.

B.t the mei11r tamily ipce - of traditional, two-pareat, single-
waraor farilies who woild pe forced to pay *axes %2 firance this bill
-~ out woLld be probipited from receiving beapefits under 1t -- 1§ only

[4e)

$25,803 war o1 ripoetf It 1s clear that this bill s designed
sreate a4 tiriemest for oyupple, two-carner couples that would be
doniel tooaotners who care tor ¢ oir _ar children

Thi- bill 15 the first stepy of the long-rarge plan of the chiid
devolopientalists wan want to bring all children .nuer geroment
contro.t Tneir 3ari, Protessor Fdwird 2Zigler of Yale Lniversity, has
5311 ‘Tt we need a4 child care projgram costing $75 to $100 billion a

Feart  The ooare tne types of peep’s wao boasted in the 1oport of the

1970 ahts M 1 e fantsrence on Chiadeen that the) wart conprehensive
B t

child ar.cioprent and da, cate prograns boecaase. "Diay ~at e 45 A
powe ptul rnstyt ot o0 A da, 1o prodran thit riacsters 5 oa child
. Sl onnthe oy Gix ynars of o1y 13 ouor 8,07y hogr t terrn ot

Calar s, froar o, belred o, by Waoroor

ho Vare st , PhS L sar - gl raniaat oy, the rost coste=sfficient
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way for the Feder.l Government to help families pay the costs >f child
care 1S to aliw families a tax credit on their income tax for each
child. Providing tunds for child care through tax credits -- 1nstead
of by Federal grants -- would mean that parents would have 10U percent
freedon ot cnoice to select the child care options they want.

Her» 15 a chart which shows the enormous differerce botwcen the
discriminitory H.R, 3660 ard the Child Care Tax Credit keiorm Bill,
d.R. 3944

How miny ch ldren would be benefited? H.R, 3660 would benerit, at
most, an estinated 700,000 ~r.ldren. H R 3944 would henefrt all
20,000,090 children under manrdatory chool age

How much would the annual cash benefits be per child? Under H.R
3660, mayl» 350 to $150. Under n R. 3944, cash benefits would be
brtween $150 and $400 3 year per chaild,

Who woild get the cash?  Under H R, 3660, most of the cash would
go to the bureascracy and the da, care centers tinder HL.R. 3944, 100
percent of the funds would wo Jdirectly to famiiies

wha*r <13d . ire wouald children receive? In order ‘o ge=t any
benetits undsr H v 3660, children ~ould te forced to use f{ederally-
liceased, <.tupiloasly=seciiar institytions with government-trarned
staff tnder Ho® o 3944, parents woulld bave 100 percent freedom to
choose au, *,pe of care == by moathers, by family members, by neizhoors,
by chareh, or by comrmercial centers.,

wWhaith famrliers wolld 30t the bhenefits? H R 3I6€0 would diszraumi-

nate 1n favor of smploged mother, and agaiast fulltime mothers, and the

benefaits wonld vonastly to families wnich have higher in omes becanse
the ooty 112 T, 0 . bader B R 3944, the fuunds wonll oenefit all
fim1lies withous liscrurinitior, and the ben *1rs would be Wi ted to
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advantayge lower-inc families

Despite (o5 di-_rimination and limited peactits ta <4 hoa sral’
namber of people, H,R. 3600 would cost $2 5 billion on top of the
current Child Care Credit. But H R 3944, the Child Care Tax Credit
Reform Bill, would cost o1ly $800 million on top of the cuarrent Child
Care Credit

We 2 you to reject all plans to give discriminatory Federal
grant~ for day care and tn adopt a Tax Credit plan that 15 fair to atl
American families deserve the right to spend their own money for tae '

chiid care of the r choice

Dodd-Kildee Bill ¢ wo: < s compared to tHollow 1 Bill 1ig 13 5 2180
wsuimated TOU 0N aumber of children bencefited” 20006 010
estimated $90 1 $150 annaal cash benefies per chid” SES0 1o $400
burtaucraty and day ware cantery who gets the cash” 10 o tamilies

sequired touse fuderally licensed ceners what kind of care” 1007 trced mtc choos (are by mothers
wlally secuiar go conmunt tramed staff fumis - Gehbors church comme ik
only families with empiosad mothers wluch furmices get the benefis™ all tamines wathout discnimination,

mostly higher income famihies mosth lowe income tamahies
$¥7 budbon for cusrent child care cednn whut 13 the annual cos’ 337 bulon for current child care credot
+ 25 bilhon for Dodd Kildee + % bunon tor Holloway reform
$62 hillon with growth e eey veur S5 hilion e fugure nurease

O
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What's Wrong With the Dodd-Kildee Baby-Sitting Rill?

e hb Tomd calimms ol thasd poages contan CnLerpts
frow the 62 pagc Dudd Raldee Bill which are discrmmma
tors agimst mathiars who e for ther own cluldien,
dicrauat s agwnst Londis® frcedonn v dioose e
ik Circthoy wom wathoat gaverimmont eaterfesence, ar
turcwceacs burdding mstcad of bonefit g

SECTION T SHORT 1Ll
U Fins Aceonin be anad ssthe At for Bater Child Cane
Survices of 1987

SEC 2TINDINGS AND PURPOSE
) Compress fands th o

CO B numbee ol dubhben I mg i ionies whee both
parants worh ol m fomes with 1 smglc puaon wha
swoths s mcrcrsed dramatcdiy over the Jast ded wde

£2) the uhibdity of quaney duld s antical o the
sdlsubticancy md mds peadoned ol ithens of Amerwcan
Tthies mdudimg the growmg sumba of mothas with
voung Cuidicn whooaaeth et of cconomic nccaty

(3 hugh quabis duld i programs qan srongthon our
ity by providing voung cadien wath e foandauion on
which 1o dum the brag shills neccsany o b produciive
wothers

) e veres trons bith o age 6 arc calical vears i ¢
dovdopmant of 1voung dinid

(SYhigh quatins Gy duldhood desdopmant progrims
provided dunng the ponod refonad toom paragraph 4) are
cost ctiecte Becse cac pregrams an reduee the chances
of juvanle dadmguency adoleseent progeane and sapiove
the ke load thar chldeon wilk fussh gl schonl and become
cnplovad

(6) the number ol guoalty Culd care arangemans falks
far chertof the numbcr wgured for duldsan monerd of Cld
LUC SIS

(THbcapd e ot putiapation v the labor force by
muthers of duldren urdeor ticago of 1hasresalied inaantical
shittage of gty dutd Cuc armngonents for mfants and
toeddices

(83 the lack of warlibde child care scrvices el n
miny peesehool aid school age chaldren beine kel s ithout
weguate suparsa on fer spmlicant pasts of the gas

(DY working prcars we unabie to aflord adequate
chifd e soviecs md do not e adequate finangal
assl e for suyhaaces honranplovers o public sources

(i atugenumbor of prucnls e n, tabl o wotk or to
sk e g o educaton th 110 bueome <¢'t
sutl aent because ol the dack of atlosd able duld v ar

CEEEmaking e gente dnld qare seraces available for
parents shoare cmploscd schog anplwment o <ceking o
dosdoponplosarathilleprametes and stregtens the wol
bomg of bl i the nitonad comonny

123 the oxe pronally Tow silanes paid 1o duld
worthess contnbutes oo an mordmuely i e of statl
trnoser i the chibd Cire Gdd nokeot ditficult © rotaim
quiahd sl and vorady afects the guabits of culd cue

priv s
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Lhe nght hand columns of those pages gise suggested
Language showmg how the Dodd Bildee Bill cowld he
amended 1o make 1t non discrmmtitory and to give 100
pereent of the as arlable ludimg ducths o Canuhes mste.anl
ulmost e "t huildmg o bureaucracs that woutd ¢ meal
and dictate faunly ileersiens

SFCHON 1 SHORT i b
(a) This Aoy be aited as the 1988 Actlor Eamly Cluid
Care’

SEC 2 FINDINGS / ND PURPPOSI
(a2} Congress finds that

(1) the number of caldren bang m homes without a
fulliune mother, or without any lather at all has mereased
dramatically oser the last doc e,

(2) the avatability of wother car is cntieat 1o the scll
sufficicacs andmde pendence of nlhons of Amencar fannhies,
ind mathers should not be forced ko the labor foree out of
ceouuilie necesaty

(3 tugh quality mother care can sirengthen cur socity
by providing soung cildien wativthe foundaton on winch w
learn the basic shills necessary o be producting workers

() mather care s cspearatly nacded i the arical yeas
the desdopmant of a sowig child, Trn bt 1o age o,

(5) bagh quality mother care duning the penod rede.red to
m puagiaph (4) 15 cost ellective beaause fulleme niother
proside childien with ehject constaney and personal care
above and beyond what an eiployee would give and such
constant supervison wan reduce the diees of juvende
dedinquency adolescont pregnancy asd impros e the hkelihood
that cufdren will fimish high schwol and become employed,

(6) evpunence shows that the os crw helnng majonty of
mothers prefer to provide thar childicn with mother care,
and,fthat isnot possible prefer care withn the fanuly umit or
witha known naghbor inanearby home and only 12 percent
of mothers place thew duldren in dav care that could be
desinbed as a “faality  an “inctitution o a “center

(7)th=rapid growth of parhapation m the labor foree by
mathersof children undes the age of 1 has resulted n a entieal
reduction n mother care needed by mfants and ddlers

1#) the ceononnic crunch on mothas of small culdien
tesults 10 mans preschool and school age dnldren bomg left
without adeqguate supersssion for sigmbiant parts uf the dav,

(9)ymany mothers hase been forced w seck emplovment
inthe labor foree because taxes take such a large percentage of
then fanuly meome and ¢+ cause the curom $2 000 tax
cxemption for dependents should be $60,00011a cnld + ereto
Inise the same relative value in the mcome Bx codeasud a
child threc decades ago,

(10yalarg number of parcnts are notable 1o give then
cluldren fulltime motlier care because of the heasier 1axes they
ate forced {0 pas 1o fnaned the Child Cate Tax Cradn a
provision of the mcome tac Jaw wlich discunnnates agamst
fullume mothers but 1w favor of employed mothers, and
against the less affluent but w favor ol the more affluent
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Mr. KiLpEk. Thank you, Mrs. Schlafly. for your testimony.

We're not going to agree on everything. but I always enjoy your
testimony and your presence

Mrs. ScrrarLy. Thank you.

Mr. KiLbee. You did mention that you don't see how anyone cur-
rently running for Congress could support this bill. Well, there are
164 1unning for Congress who are supporting this bill, and they’re
pretty realistic men and women They walk through real life pretty
regularly.

I get back to my district at least every other weekend, and morz
frequently thun that. as my wife reminds me I find a real lack of
not only resources tor the individual mother for child care, but a
real lack of structure for child care.

As | mentioned earlier, it’s very difficult to find even poor qual-
ity child care for certain people, so we tricd to address this bill—
the 164 of us who have co-sponsored it and are up for election
again-—to address both those situationc. There is the need for help
in finding affordable quality child care and also in helping to build
a structure for child care that is presently inadequate.

I enccunter more problems on that, as I mertioned earlier,
trying to help mothers get off the dole into a pa_roll job. That
along with the Medicaid card are thc two greatest deverrents.

Mrs. SchravLy. Mr. Chairman. T just wonder if those Congress-
men havc faced up to the blatant discrimination in the bill.

How can we, as national policy, discri; inate against mothers
who take care of their own children, and g .e financial benefits to
mothers who d~n’t? That is a fundamental discrimination 1 feel
th~t the mothers of those 54 percent of the children und-- . ge six
tciay, who ar: at great financial sacrifice taking care ¢” h» - own
children and getting along on a lower income level t.au those
mothers who wvre in the emploved labor force, deserve equal treat-
ment.

This is a simple matter of equity. The mothers who are takig
care of their own children have a median income of $25,000. But
the mothers who are emplcyed in the paid laber force in the two-
earner families have got a median income oi $34,000. I tnink you
are hearing from them because they maybe 8 : more vocal or morr
organized, or they are the customers of the day ~are providers who
have ability on their tax paid salaries tc lobby for more day care
for those who have .::e higher incomes.

But the traditioral families have the lowcr income, and they
should not be subject to the discriminatior. in this bill. I think 1t's a
simple matter of equity. M~thers who take care of their own chil-
dren should be recognized and honored as giving quality day care
to their children. T:.ey should not be discriminated against and pe
nalized by being required to subsidize others

Mr. KiLpee. We try always, always to pursue equity. ' think this
is in pursuit of equity

Y~u know, again, I do Lave to walk regularly throu~h that resl
world 1 still live in the same neighborhnod, 1n the same ° ouse that
my parents purchased back 1n 1935. I attend the same chvrch that
1 was baptized in I walk among the sa e people there. I recog ‘ize
that there is a vast shortage child care itself for those mothers who
are working. Most of them woik in order to supply the basic needs
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of therr children. In addition to this. if child care 1s available, many
of those mothers cannot afford it

I always tell people that Emmanuel Kant wrote two books He
wrote his Crit:que of Pure Reason, which did not answer all the
questions, and then he wrote his Critique of Practical Reascn

Those of 1s who put our names up for electiun every two years
really do have to read more often not ‘rom the Critique of Pure
Reason, but we have to pull off the shelf that Critique of Practical
KReason.

That's pushed 1r front of me regularly wnen I go back home and
see the reality, nou the statistics but the reality. of people who do
need help They need both immediate help so they can purchase
and get that child care, ».1d they need to find a system It's not
there right now, and that's what we're trying to address

Mrs. SCHLAFLY. Well., Mr. Chairman, 1f you're looking for reahty,
whyv don’t you have any representatives from .. nong the 16 million
fuil time homemakers 1n this country today?

Jt appears to me that the people who are pushing this bill don't
want to hear from them We are constantly tol” that they don't
exist, they're an anachronism from another age. They're obsolete.

There 1s nobody representing that group here That is reality.
And also. T realize and respect your sincerity in approaching this.
But let me point out how offensive the semantics are in talking
about wo.king mothers and mothers who have o work

I don't know any mothers who don’t work We very much resent
having the full time mothers teing put in the category of so-called
non-working mothers Let us use the proper term employed moth-
ers anc full-time mother

Mr. KiLpee, Well, when the Secretary was here, he “1sed this
term: But I app; ate being resensitized on that

Other questious here

Mrs, Zieike, do you feel that the ABC bill adequately addresse
the ole of parents in this provision of child care”

Ms ZieLke Well. we know there are many children who are ve-
ceiving the care and the training at home to prepare them to go on
to school But there are these parents by need and necessity have
had to choose outside employment They want te give the same
care and preparation to their children

Unl2ss there are adequate child care provisions available to
them, thev won t be »ble to do that We see the ABC bill as provid-
ing the opportunity for them

I think that parents are looking for the assurances that the h-
censing and the regulatory requirements will provide the opportu-
nity znd the pianning for them .o be involved 1in the mcnitoring
ar.d evaiuction of the programs. and certainly the assistance with
the cost of child care

I think ve—-this all lends itself to removing some of the stresses
and anxieties within families today. to be sure that their children
are being cared for

Mr Kipek !'r Kahn. vou used the term infrastruc ure in your
testimony also Could you tell us whaot vou .nean by thet child care
infrastructure” How do you ta.nk that bill vould help build that
infrastructure”
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Mr. Kaun First, I'd hike to say that a lot of emphasis has been
placed on the word choice If there’s no supply out there, and no
way for people to become aware of the supply, you don’t have
choice.

The infrastructure has to do with information, referrals, lists,
places that are advertised as responsible, local committees to which
parents can express opinions, places to report things that one sees
that are questionzhle, places to report alleged shortages that can
be evaluated by citizens’ cor iittees and State cornmittees, and so
on.

This would have a State mechanism to look at the full State com-
mitment to child care, see how it could be put together more effi-
cienily. Are there ways to cut costs, tc share costs, to share re-
sources, to share purchasing, transportation, etc.

This is what it takes, reall,, to make an institution operate. The
bill allows the Staic some administrative money to help do this. It
requires that there b» committees to look at some of these issucs
and take initiative on the issue of regulation. It also requires that
there be a staff that can go out there and see the conditions under
which children are being kept and cared for.

Similarly, it requires some capacity of the Faderal Gove rnment
to collect data, disseminate data, and help States share experiences
with one another, etc

I'd like to say, Mr. Chairman, that one of ''.. .1ings that struck
me—I cut this out of my testimony to save time, but I'd like to say
it—was in sur National study We found that althougn the Federal
Government has not been active in this field for a long, long time.
there’s been an enormous amount of iniaative 1in local communi-
ties, churches, settlement houses, and in States.

We've heard from one of the members of a task force, we've
heard fron. the Lieutenant Governor of one State.

Almost every State has had participation, activities, etc, and
what 1s evolving is a pattern which has come out of experience.

The AERC kill, building on sliding fees, information referral, sad
State committees, is sitnply building on what has been invented by
the American people.

A number of people have thrown out the word bureaucracy
These things have not been inventew by the bureaucracy, because
there isn't any around doing this work. These things have been in-
vented by committees of citizens who then ask their local Govern-
11ents and States to creaie structures to ge' this thing moving.

Now, what you're being asked to do 1s to let that go one step fur-
ther with further Federal heip, and fill 1n ‘he gap in participation
in this area

I would certainly join with Mrs. Schlafly in one point I would
not think that one would want to rule out ac ess to these resources
by mothers who choose to spend most of t.- day at home It seems
to me that's the type of cheice that parent: make, and it looks very
much as though cnce the kids are twe and a half, he mothers
choose tome kind of group experience if they can get access to n
and aff~ d it.

Mr KiLpee. Yes, Mr Besharov?

Mr. Besuarov [ would like to, I 1ess, in part disagree with Pro-
fessor ha n. This is really not meant to be hostile
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But it does seem to me that this bill has an inherent internal in-
consistency when it comes to infrastructure, and that is about the
religicus provisions and the Grove City bill in general.

I think the latest number that I've seen is that 25,000 churches
have child care facilities in them.

Mr. KAHN. Most of them aren't being run by the churches them-
selves—thiey're comniunity -oups, private groups, even profit-
making groups. The building are simply used

Mr. Besiarov Well, I don * want to get into most and many and
so forth

Thi5 is & difficult problem, anu [ think that on this issue the
committee—the minority and the n.c)~.ity—are working very hard
on. I just say as a friendly observer that it's a real can of worms.

When you're talking about building infrastructure. right now
we're talking about ¢ 200 pound Federal gorilla about to come 1.
on this issue .vone of us know the impact of the Grove City provi-
sions.

The Supreme Court decision that t 'ggeved 1t involved a student
loan to the studeat—if I remember correctly—and no money flow-
ing directly to the college. Even if we went all the way to a vouch-
er program, with no money flowing directly to centers, we nught
still face this problem of the Grove City provisicns.

I say this kncwing that you are spending vast amounts of time
trying to clarify this. On this issue, I would encourage you to do so.
If we are worried about infrastructure, we have a vast array of pro-
viders, if they're only providing a roof to the child care center, who
should not be excluded from this project in the future.

Mr Kinnee. Well, we recognize that part of that infrastructure
exists alrcady, and we want to be sensitive to thet We're dealing
with it, and I think we're approaching some language that will
enable us to utilize and continue to utilize those forms of child
care. The attorneys working on it both within the Congress and
outside the Congress feel that a solution can be found even in light
of Grove City

That's certainly one of my high priorities I think that all who
work with me on this know that it's one of my higher priorities I
keep charging people with coming up with a solution, and we are
working with people in good faith on that solution

Let m~ ask you a question, Mr Besharov

You mention that we have a trend of heluing the middle class,
and that this bill will help more the middle class more You kinow,
it's 115 percent of the Statewide median wage. but it's a shiding
scale. By having a sliding scale, the further people are below that,
the more they would be able to receive We also indicate that prior-
ity be given to lower income people

We recognize that, and that's why we put that shding scale n
there. Jt's not just t'at evervone who is at 115 and below get the
same. Those who are .t 115 would get a smaller amount, and those
below would get more We're trying to ameliorate rather than ex-
acerbate that situation

Mr BesHarov 1don't think it will work

Mr Kipee Well, we think that it will

We're working on it. and we'll fine tune it We'd be glad to work
on it with you

| W
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One thing tnat Ive feurined oomy 21 veare of fegisiavon 1s 1o
welcome input ‘rom all sources. narticularly those who can work
with figures ir this

We've had other experts, too, but we'd be ~lad of your expertise
and showing that thc shding scale will help to ameliorate, rather
than exacerbate, the trend that you see taking place.

Mr. Besnarov. I think the problem that you face with t* ~ shding
scale is twotold.

First, the same political pressures that here in Washington lead
to the 115 percent cutoff will apply or the State and Incal levels

Second, unless it is a iotal or very substantial subsidy of low
income participants, they won't choose to participate 1n the above-
ground surface structure. They'll be able to purcnase child care
still in the private economy for less than 1t would cost them 1n the
public.

I'd be delighted to work with staff on this question It's fanly
complicated, raises costs enormously on the low end, and pretty
well drives money up into the upper end. I'd be delighted to work
on that kind of a formula. But I do believe in the absence of that
kind of careful leadership in Washirgton, you will see this program
become what every other progrum has become, and what we're so
worried about cutting back: a middle class entitlement.

Mr. KiLpee. Well, I think that you admit that the sliding scale
principle is one that does, at least in principle tend to ameliorate
this. I'm nct going to swear that this siiding scale is that well ad-
justed, but we certainly would, on both sides of the aisle, welcome
input on making sure that we do try to amehorate rather tha. ex-
acerbate. That’s certainly the intention.

Dr Kahn

Mr. Kann. I think that M+, Besharov—for whicm I have great re-
spect, and whose comnments | appreciated before—v-ould be reas-
sured if he would look at the way the States are spending tlieir
money on child care, and the use of shding scales

They’'re not giving 1t uway to the m'ddle class, they're using it
ve y, very carefully as needed. At least, I hope that when you join
the staff in those discussions, that data would be * -t of that dis-
cussion as well.

Mr Besharov. I hate to—this 1s a crucial 1ssue in the hll 1
think it's worth a hittle time

One of the constraints I read on State acuivities s that the States
are largely drawing on Title XX type moni1- »—block grant funds,
which have been available now for more thar 15 years, originally
with an income cap. This was a very strict one, by the way, at or
near the poverty line. if I rememtecr correct -

Those services, which were provided in th.- past and which
funded pre-existing, or which now fund existing, established pro-
gran.g, are clearly oriented towards low-income families

Since there has nct been a real increase 1n Title 20 funding, the
overall—those tha* have money Con’t iose 1t-—has been operative in
why that money still goes to low incorae familes.

New money would rot be subject to the rule Existing providers
get covered first The new money would be more wide open It
would be availuble. 1 just mention this

Mr. Kaun Again, I think you have to look at experience
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A number of Staten have put a lot of monev into shiding tees, and
they'll be the ones administering this program | think this i~ an
issue that the committee wants to look at ~eriously

M Besuarov Fuair enough

Mr Kivpee Mr Tauke

Mr Tauke Thank »ou. Mr Charn man

Mr Besharov, pursuing this 1s<ue just a moment

My understanding 1s that at the current time, a famly with
210,000 mcome. whnere thev spend S3.000 g vear on c¢bid care.
would get a Federal tax credit Is that correct’

Mr Besnarov That's correct

Mr Tauke And what anounrt of tax credit would <uch a family
be able to receive”?

Mr BesHarcv I'll defer un that.

I think that the average tax coedit claimed last vear was some-
thing in the neighborhood of 1500 It was S170, I'm toid

My guess—and I'm just guessing, since | never try to repeat
rumbers that 1 doii't nave in front of me—would be that that
family is gming ap to the maximum

Mr Taurk. They could get up to %484, that particular family. per
child. So if they had two children, theyv could get s960. as I under-
stand it, 1n tax credit.

So, at the current time, that family 1s living in Massa. nusetts
and would also be eligible for that 2960 n tax credits under the
ABC bill, and would also be ehigible for additional assistance, is
that correct?

Mr. BEsnarov. That's correct.

Mr. Tauke. Under the bill, a family with an income in Massa-
<husetts with an income up to 344,941 this year wou'd be eligible

Mr BesHarov Yes, sir.

Mr Tauke. Now, if | understand your point correctly, vour poir ¢
is that we might have a family with $15,000 of income who doesn’t
receive that kind of tax ass..tance The family, 'et's say, in this
case both parents are working, with $15,000 of income

Even i they receive some assistance through the tax credit,
which would be a relatively -mall amount 1n the neighborhood of
$600, and if they receive anc wer $400 or 3501} out of the ABC bill,
out of the $2 billion that would be available for this kind of thing—
then they perhaps would have %1,100 or $1,200 to work with That
wouldn't be erough to get them into the normal child care center
that the family with the $40,009 of income would be using

Is that an accurate assessment”

Mr. BesHarov Y -s

Let me try to say this in another way, and I don't know whether
Professor Kahn would agree on this.

Mr. Tauke. Well, I'i asking you now

Mr. BesHarov Yes [Laughter |

Well, watch my flanks.

The Census Bureau tells us—and by the way, t think we've had
some pretty good numbers—that the average child care cost, de-
pending on how you read the numbers, 1s about 31.200 a vear Let's
use thut as a number for a secord

Mr. Tauke Could you repea. thi? It's £1,200 a year”

Mr BesHarov Yes, $1,2(0 a year

O
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Mr. TAUKE. We keep hearing 33,000 a year

M. BESHAROV. Let me get to that

We have, I think, fairly good evidence that center-based care
does cost $3,000 or maybe $5,000 a year Let’s assume the lower
number, the $3,000 figure, because it's the least favorable to my ar-
gument.

We have someone at th= $15,000 a year level. That person, at the
$15,000 or $20,009 a year le.el, is presumably using fam:ly based or
home based child care. paying {1,200 a year or less, if the census
numbers are reliable.

To go into the center based system, that same person would have
to spend $3,u00 a year. I would say to you that the Federal subsidy
to make that decision worthwhile would have to be $1,300 at least
for that one family. I don’t expect the sliding scales to be that rich
at the bottom and that lean at the top
| If that were the possibility, if that were pohtically possible, with
all due re pect, this committee and this Congress would have s
lower cup on eligible income as well.

Mr. TAUKE. So the bottom line is that the usage of the kinds of
centers that would receive support under this bill would be among

I
i

the higher income level people? That's why you think that most of
the money would continue to flow toward the middle income
rather taan the low income individual.

Now, using ‘he point that Mrs. Schlafly has made, suppose we
take that same circumstance in a family where the father has that
$15,000 a year job, or perhaps the mother has the $15,000 a year
job, and the other parent decide s to stav home. They ' - e two chil-
dren. They won’t get the $1,200 or so in tax credit that they would
get if both parents were working? Is that correct?

Mr. BesHarov. That'’s rigl t.

Mr. TAuke. In addition, they won't be eligible for any benefits
under the ABT bill, right?

Mr. BesHarov. That's correct.

Mr. TauKE. And they will have to pay taxes in order to fund that
ABC bill, is that correct?

Mr. BEsHarov. Yes, sir.

Mr. Tauke. Now, is that—I will ask this of all the panelists—ap-
propriate, for the Federal Government to have a policy which says
to the family wit: $15,000 of income and one parent wo :ng, that
they should rorego this kind of assistance plus pav taxes 1n order to
provide the family witly $40,000 of income in Massachusetts not
only the tax credit but the additional assistance or which they
could be eligible under the ABC bill?

I'd prefer to start with you.

Mrs. Zielke?

_ds. ZieLKE. Well, 1 guess when you get down to .hose sorts of
particulars, you have to look closer at 1t But our needs are there
for child care. We have to address that first.
| Mr. Tauke. On hat we would have no area of disagreement 1
think that’s very clear

Ms. Zi1eLKE. Vell, I'm not goiryg to be in a position to answer yes
or no at this time. I think that we would have to look at this
little bit closer than that You've cited an interesting case.

Q } o ;
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Mr. Tauke. Pe haps. *f vou woald feel more como table doing
this. you could suomit testimony in writing to the committee in re-
sponse to that.

Ms. ZieLkg Yes. thank you.

Mr. Kaun Mr. Tauke. you won't find ine opposing anything vou
want to do to help poor people, wnether the mother 1s at home or
not, or to give her beiter advantage of a tax credit which she can't
draw because her income is too low.

But I don't accept the principle that if we don't tax each other at
»" satisfactory levels of income in this country, whether for de-
fense or education or whatever. We have people without children
who pay for schools, and they'r. low earners also We have people
without children who pay for the Public Health Service, even
though they're healthy themselves

It’s the nature of a National community that we share. If we
have a fair tax system, it’s a progressive one, so that we share in
accordance with what we can afford, and we use what we need

You and Mrs. Schlafly and the Secretary will find me in strong
support of child allowances, tax credits on behalf of familie., incen-
tives to help people work part-time when their children are young,
giviLe them options, and so on.

But aone of that is an option against giving us a decent child
care system, which we desperately neea in this country.

Mr. TaUKE. Mrs. Schlafly?

Mrs. ScHLAFLY. | think the situation you've described shows the
blatant and grievous discrimination of any systera of Federal
grants or subsidies which go to employed mothers which are denied
to mothers who take care of their own children.

It is not any unusual circumstance that you mentioned. There
are 16 million of those types of families in this country, and their
median income is on.v $25,000

We are being ca'led upon—they are being called upon—to subsi-
dize the higher hcomrs fanilics, which qualil simply bec..use the
mother has taken a icb in the workforce.

Mr. TAUKE Let me change the circumstance just a bit.

Suppose we aren't talking abont two families in lowa, both with
$20,000 of income. A lot of these people would be frienc's of .ine.

In one case the family decides that the father is going to be the
sole breadwinner, or perhaps tue mother will, and the other parent
would stay home. They will get by on $20,000 of income, get no tax
credit for care of their two children, and no other assistance.

The other family says nc, we will have two incomer for the
family. Therefore, we will boost our income to $32,000, assuming
that the other spouse gets $12,000. Now, in addition to that addi-
tional income of $12,000. they will receive approximately $1,000 in
tax credits because the other parent decided to gu to work. They
wou. ' also be eligible for additional assistance i.nd »r this bill.

Now, do you think it’s fair o1 the Federal Government to pro-
vide that additional benefit o the family who decides to have that
second parent work, when tuere 1s nothing provided to the family
who decides that the second parent ought to stay home?

Mrs. ScurLarLy. No, I think it’s terribly——

Mr. TAUKE. Let me just go though the panel

Mrs. SciiLAarLY. All right
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Mr. TAuke. Would you feel comfortable answering that, or would
you prefer——

Ms. ZieLke. Would you repeat that? I was slightly distracted.

I'm sorry. [Laughter.]

Mr-. Tauke. Two families in which one spouse earns $20,000 in
Iowa. One family says that the second spouse will stay home and
take care of the two children. In the other, the second spouse de-
cides to go to work. The second family now has income of $32,000.
The second family also under current Federal law will receive a
tax credit in the neighborhood of $1,000 which the first family -vill
not receive because the first parent decided to stay at home.

Then, under this bill, the second family will also be eligible for
additional assistance.

Is it good Federal policy for us to say to that second family that
because you made a decision that the second parent will work, we
will provide these extra Lenefits We then say to the first family,
because you made that decision tor the second parent not to work,
you'll get no benefits. You deny yourself those benefits.

Ms. Zierke. Mr. Tauke, I recognize that we will never be able to
propose and develop the perfact program.

I happen to be a person who trzaditionally stayed home with my
children. I haven’t been employed in my adult years. That has
been my choice. I would prefer to see the needs of children being
met. if indeed it meant a sacri” and I was paying more taxes for
that

I re.dly don't like to see children hurting, and that’s mv commit-
ment. Now, you can devise all kinds of taxing programs and costs
ana raise them to me, but they wash, rcally. I don’t thirk we're
ever going to find 2 fair system of doing it. We're all going to have
to pay for it in some way.

Mr. TAUuke. With all due respect, I reject that notion that there
isn’t a fair system. That’s like suggesting that when it comes to
Social Security, Medicare, and a variety of other systems, that we
should throw up our hands at the thought cf fairness and equity,
since ve can’t reach that.

My own observation is that it's very difficult to justify some of
tiie results that come out of this particular proposal

Ms. ZieLKE. I guess as I observe the process of (overnmernt en-
gaging at this point, 1 vealize that ¢forts are being made to try to
be as fair and equitable as possible. But I guess I'm accepting the
fact that there just won't be that perfect way.

I appreciate the process that we have to go through. I don't un-
derstand the i..tricacies of it. 1 just have to say that to you.

I know that there are those of us who are willing to make that
sacrifice. There are 6 million members who do represent parents
who stay home and raise their children. M: ny of them do. But we
also have without our membership those who are working par-
ents— both two working parents and single parents "i" s a pos:-
tion that we have come to as a delegate body.

Mr. TAauke. I appreciate that, and that’s centair2d 1n your testi-
mony.

If you would care to answer the question i writing, I would ap-
preciate that too.

I just want to move it alorg
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Ms. Z1eLkE. All right

Mr Tauke Mr Kahn

Mr. Kaun. Mr Tauke, I appreciate the itroduction of the equity
issue I think it's legitimate

And I like the questions with which you rounded out your open-
ing statement. I think those are critical questions that you' /e put
before the group

I basically behieve that a modern society provides a core infra-
structure of citizens that citizens, families and children need That
includes elemer . school, child care, libraries, parks—we all pay
for it through a fair, shding scale income tax. If the tax isa't fair,
we improve the tax system.

If the mother doesn't use the library, she pays for it anyway in
her taxes. If she doesn't use the parks and the beaches, she pays
for it also

A humane modern society needs cect.in things What I tried to
say 1n my testimony at the beginning—I didnt read it all—was
that I think we're af the point where a modern society needs chiid
care, given th.: picture of how peopie spend theu iune, and the
choices that some of them make.

As long as the tax svstem is fair, it's fair to use the tax system to
pay for it.

Mr. TaAUKE. Well, I've gotten the point that you favor an infra-
structure.

But what I'm trying to get at—don't you think there’s some in-
equity, Doctor, i the way in which we have thic tax structure
working now”? Can't 1 get you to at least acknowledge that there's
an 1aequity 1n the tax credit?

Mr. Kaun. There's an inequity 1n any instance in which some
~tizens don’t use ro-ources made available to them

I didn't write the specifications of the Child Care Tax Credit

Mr. Tauke I'm not blaming you for it.

Mr Kaun It accounts for $4 billion of the $&.9 billion that Mr.
Besharov was talking about. Tt is the largest expenditure in child
care, and I complained abou it in my recent book on child care
There's no question about it

™. yay to mcke 1t equitable, then, is to make it refundable for
low .. ome people and give them i shot at it also There are solu-
uons to such inequities

Mr. Tauke. That's a good idea, ar 1 one which has support

Mrs Schlafly.

M's ScurarLy Congressnian, I think that the illustration that
you ve given shows the grievous unfairness and discrimination, not
only of tne current child care credit in the law, but also of this new
layer of assistance to a particuiar tvpe of family which is proposed
to be layered on top of the alread; existiag discrimination against
the traoitional families

Now. Dr. Kahn says that we all pay for schools, even though we
may not use them, and we pay for patks.nd libraries and so forth.
[here is a consensus in this country that at the age of about six ¢
seven, child-en should be given an education

There is « consensus that we need to have a public library, and
some of these other things But behicve me, there is no consensus in
this country that the Government should take over babysitting.
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And that is the fundamental thirg that we hope to get across to
the Congressmen.

The idea that the Federal frovernment should set up an adminis-
trator of babysitting, prescribe regulations, tell people how they
ought to raise their children, and then provide financial induce-
ments if you do it their way, whic'y is in Government licensed secu-
lar centers with Government trained staff--this is something there
is no consensus for in this country.

Mr. Tauke. I'm trying to get quick answers to my question.

Yes, Mr. Besharov?

Mr. Besnarov | want to pick up on what people have said, and
largely address my comments to the Democratic members of the
subcommittee.

The interest in this tax reform has « long history among conserv-
atives. I think this is important for the members to realize. This is
not something that arises in response tu the ABC bill. More than
10 years ago, AEI published its first book on the question of tax
equity for families with children.

President Resgan’s proposals on tax reform, which were adopted
and depending on how you view it enhanced by the Democratic
Congress, also emphasized mndifications of iax treatment of fami-
lies with children.

I would like to say, look at what’s going on here. You have pro-
duced a bill that has gotten some of the most conservative Mem-
bers of Congress on the Republican side to talk about spending
some money to help families

Now, this is an issue thet has been a darling of the liber-! Demo-
crats. Why don’t you put . 's ABC bill over here for a second and
do some of this tax reform ior low income families, get a major
refo]rm out of the way, and then go back to the ABC bill? [Laugh-
ter.

Mr. KiLpee. Yod're giving us advice on strategy right now
[Laughter.]

Mr. Tauke. I dc have one more question, and I keep dropping
questions. But you've got to give me some shorter answers if feasi-

1.

The last question I want to ask is this. [ we have the typical
family now—maybe there isn’t any such thing. We have the
family, and they have two children, and the, decide that they need
child care for one reason or another. Maybe 1t's a single parert, or
maybe both parents are working.

The family de..des that the best source of child care for that par-
ticular family happens to be an aunt who has one child of her own
and happens to be staying at home.

Should that family receive assistance for using that aunt, and
paying her for providing care? Or should the family only receive
assistance if they bypass that option and go to the local child-care
centc., run vy the YWCA?

Does anybody have an answer to that question?

Mrs. ScurarLy. The family should have that option, and that’s
why we believe in 100 percent freedom of choice for parents 1r
only way to do that is with a tax credit.

You can’t do it with a brireaucracy

Mr Taukk. Dr. Kahn

o 1.
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Mr. KanN. I'm not speaking for the bt | or the people who are
backing it. But | think fthat if you could .nvent a way to be sure
that aunt was taking care of that child and had given up income to
do it, I would regard that as an acceptabie thing.

After all, the dependent care tax credit now is written tha. if you
can show that you need to arralge care for an elder!lv person or for
a child so that a working member can woerk—if you con show that
care was authentically arranged, it could be used It should be too
hard to set some regulations up that would help vou vevity what
was going on

Mr Taukke. Do you think it would be a good idea to ne abie tn
permit the aunt to p» vide the care, if that was the pre‘eralkle al-
ternative for that fanuly?

Mr. KanN. I personally would believe in that, althougn as I said,
I can’t speak for anybody who is involved 1n the bill

Mr. TAUKE. Mrs. Zielke.

Ms. ZieLKE. Well, I think 1n the instance of the aunt, this gets
back to what we used to call extended care. Probably that 1s the
special care that family would want for their children. |

I would wonder in the instance of that arrangement if they're
really looking for some sort of subsidy If that aunt 1s also naving
other children in the home, 1t should come under some sort of re-
quirement of licensing 1n order to qualify for the subsidy

I think that gets to the choice of the family and what they really
expect for their child. It goes beyond the 1ssue of whether or not a
subsidy in that instance should b= offered.

Mr. TAUKE. Are you saying that you don't think a subsidy should
be offered”

Ms ZieLkE. I tend to think that it should not be If we're looking
to really keep costs down, how far are we goirg to go to try and
find reasons to subsidize the ¢ 2tting?

Mr. TAUKE Then you'd prefar to give them incentive to go to the
YWCA center instead”

Ms. ZieLke. Where it's regulated with some licensing require-
ments and so forth.

M~. Tauke. Mr Besharov

Mr 3esHarov. I'll let the last comment speak for 1tself

Mr Tauke. Would you like to expand or thet? I'm not sure it's
obvious to evervone.

Mr. BesHarov. I think that some people want center based care.

Some people need it, and other people don't

It's wrong for the Federal Government to make the choice for
people, and the Federal Government will make that choice by
whicn kind of care it subsidizes

Mr Tauke Thank vou.

Thank you, Mr Chairman.

Mr. KiLpee Oh, before 1 go, I want to point ouc that this commit-
tee doesn't have jurisdiction over taxes. We can’t address that our-
selves. Mr. Rostenkcowski would be very jealous 1f we were to do
tha..

I also would like to say in the area of taxes, however. that there
are still some conservatives out there—not many—that don't like
the graduated income tax They feel that is inequitable and griev-
ously unfair and discriminatory
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Let nie go on record as say g that [ iove the (raauated meone
tax. I'u rather lose my election than vote tor a fiat rated mnconr
tax. I'll go on record with that, too.

We do have a principle in this country hat those more able to
pay for the cost of Government pay a higher percentage I am a
dyed in the wool graduated income tax person and a Woodrow
Wilson, Grever Cleveland pers n. I think it's great.

We do have already in the structure of this country the principle
of a graduated income tax.

Mrs. ScHLAFLY. Mr. Chairman. did you vote for the tax re‘orm
bill that cut the rates to two, last fall?

Mr. KiLpkk. I tell you, I did, and let me tell you why.

I voted against the ta< cut in 1981. But with great pamn, I did
vote for last year's tax bill, and I'm not sure that I voted right

Do you know why I voted for it? It took some of the working
poor—working at some of those restaurants that I referred to with
Secretary Bennett—took them off the tax rolls, and I'm glad they
were taken off—and took some of the very wealthy, particularly
corporations, who weren't paying a dime, and put them back on.

But when I stand before St. Peter, he may ask me how I voted on
that bill.

But I did vote against the tax cut of 1981. That was an outra-
geous bill.

I would say that as far as Aunt Mary's care—it’s not just child
care centers people can o to. Family care centers are also included
un .er this bill. If Aunt Mary meets certain critenia, there can be
reimbursement. I don’t know

We want to make sure that when the Federal Government buys
a service, or helps with a service, that it meets certain standards.

Mr. Sawyer? Thank you for vour indulgence.

Mr. Sawyer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I thought we were going to have a nice, smooth transition to an-
other subject area there, bt we went right hack to the same thing.

Let’s have an abrupt shift. I'd like to ask Professor Kahn to com-
ment in a little more detail about one subject area that you
touched on, and that’s the appropriateness you suggested for the
Federal Government in sending dollars to the States to administer
programs, to define the standards that they expect States to live up
to in the administration of those programs in health, safety and
perhaps training Also, whether or not there is a model or another
appropriate analog within current Federal activity that would be
appropriate to look to for guidance in the kind of circumstance
that we described here.

Mr. KaHN. There are a number of jllustrations in different areas
I think of the unemployment insurance bill.

In 1935, the Federal Government enacted a tax which said that if
the States developed a decent unemployment system—and defined
the conditions—fine, otherwise we’ll do it. The States all decided
that the option of runni.g it themselves was a good idea. The
States basically do it, and there are some rules to the game.

The social public assistance—AFDC—is another 1llustration The
Federal Government said, if you spend money on aid for families
with dependent children, we’ll match it, but we have two rules
Originally there were just two rules, one that it has to be a Ctate-
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wide program and veu have to have a mert system for vour per-
sonnel The States were glad to do that. and there was no ovidence
that the Federal Government has misused that power

Weve had the experien e m the socal <ervices of both block
prants and prevrams with rules 've been lookime, ‘o <ome of mv
cuarrent woth to what™ happened to <octal ~ervices under title 20
since we cave up a Federal presence mothe field and <topped qet-
ting reports. ~tatistics and so on Some of the States have done
very well They've added o lot of monev, moved 1orward. done ere-
ative thinss and developed dehivers <ystems Somie States have cre-
ated whorror You simply don't have anything gong

[ think 1it's a matier of responsibihity Ii the Federal Government
I~ gomng to spend morey. 1t ought to be spent responsibly It owes
the American people ~<ome assurance that 1t's ~pending that money
with atiention to mmmmum standards, empirically verifiable We
want to kn.ow that somebody hasn't picked 1t arbitrarily out of the
sky, and certainly not picking standards that discriminate unfairly
and are unreasonable 1n relation to the task

I think that we have lots of experience You can go across the
board. commerce. transportation. mail, whatever vou want This is
not a new issue, and I dont understand why people are acting as
thoagh the Federal role 1s being invented now We know how to
have u Federal role which 1s not always coercive and not always
destructive If 1t were, we would have abolished the Federal Gov-
ernioent long ago

Thank vou

Mr SawyeEr Thank vou. Mr Charrman

M. KiLoee Ye.. Mr Solarz

Mr Sovrarz Thank you very much. Mr Chairman

Mrs Schlafly, I once had the pleasure of debating vour better
hrif before the World Affairs Council in Peoria, Ilhinois. on the
Panama Canal Treaty [Laughter |

Mrs. ScHrLaFLY Well you won hat one, I guess

Mr Sorarz 1 was going to say, I don’t know who won the debate
in Peoria, but obviously my side prevailed in the Senate

I'm sorry that I wasn't here n person for your testimony. but |
did read it I gather that you much prefer HR 3994 to the ABC
bill

I think there 1s much to be said for the approach that you've out-
lined. But I'm a Iittie L.t puzzled about your cost estimates If I
recall correctly, you sa:xd this would cost $800 million more than
the existing child care credit.

You also indicated, I think. that the average amount of money
gnent on child care services was between. 1 don't know, $230 or
$600 You said there were 20 million childrcn in America. Presum-
ably under this bill. you get a credit for each child If the average
credit were $300, I calculate that coming to $6 billion

I'd like to know—there's obviously a tremendous difference be-
tween a cost estimate of $800 million and one of $6 billion. I'd hike
te know where your estimates come from.

Mrs. ScHLaFLY. Well, they came from 7 ngressman Holloway I
did not run those figures myself. They came out of his office

Mr SorLarz How does the bill work?

]l
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Mrs ScHrarty Weil the bl <imply works by cheching off on
vour income tax return There s no bureaucracy You have o many
children who are under mandatory ~chool age

Mr Sorars Aund vou get a creait for each one”

Mrs ScHLAFLY  You get o credit for each one IUs on g shiding
scale. and the 100 maxmmum 1= for the low income The ~150 1< for
the higher It's a shding ~cale. depending on your meome leve

Mr Sorarz There are 20 million ks in that ase group’

Mis ScHrarty Yes

Mr Soragrz. Well, it vou take X300 a~ an averaze, times 20 nul-
lion kids. unless my math 1~ wrong, and 1 should go back to ~choui
and get mto a Chapter One program, | get X6 billion

Mrs ScHrarty Well, Tean't explain thot [ vot che ficures from
Senator Holloway '~ otfice But that's still less than ABC

Mr. Sorarz Well. the ABC bill 1~ authorized at <2 % hillion

Mrs ScHLAFLY Yes. but that's on top of the child care credit
This 1s a combination

Mr. SoLarz The point that I'm trying to make here 1= that it we
could afford the approach you advocate. it might be very well
worth testing.

I'm very concerned that in the current fiscal chimate, with the
deficit. it would be impossible to enact legislation hike that

Mrs. SchHrarLy Well, Congressman, to quote some of our e
teemed hiberal friends. there's no vrice tag on discrimination

We feel that the child care creedit 15 so discriminatory and the
ABC bill 1s another laver of discrimination on top of that. Cost
should not be the principal factor The first thing 1s to establish
some kind of equity for mothers who take care of theiwr own chil-
dren

Mr Sorarz May I sav that 1 will recall for a long time. and fre-
quently use in debates with my colleagues from the other side of
the aisle, the observation you just made This, coming from one of
the leaders of the conservative movement in America, i< a very un-
portant statement. We ought not to put a price tag on these vitally
imporiant programs

Mrs ScHrafrLy No. I said that where 1t's a matter of equity and
discrimination. it should not be judged on the matter of cost Now,
ycu can adjust the cost. depending on the age of the child, the
income level of the parent, or other factors You can make it much
more costly, or much less costly

For example, Congressman Crane has got a bill to approach this
by simply increasing the tax exemptions for all minor children.
That would be more costly Congressman Schulze has a bill to
interlace the earned income credit. And there are many ways to
adjust the cost factor.

The point that I think is so important is that we cannot discrimi-
nate against mothers whe take care of t! ir own children

Mr. Sorarz Could I have you let us know 1If there are any fig-
ures available as to how many children there are in the country
who are in some kind of child care facility. and hsw many of them
are in group care facilities, how many in tamily care facilities, and
how many in center care faciiities”

Does anybody know those figures ofthand”

Mrs. SCHLAFLY, Anyone else”
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would benefit under the agency bill

Mr Sorarz Leasing aside children «who are home with their own
niothers. and talking now just of the unnerse of children who ore
in some kind ol group care envirenment. whether 1t's group care.
family care or center care--does anyone know how many that 1?

Professor Kahn

Mr Kaun If ~ou want numbers from a Governr> ot publication,
I'd be glad to do 1t

This 1s a survey called the Survey of Income and Program Par-
ticipation. a panel study the Census Bureau runs in which they
mterview people several times as to primary care arrangements.
children under 1) by age. and 1951 to 1985— that's about as late as
the data go

They're dealing with about 26 nulhon plus children Of those. 1.7
mtllion are in the child’s own home. cared for hy the father. grand-
parent. other relative, etc Someo 38 muillion are in another home.
of which 22 milhion would be cared for by a non-relative. Another
24 muthen are in an organized child care facility —day core center.
nursery school. and =0 on And about 13 &~ million are in kindergar-
ten

If vou want to distribute that nercentagewise. that's the total

Mr Sorarz Okay.

That's fine. and I can get 1t

Let me ask vou this Earlier today we heard from Secretary Ben-
nett. who said tnat based on some research they had done. there
didn’t seem to be a na.cnal need for an expansion of child care
facihities There might be some area- of the country where there
were -hortages. o1 where certa.n kinds of needs were not fully
being met. But by and large. he seerned tc feel that those parents
who wanted to put thetr children into facilities were able to find
them and presumably could afford them

How do you find this?

Mr KanN. | testified that he was n error. when you were not
here before

There's ¢ !t of evidence of a major shortage of infant and tod-
dler care. That's kids up to about two and a half or three years In
the three to five area, you can find a lot of debate There are 1zcili-
ties that are part day but the shortage there is for full day care.

There is a very large shortage for after school care for the kin-
dergarten age. going through the first several grades to age 10,
That can be documented for you by many sources and studies

You have employers all over the country trying to invest money
to recruit family day cure, since there are shortages

Mr. SoLarz Are there any up tn date realistic estimates of how
great this shortage is, and how tnuch in excess the demand is?

Mr. Kaun. Probably b« cause of the lack of Federal infrastruc-
ture and State sources, we don’t have good data on this The Feder-
al Government dismantled much of its data collection several years
ago
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There 1s now underway a survey contracted by the Urban Insti-
tute that 1s looking at the supply more carefully. and there are a
number of studies 1n various cittes HHS told me of a study that
they 're domng in three cities tnat will provide such data

The fact is that we don't have such national date. and that's part
of the argument for doing something about the way in which the
Federal Government meets its 1esponsibilities

Mr. Sorarz Well, Mr Chairman, vou'te coming back after the
vote”

Mr KiLpEe Yes. after the vote

Mr Soraxz Would it be possible” T just have two or three ques
tions I'd like to ask

Mr. KiLpee Why don't vou tahe the chaar”

Mr Sorarz Well. I d hke to go vote also

When we come back. if that's okay with you

Mr. Kitpeg If you don't mind waiting, we'll be right back

I was going to try and dismiss you. but ——

Mr. KiLpee It's a recorded quorum cali .o Mr Selbaz will take
the char

Mr Sorarz Tharhk you

Professor. you can return tc vour char

Mr Kann. I didn't realize 1 thought that yvou had zoue to vote

Mr Sorarz Class s continuing

Mr BesHarov Can [ addre~~ that Luet question, usless vou're
going to return to 1t”

Mr Sorarz Please do

This question of supply and demand 1~ very hard to parse out.
part because——

Mr SorarRz Facuse me just one second

Okay Pleassz. proceed

Mr BesHarRov In part, it's hecause «onply 15 1 pare a function
of demand

But I want to mention in part.cular one piece of mformation that
we have. that would weigh heaviy o« the side of thoce tolks who
think there isn't as large as supply prob! m s 15 somets nes made
out

The percentage of mothers who work after their children become
school age does not rise appreciably  If vou view school as a free
child care program. which T think in some dimensions you can dn,
so that 1n effect her decision to work becomes much less expensive
vou would expect i vast merease mn mothers wotking at the peint
where children become school age

The figures that 1 have from the census show only a three per-
cent increase when those children become school age That sug-
gests to me. no matter what other kinds of ~upply problems we
have out there, that we have a system that 1~ 1in rough equilibrium
between a mcther's desire to work and the abihty to find child
care

Mr Sorarz. Professor

Mr Kaun [It's also true that a lot of people have made the most
of what they've b en able to get. and thevre dissatisfied

A lot of people do have part time care and nursery ~chool. and
then run around with other kinds of arrangements they use-—a day
care center in the mormng, a family day care center in the after-

\‘1 < s
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noon, or relatives for a few hours and then day care. etc It's a very
difficult situation

If we really care about families, one of the things th.t we have to
worry about 1s the daily life consequences i the ways that people
are matching the resources to their sclhiedules and running around
The absolute shortages that s m very severe are the nfant and
toddler. At the three to five leve'. as I said. 1t has to do with qual-
ity. hou s, access and affordability

Mr Sorarz Can yvou——

Mr. Kaun. We're ending up with a split system. which also wor-
ries me We've got the middle class using one tyvpe of facility
and——

Mr. Bestar v | wish that the political debate and the bill re-
flectec those differcences, but I'm afraid it does not do so.

Mr. SoLarz. Well, could vou provide for the record. Professor,
whatever figures vou could come up with that would put some
flesh on the bones of th.s argument that there 1s in fact an unful-
filled need here which this legislation would presumably address.

Now. let me ask vou about what seems to me to be Mrs Schiat-
Iv's main argument against this legislation—that 1t’s sort of inher-
ently discrimiinatory against those mothers who choose to stay at
home and rase their children at home. and that a far more desira-
ble approach wculd be through the enactment ¢ ‘islation that
would provide a child credit to every mother or f * in the coun-
try that had children below a certain age Thote who chose to stay
at home could use it anvway, and those who chose to use it to fi-
nance some sort of child care arrangement could use 1t for that
purpose

Why 1sn't that a more desirable alternative?

Mr Kaun [ devote a lot of my time to studving comparative
child policy and comparative family policy I do favor a child tax
credit or child allowance. or something of that sort that would but-
tress tamily life in America. and I've been on the record going back
to Lyndon Johnson's review of maintenance reforms I favored this
over scme of the other things *hat were done.

I have no problem with that. but I can also tell you that since a
very large number of the societies in the Western industrial world
have such credits. they also have child care programs

It's normative. for example, in Western Europe and the conti-
nent to provide for all three to fives a public nursery school, and
all the children go. That's 90 or 95 percent. The parents pay for the
supplement 1f their working hours coincide In other words, these
are not trade-off issues. They only become trade of issues if you use
them n political debates. You use the tax c.eadit or something like
that as an argument aganst child care legislation

The truth is that societies need both those t’ ings We also need
some sort of maternity or parental leave legislation that will let a
mother stay home for nine months with decent income replace-
ment so that we don’t have to use child care for a 6-week-old child

Mr. SoLarz Is it your argument that under the kind of legisla-
tion that Mrs Schlafly is talking about the credit would not be suf-
ficient for a parent to pay for the entire cost of child care?

Mr Kann. OFL, no.




1o

it vould simply aelp people to meet <ome ot the maroimal costs
of reering children It vou handled vour tax sv<teny nieht vou coutd
tas 1t back when people didnt need 1t for that But st swourd neves
be enough tor child care

M Soraks Now what s vour dechine about the imoome hit
tion contained mt he bt T thik P05 percent of the poverty level
There <seems to be some con~uderable aoumert that this g~ oo
high Do svou <hare this view”

My Koars Daould rather Teave that ae open s ue to the Stiites
Therefore, it seers to me that o hinetation 1o that gives the States
o kind of Texabibity i the way that they <o up they <hdone tees

Mr Basharov and T hd an oschange about that while vou were
out betore My own cuess s that the States are net Some toospend
the money o very anuch of jtoup to that fevel Tts paes ot not et
ting the Federal Government control too euch whar o come on
and giving them some leew.ay

Mr Soraks Mr~ Schiafise vou vers much grefer 1 ooathe,
having mother- bring up then children at home

Mrs Scunsety Well mavbe, but Tdidn t <ay tha

What I <aid was | think thev ~hould have freedom ot Choice (o
choose the ¢hild care that they want

Mr Soraks But sou don't ebject, 1 oather 1o the e~tabhishmert
of child care centers and the richt of wonen to~end thenr childien
there”

Mrs Scurarty Noo I do not object to that

Mr Sorarz Now. to the extent that we do have such taciities
around the country, what < vour feehing about the provision~ in
the bil which deal with the question of minimal <tandard< which
would require the appomtment ot a commission, and which would
propose minmmal standqrds which cach Srate would have to meet” |
gather that States coule exceed the standards 1t they wanted to,
but 1t would be ~ome minmmum level that every State would hasve
to meet” Do vou tind yourselt 1n oppositron to that provision ot the
bill. also”

Mrs Schrariy Yes: Fdo. vers much, Mr Chanman

I don't see any competence at the Federal tevel to establich that
ty pe of regulation

I think that we're much better off with State and local regata-
tions I beheve that the Federal resulations would grow and
become more oppressive

I notice 1in the ABC bhill that thev would et up a commssion to
establisch these regulations, and the commission 1~ acliberatels
loaded to advantage the people vwho are i the dav care business, as
opposed to mothers who had been providing quality day care all
these years They are really b assed and 1gnored

There just 1sn'c any evidence that federally reguiated child care
centers are goimny 1o be better quality care for children than the
system that we have at the present time

Mr Sorarz Let's assume there was a State that had not ~tand-
ards at all Anybody who wanted to open up o child care factlity
could do so

There were no requirements as to whom thev could or could not
hire, and no safetv requirements to proteet the children Under
thuse circumstonces, where a State had neglected to adopt even
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minimal standards. would you be cpposed to he Federal Govern-
ment establishing a minimal standard which child care providers
in that particular State would have to meet? On the grounds that
if the Federal Government didn’t do it, and the State hadn’t done
it, then nobody would be doing 1t? The children would be at risk to
unscrupulous providers who were not meeting wiat eve you and I
might agree were minimal standards.

Mrs. SchrarLy. Well, I think that your question rests on the as-
sumption that the State legislators in these States are completely
oblivious to horrors perpetrated on children in their States.

My experience in State legislators is that they're extremely re-
sponstve. If the State has a problem. it can be addressed

I do find it curious that when the agency bill talks about setting
up standards or regulations. they are usuall, talking in terms of
staff ratios. and are silent on questions that might bring about real
problems to the children. such as crime. sexual abuse. drugs, and
disease

If you want to have some form of tederal leveis. why not raise
the penalties very much on anybody who commits any abuse or
crime against a child” Run securrty checks to see if they have dis-
eases or are on drugs. I tht .k that might have some value at the
Federal level

But when it comes to the matter of some of these other things,
that apparently the Agency 1s thinking of mn terms of Federal regu-
lations—! don't see any real relation between that and the quality
care

Can you say, for example, that 1if the child-staff ratio is 1 to 6,
that is going to be so much better than oae to ~even that we need a
Federal regulation” 1 don't think the evidence will bear that out.

Mr Sorarsz Yes.

Mr Bestarov There's another side to this, and I think that
most analysts would agree with what I'm about to say. If not, there
are other speakers after me and you may disagree

Any imposition of standards which would improve the quality of
care to children wouid increase the cost of taat care. I don't think
anyone disagrees about that If you take the obvious example of
child to staff ratio

Any bill that imposes a standard which would then raice costs
would have onz of two effects Let's assume that it raises costs by 5
percent That would mean that there would be a heightened desire
for more Federal subsidy. to pay for the heightened costs. A greater
number of people would say that they have trouble affording child
care.

The other side of it, which I think should be equally or more
troubling to providers—and that’s why many nroviders are ambiva-
lent about the standards—is that we know that the more standards
that we impose, and the higher custs we 1mpose on licensed care,
the higher the number of providers in the underground ecor.omy.
We're talking nationwide from 60 to 70 percent of all providers
being unlicensed.

The alternative, Mr. Chairman, on this cne, is very heavy police
regulation of people who take kids into their homes, or massive in-
creases of spending.

Q ](, .
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Mi Soiarz Arc yvou saving that 60 to 70 percent ot the children
are being scrviced by unlicensed providers. or that b to 70 percent
of the providers are unlicensed”

Mr. Besarov [ think it's children. but 1 could be wrong

Mr. Sorarz Professor”

Mr. KarN It may be true m famuly day care In some States,
somewhere between 20 and 60 percent of the family day care pro-
viders are unhcensed. but nothing hike 60 to 70 percent of the chil-
dren

Mr. BesHarov [ am gomg to leave 1t at providers

Mr. Sorarz Is 1t illegal anywhere for unhicensed providers to
provide child care”

Mi KauN This s illegal activity in many States It's illegal. and
1t goes on

Mr. SoLarz And there are presumably penalties for it?

Mr. BesHarov There's very little policing

Mr Sorarz But how do vou respond to this point then. Profes-
sor? As we rawse the standards, we drive more people into the un-
derground service providing

Mr. KaHN It 15 certaraly true that increased standards raises the
cost There's no question about that, and there wou'd be ro debate
about that

But 1t’s also true first that vou're phasing yvour standards in over
the five vear period of this legislation. and secondly. vou're p:cking
standards tkat are close to the middle pomnt of what now exists i
most of the country

Third, you're providing help to people to meet those stundards
and remove them from the underground

I think that combinatron of strategies 1s reasonable. and there's
no reason to believe that would increase the amount of illegal care
If anything, it would improve the situation

Mr Sorarz I see that the chairman has returned

I just have two final questions I'd like to ask. if he will mdulge
me

I can assure him that unlike the Philippines. this 15 not a revolu-
tion, and you won't have to go into exile You can return

Mr Kiupee Hawaii's not bad [Levghter |

Mr. Sorarz Hawail's not bad. out | saw vour wife last night She
doesn’t look like the tvpe of woman who has 3,000 pairs of shoes
[Laughter |

A good woman

At any rate, the first of my two questions i1s on standards. It
seems to me that if there 1s a case for establishing Federal stand-
ards, it has to rest to some considerable extent on the view that the
standards which now exist are below a minimally acceptable
threshold 1n terms of the safetv and welfare and well-being of the
children.

If that standard is being met, then we're probably better off leay-
ing 1t to the States
’ Have you ary evidence, any of you, that would suggest that there
|
|
|

are States where the existing standards are 1nadequate, insuffi-
cxent in terms of the welfare and well- being of the children?
. KaHN. First, there are States without standards.
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Second. the standards that exist in States were empirically de-
rived from a series of studies done in the 1560°s and 1970's that
looked at the relationship of some of the variables that we're talk-
ing about—number of adults to children. group size, background of
staff, and the quahty of what went on 1n the programs So we're
talking about empirically derived standards

Third, if one travels around the country and wisits child care—
both center care and family day care, or one simply s'ts and reads
the clippirgs from reporters who have done 1nvestigative reporting
in a number of States, there are more horror stories than you need
And they tend to be places where either there are no standards. ur
there 15 no capacity to momtor standars

That's part of the infrastructure

Mr. SoLarz Finally, I'd like to ask on the matter of vouchers. To
the extent that this ABC bill does provide resources for child care
in the country. part of 1t 1s supposed to be provided through a
voucher system. But it doesn’t necessarily have to be that way. You
could then eliminate the voucher system and provide more raoney
through the direct grant part of it, or you could specify that the
same amount of money that was used for vouchers be used to
achieve the same objective of vouchers—to reduce costs for parents
who send their chiliren there

In hight of that, do any of you see any particular advantages to
the voucher component of the bill, as distinguished from keeping
the overall funding levels the same, but eliminating the voucher
provision”?

Mr. BEsHAKOvV. Assuming that one were gomng to spend this
money in the way that this bill suggests we spend it, vouchers are
probably a better and more efficient mechanism than making
grants to centers, because 1t does allow parental choice

We have a vast market of parents choosing, moving kids, and
making decisions. If the alternatives are between having grants
and grant proposals and money funneled from Washingten to a
State capital, which was my home, to New York City, which also
was my home, and so forth, or having a voucher where a parent
says, I want to try—Mike went to CCD, which was a church based
program—I'd like to see that happen, for that church to write the
proposal to get those funds which might be $80 a week It wouldn't
be worthwhile for that church program

It would encourage choice to have a voucher program.

Mr. SoLARz. Professor.

Mr. Kann. I weuld agree with just about everything that’s teen
said Because of the choice, the vouchers are userul.

But I wouldn’t want to be limiting the States to that. There are
some circumstances where no provider appears, and the State
wants to contract to have a facility created, or it wents to help
build a communi.y center that can be used. or a school system
wants to take on a child care task. The only way it could do that
would be with a contract.

I'd rather see a diverse system that allowed vouchers but also
permitted contracts.

Mr. SoLARz. Yes?
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Ms Zinerne Weone been throush these discussions betor and |
find it muisleading to <ay that oflermg a certificate o vouctier s
giving the parents a chowe

In this case. with day care we think that by smproving the guali-
flied day care givers and the tape ot progranis avarlabie we would
offer ome options to parents But 1t's somg to come down to what
1~ accessible and what 1= affordable

A parent who 1s looking tor ~ome child care that had ~ome educa-
tional component to it. ~o that their child would be more ready tor
entering school. would certamndy recounize that a provran ke that
would be mote expen<ive That voucher wouldn't buy that ~erviee,
and there would be other cost<. hke transportation that vets into
accessibihty

So. we think it's musleading te <ay that a certificate or voucher 1s
gomng to offer a parent more chowce You have to fook at what op-
tions there are to beumn with

Mr Sorarz Mrs Schlafly

Mrs ScHrarLy | think the voucher or certificate system would
end up being massively discriminators against the church based
day care, which 1> the principul provider of day care to low imcome
groups. particularly i the cities

I don’t sec any ways out under Grove (:ty Now. mavbe vou could
have an amendmet.. that exempts all day care from Grove City

But I think that any way you shice the voucher program. it’s
going to run mnto the problems created by the Grove City bill

Now. I note thet Dr Kahn complained about my tax credit pro-
posal, because he said 1t would not provide enough inoney Even i
it provided an average of $200 per child. which would come out
right with those figures on the chart. and 1s probably more rechs-
tic, that’s more than they're going to get under the Dodd-Kildee
bill

On the Dodd-Kildee bill. 1t's kind of a trickle-dewn theory. You
give it to the bureaucracy and the States and the providers. and
whatever ends up in the hands of the parents 1= going to be much
less than the tax credit plai

Mr Sorakz Mr Chairman. I promise, this really 1s the last ques-
tion [Laughter |

But Mrs Schiaflv has triggered o thought in my mind

Professor Kahn, when you said earlier that her approach, the tax
credit approach and the ABC approach were not mutually exclu-
sive and that we ought to do both, that’s what you iavor” You point
out that the Europeans do both

Assuming that you could get both approaches costed out at the
same amount of money to the Treasury, and you couldn’t do 1 oth,
because one was the most political traffic would bear, and the most
that the budget deficit would bear, and you nad to pick one ap-
proach or the other—which approach would you pick?

Mr Kann. If what you wanted to do was provide child care, then
you would target your 'neney and spend it on child care

Mrs. ScHrarLy And if what you want to do 1s help parents who
have children, then you give the parents freedom of choice

Mr Sorarz Mr. Chairman, I relinquish my brief moment 1n the
sun, and I thank you for your indulgence

Mr KiLpek. I tLink that Mr. Ballenger had a ¢estion
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Vis Z16The Thel Gulive aclessioe dlit abcraabie 1 tis commit-
ree— not this subcommittee but the Education and pabor commut-
lee- wo have another bill that's comng up soon

I'd like to ash M¢ RBesharov, who seems to know statistically—
vou mention that home care usually runs aboue #1208 and day
care about x3.000 I have been mnvolved in day care myseit in North
Carolina. and recognize that the pay ~cale 1s very low Should Con-
cress tawse the mmmmum wage about 50 percent. 1s 1t not probable
that the amount of money that's i the bill will cause the labor
cost 10 o up by 50 percent” 1 recognize that labor cost =< far and
away the magor factor in day care and believe this cost might de-
erease the value of the money 1n the ABC bill by nearly 10 or 50
percent because of that”

Mr Brsnarov 1 think that s correct

1 think that the operative assuntption on eversone’s part s thet
$2°5 billion 1s just the begimning No one 15 suggesting that this s a
program that will be capped out at X2 5 billion

The bill doesn’t even say that

Mr BALLENGER But mn your opinion. would that decrease the
value of the 32 billion by 30 to 1€ percent” [Laughter |

Mr BesHarov | have difficulty an~wert: g that question because
1 am personally deeply troubled by the low salaries and earnings of
child care woikers

I would not leave my children m the care ¢t someone making
£4,000 a rear. Or 35,000 That 15 a real problem that we face
child care around the counti

Making a substantial improvement in that through a b:1l like the
ABC bill would mean not spending X2 5 or %5 billion. but maybe 37
billion or $10 billion a vear I'm making those numbers up only be-
cause | see the need to be so great

Mr BaLLeNGer 1 think that the numbers that we have run be-
tween $40 and $50 billion. even 3100 billion 1f we were going to do
1t 1n the manner in which people would like to have 1t done

Thank vou

Mr Kieper 1 want to thank the panel

One of the advantages of serving in the Congress of the United
States and attending hearings like this is that you hear people like
yourself, all ot whom could be lecturing at a college where we'd
have to pay tuition for it We get 1t_here *vithout that

I very much appreciate vour testimony

We may not agree on evervthing, but one of the things required
in putting together good legslation 1s taking 1o various puimts of
view,

We will be calling on you fo~ further information I obviously be-
Teve thot the ABC bill 1s the better approach, but as [ say, it was
not written on Mt Sinai, and we will try to tuck into that bill as
manv considerations as possible to make the bill serve and also be
fiscaliv sound

All of you have been very, very helpful, and we appreclate your
testimony today

Thank you very much
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Our next panel—and 1 really appreciate the patience of people
who have been waiting here today--will consist of M1 Karl Zine-
meister. American Enterprise Institute Dy Richaid M Clittord,
Busch Institute for Chidd ana Famity Poney. University of Notth
Caroima. Chapel Hill. Mrs Ines Holloman. president of the Hollo-
man Child Development and Education, and Mrs Cass Ballenger. a
member of the North Carolina Day Care Comumission

Agam, we apprecuate your patience

Mr Bullong(* . a0 you wirh to imtrodvce anvone especially bere
today” [Laughter |

Mr BAHH\(.H{ L1 gust say thai P moery happs to have my wite
here. and T appreciate the € hatt man’s senerosity 1 aliowing her to
appear

Mr Kitore We'te happy to have ber here

All right. 1t voad want to proceed 1 the order inowhich we read
your names, we witl take your testimony

STATEMENT OF RaRL ZINSMEISTER, AMERIC AN ENTERPRISE
INSTITUTE

Mr ZinsMeisTER I m Karl Zinsmester Thank yvou Mr Chanr-
man. and thank vou, committee members, tor havine me here

Let me start out by saving that I'me working on a book on <ome
of the problens tacing children today in Amenica These range
widely through things hke vory high poverty rates. a poor educa-
tion. unpwwdt nted levels of eaposuwre to erime. drugs. violence,
family breakup, and these sorts of things

I want to say that I take these problems very <enously and |
happen 1o subscribe to the view that there s a grave set of prob-
tems facing American children

It 1~ that child's eve view trom which 1 approach that entire dav
care question as a resuit

It ~trikes me as vou Listen to day eate testimons, 1t's often pre-
sented as a wonan's 1ssue, an emplovment wssie o tamily ssues o
productivity 1ssue {t 1= of course all those thines Those groups
have an mterest i day care, and therr iterests ought to be
weghted

However., dav care i~ of course a mreenmiment children's ssue
Alfter all. when we put our children i day care we are buving
much mote than a service which pernnts us to work, we re buving
an environment which determimes an awtul lor of that child's
future

I've taken the cluld's eve view, and T would arcue that when vou
do that, vou gt very different results Speatficaliy  vou get some
very \\mll\umv 1 osults

The first thirg vou notiee when vou look at dav care s how regr
sented and impersonal and structuwred much of 1t necessarily s
It's a httle bit Like oming the Armv You've vot a bunch of kids
and a himited number of caregivers and they Pave to fune 1on by
rules

Untortunately, one of the thimgs that we know from child devel-
opment Iiteratare 1~ that voune children I'mospeaitieally tatking
<oout young chudren here do not thove under that ~ort of a <itu-
ation
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One of the other things that you quickly notice is the imperma-
nence of chiid care The average child care programn in New York
State. for example, has an annual turnover rate of 40 percent
amongst their staft Other kinds of child care have very similar
probler.:s.

If you interview parents, you hear constent stories about how
they got a great au pair, but she went home after ~ix months, and
then they got a really good nanny, but then she got a better job, or
somebody got deported by rhe Immigration Service. It's an abso-
lutely chronic preblem in 1 care today—turnover. This is une of
the things that we absolut. y know ithout question is very diffi-
cult on young children.

They iust get attached to someon2 and get to know someone, and
there's « new face

Now, this is the kind . thing that a lot of peopie arcue you can
regulate away You can have better licensing and you can control
thes~ kinds of things. I would argue, having looked at this fairly
close.y, that these are things that will not be easy to reguiate
away.

These are inherent probleris that have a lot to do with the struc-
ture of the undertaking. When I fished about for sorn of an adult
analogy for what happens in day care cent>rs, if you've spent time
in a lot of dav care centers, in some ways it's very much like a
nursing home for the elderly.

The emotiona! ¢nvironment is often the same, and they have a
lot of the same problems. One of the problems that you find, if you
talk to the administrators of nursing homes for the elderly, is that
they have the exact same problem of staff turnover. Tney refer to
1t as burnout, staff burnout. This is a very demanding vndertaking,
and people car 1y take it for a few years. Then they're gone.

I've thought apout this, and I think that the real root rroblem is
that we're asking people to do here for money what "aost of us can
do only out of love. I think it's almost that simple. And then
there's another part of 1t, too

I'm very worried—the larger part of this book I'm workiig on is
this parent thing. The job of raising children is suffering 1ncreas-
ingly today trom social disesteem. The 1dea is that if yor're talent-
ed and ambitious, you ret out there and you get a job, 1n the office
or the factory. You do something, and you leave the job of raising
children to less capable hands. I think that’s an extremely unfortu-
nate view, but it’s one that I belicve has taken scme root.

As long as that sort of view is in effect, you'll have a very diffi-
cult time attracting qualified people to duy care, no matter what
sort of regulations or salary increases you could offer, to which I
would, by the way, not be opposed.

Nonetheless, these are inherent problems which make it difficult
to analyze the proble * without considering them

Another one—it's ironic. Some of you might be aware that New
York City is about to open up its kindergartens to 4-year olds.
You've heard increasing stories about youre children who are
taking standard.zed tests. There's a push underway, which is very
much part of the day care movement, to increasing formal life edu-
cation for young childien.

2ty
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[ find that untortunate I think 1t's particularly ronie that this s
happening at the same tne that a great many experts in child de-
velopment are sayving that we hove learned that i fact children do
not protit from formal. competitive ecucation at @ young age What
the voung child needs 1s creative play. and formal education has in
fact 1s the potential to do harm

This 15 something that the National Association for the Educa-
tion of Young Children is saving very loudly at the present time
and properly so. 1 think

It's not that day care centers doa’t try to compensate Thev ald
do. I think Thev try to work on motor skills and teach things You
have all sorts of stimutation

But again, to teturn to root causes. ysou have to ash yourself.
what exactly 1s happening there To me. 1t appeais that the root of
a day care operasnon 1s that idea that vou can substitute skills for
love That's really what 1t boils down to.

I return to this word love. and I'm almost embarrassed to use 1t
It's a very unchnical word, I'm wware However, 1t strikes me how
unfrequently that word even enters into discussions of day care.
and how n: ppropriate that really 1s

If vou read some of Iraberg. for instance. she talks about how
voung hildhood—first. second and third yvears— are extremely
puzzling times for children They're full of all sorts of fearful new
experiences. and what children need at that time. above all else. 1s
the absolute security and devoted protection of the one or two
people that they love most

The substitute ability for those one or two people has not. to my
mind, ever been clearly demonstrated That's an important prob-
lem. I thmk

When vou go beyond kind of looking at the structure of day care
and do empirical research, I think the first thing veu have to
notice 1s how lousy a lot of 1t 1s First of all, to be svmpathetic.
mass day care has only existed for a relatively short period of time.
and we have few subjects that we can look at There have been all
sorts of other problems. too. It's been heavily biased towards the
best univevsity- based centers rather than to the other. normal s.t-
uations

They didn’t look closely at the age of children or their family ori-
gins in many cases But this 1s improving in the last 5 or 10 years,
we've gotten some much better research

I spent some time looking closely at this new research, and vou
begin to find two (roublesome things The first 1s that there 1s at
this point a goodly number of reputable studies that suggest that
voung children—1 and 2, and sometimes 3 year olds—that enter
full-time care at that young age, many develop weak bonds with
their parents

This has been determined w.th standard scoring psychological
tests It's—the tests suggest that the children who did not have
these firm bonds with the parent in a great number of cases later
in lif2 have emotional and intellectual problems of various soris.
This is considered to be a pretty rehable warning sign that prob-
lem's may lie ahead

Thnis finding has been demonstrated for poor children, for middle
class children, you find 1t among kids 1n good centers and bad cen-
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ters. Yester 1y morning I was reviewing a study from Chicago that
suggested this effect of mother-avoidant behavior among kids that
have been in day care takes place even in the gold standards of day
care—that type of nanny arrangement when you have one hired
woman to come into the child’s home and take care of the child
there.

Even in this situation, this particular study in Chicago found—
and again, these were high-income families with both parents
intact, and the only difference between them was that in one case
the mother or father stayed home and devoted most of their time
to the child, and in the others they had a nanny-type caregiver—
there were much higher rates of what's called insecure-avoidant
behavior.

Again, the idea that perhaps the child has, having been left sev-
eral times, developed some sort of—has found it cifficult to rely on
the parent and has as a result shut off part of their emotional at-
tachment.

The second set of evidence we 1s to take chiiuran who were in
day care when they were one or two, and look at them when
they're ten. Here, there is again beginning to emerge this pattern
of evidence where many of these children are showing serious ag-
gression-, frustrations, withdrawal, and less cooperation. Again,
this center was a very good, university-based center.

I'm not making the case that every child put into day care is
going to have these outcomes. But these are good signs—they can
guess that there’s a much elevated risk for children who go into
these types of centers for exhibiting these potentially harmful be-
haviors.

Now, I started my investigation of some of this, I think, with a
fairly conventiona' neutral view of day care, and a view of engi-
neering, dealing with spending and licensing and class sizes to
produce magically good care rather than bad care.

I think that the verdict of this most recent evidence calls into
question, to some effect, the entire premise that there is such a
thing as reliably good care. My present conclusion is that day care
is not an engineering problem. It's a structural problem, sort of a
philosophical and moral problem.

The question is, can you professionalize the parenting function
vithout harm to children and to society? The conclusion, I regret
to say, of most of this recent research is apparently no.

Now, .t may happen anyway. I'm prepared to believe that in my
lifetime, by the time that I'm an old man, most children will not be
raised by their parents but by professionals In some ways that
would be the ultimate result of the Industrial Revolution—the ir-
dustrialization of the family.

We have taken other specialized domestic functions and made
them into a service ndustry, and possw.' raising children will go
that route. Myself, I hope not.

I think that there is not only good intuitive evidence, but at this
point good empirical evidence that would have a variety of harmful
effects.

An interesting thing, and something that really shocked me
when [ got into this, something that is really one of the dirty little
secrets of day care—even before this latest evidence came in, and
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to be fair, 1t’s very recent and some of it 1s still very much at issue,
and there's polemical throwing and going over it. There are many
very good signs, though, that are irrefutabie and which make this a
good case. Nonetheless, even before this started to come in, among
child psychologists. educational theorists, pediatricians, the Ameri-
can Medical Association, the American Academy of Pediatrics—in
short, among peopl¢ who know what children need, there has for
ages been a long-standing consensus that non-parentai care for
young children has heavy risks and is to be avoided where possible.

One cnild psychologist who was himself an advocate of day care
did a survey of the 20 most influential child care books of the last
10 years. The whole gang. He found that only 7 of the 20 even re-
luctantly or grudgingly approved the .dea of both parents working
when the children are very young.

Probably the leading child care manual at the moment—and who
is herself a very strong advocate of women's rights and who called
herself a socialist—this author is nonetheless a very strong oppo-
nent c¢. two working parents when the children are very young.

Spock has said for years, in success ve editions of Baby and Child
Care, that there are excessive risks to leaving a child repeatedly
when they are young He said they may lose some of their capacity
to love deeply, as though it's too disappointing to be left again and
again.

Vernon White, who is an educational psychologist of some
renown and the director of the Harvard Preschool Project, wrote
an article very recently in which he said.

After more than 20 years of research on how children develop well, T would not
think of pu g a child of my own into any substitute care program on a tull-time
basis. especially a center based program T'nless you have a very good reason, [ urge

you not to delegate the primary child-rearing tash to amone else durmg your
child's first three vears

Babies form then first human attachment only once Bables learn language anly
once The outcome of these precesses plav a major role m shaping the tuture for this
child

Again, this 1sn’t isolated evidence You'll find all sorts of reserva-
tions about non-parental care for young children That's large
amounts—let's not be absurd. We're not talking about a play
group. We're talking about something bordering on full-time care
for infants and toddlers.

Now, when you present this evidence, . “nd, you get two re-
sponses, very often. There are tnose who automatically assume
that this is an attack on fernale careerism, and that the real mes-
sage is let’s get the ladies buck in the kitchen. This is just some
reactionary stuff.

That's really extremely unfair. Myself, 1 support the increases in
female education and female labor force participation as positive
both for women and fo: this country Many of the researchers who
are making thic case have :tevling credentials, and they do not
have ideological axes to gri-d.

I think it’s quite reasonable for those of us who are very interest-
ed in child welfare to worry that when both parents work, there
may be risks to the children. After all, there are ironies in this
debate. One of the most cogent criticisms of fathers in the 1950’s
was that they were so wrapped up in doing and making and earn-
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ing that they completely lost contact with the intimate joys and re-
sponsibilities of fam’ly life. I happen to believe that's true. But in-
stead of reversing that, we’ve now replicated it for Loth sexes and
all classes. That's Lecoming a universal norm.

If you work hard—and most people are working harc¢ and put-
ting a lot of energy into their jobs—that Joes not absoive them
from responsibilities to their children.

Unfortunately, the message that goes out, I'm afraid, is that that
does absolve you.

I don’t think the first criticism is reasonable.

The second response you often get is that this is unsensitive and
unfair, because these—one person hearing that they're endanger-
ing their child’s future emotional well being only adds to the guilt
and anxiety that parents already feel.

Now, I will grant you this is extremely inconvenient and discon-
certing evidence. It's inconvenient for parents and for Congress. It
would be nice if we could put kids up there and say there’s no
effect.

What I'm saying is the verdict of science. You can't wish thet
away. You've got to face up to it.

More than that, implicit in the claim, good or bad, it's here to
stay. This is the assu.aption that parents aren’t going to change,
even if they know they’re possibly hurting their kids.

Now, that may possibly be true, but I don’t think it's true for
very many parents. I don’t think parents need apologists with one
finger to the cultural wind trying to decide che particular cultural
prejudice and interest of the moment.

I think that most parents want the truth, and if they become
convinced that they are possibly harming their children with large
amounts of full-time day care, then I think a Int of them would
make adjustments.

Of course, the fair retort to all that 1s that any solution that
urges an alternative to non-parental care assumes that there is a
level of choice in the structuring of families that simply doesn’t
exist. Most people don’t have a choice—they have to work. This isa
truism of the debate today, and vou've heard this a dozen times
today.

Again, I've looked closely at this, and my opinion is that clearly
there are large numbers of people who do not have a choice. There
are, however, even la~ger numbers who do have a choice. There are
those for whom this argument of I can’t afford to is an evasion.

We are an enormously rich Nation. I checked the figures this
morning, and the per capita income has doubled, after inflation, in
the last 22 years. Our houses are 30 percent larger thaa the houses
that our parents had.

You would have a very hard time convincing me that we cannot
afford to protect and guide our children over just those few early
years. if that were necessary.

And in fact, if you look at what people do, rather than reading
the popular maguzines of the activists and what they claim they
do, yoa'll see evidence of enormous freedom for parents that our

current wealth allows.
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You often hear this refrain of how the stay at home parent is
part of a bygone era, this Ozzie and Harriet stuff, the Cleaver
family stuff. It's simply not true.

Again, the Bureau of Labor Statistics figures that have been par-
tially launched say that 55 percent of mothers with children under
three don't work at all. That’s a majority. Let's start with that
number. Of those who do work—and by the way, some of those are
not looking for work, and some of those are looking but are unem-
ployed—if vou add that category together, the operative fact 1s that
55 percent of mothers with children under three are not working,
okay?

To that you then add the ones that are working part time. Dr.
Kahn pointed out that two-thirds of those who work full-time.
That’s one way of looking at it. I prefer to say that one-third of the
women who are working—who are themselves the minority—are
working part time. A great many of those who work full time are
working only seasonally or for a few weeks or months.

People don’t realize, I think, the way these labor polls are con-
ducted. It’s largely a public opinion poll. If you work one week at
Christmastime, full time, you are counted as a full time worker.
That’s not to say that's the majority, obviously, but there are sig-
nificant numbers in that category. They work seasonallv—when
there's a harvest, or at Christmastime, they consult and write a
newsletter for two months, and then they don'’t.

The bottom line of all of this is thai three out of four mothers
with children under three either don’t work at all, or work part
time or seasonally. That’s three out of four.

So, I think that’s a terribly important message that the advo-
cates neglect. There’s this idea that there is this massive universal
demand for substitute care for infants and toddlers, and that’s
simply not correct.

Americans have demonstrated that the practice they prefer is to
have a policy of maximum parental care in those critical early
years. That’s what they've voted for. And there’s a hopeful side to
that. We realize that the number of people who legitimately don’t
have an economic choice in how they structure their family life is
much smaller than we’ve been led to believe.

We hope that we could concentrate our efforts on those. I'm not
one to sit on my hands. I recognize the necessity of helping those
people, and I'd like to take positive measures on their behalf.

I think that I'll skip my suggested solutions so that I don’t hog
too much time. They're in my prepared remarks, however.

[The prepared statcmant of Karl Zinsmeister follows:]
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BRAVE NEW WORLD

How Day-Care Harms Chddren

KARL ZINSMEISTER

A raprdly growing share of Amenca's children are being
cased by hured worken, by substitute parencs Although
most famubes snll make arrangements so that either the
mother or the father can stay home with very yourg (il
dren, every year more and more youngsters are handed
over 1o caretakers, 3t a younger age, and for longer hours
Whule no one has any 1dea what the ulumate outcome of
thes gant expenment n proxy chuld-reanng will be, there 1s
growing endence that the long-term emotional, intellec
tual, and cultural effects will be unhappy

The prospect of a “'professionalizanun™ of parennng has
long diturbed some observers One of the earlies: cnes ot
caunion can be found 1 George Orwell’s 1984 —which
descnbes a future in which the state takes over the child
reanng tunctions of the tamiby, with a resultng disappear
ance of close and inimate human bonds Only among the
ragged, sentimental, tradinon bound “prales are (hildren
snll raised by their parents This pnmitive social pracnce
makes proles hopelessly uncompetimve with the profes
wonal class that has come to rule the eanth It s also onlv
among the proles that mefhcient human trans such as
loyalty, altrussm, humor, and love continue to thnve

Not everyone wornes that public child care will be
harmtul 10 sociery, however In her proneenng book A
Lesser Life. fermmst Svbvia Ann Hewlerr lodges a herce
protest against “the misguided notion that govemments
cannot and should not help provide a subsnirure for
motherlove and mother care, which she «onsiders one ot
the last great bamers to ecanomis and social adancement
by Amencan women

Yale psychologs Edward Zigier has called tor mmng
the public schools into full service institutions that would
rehieve the family of manv of s tradinonal obligarons In
the future, he urges, public schools should rake over care
of all chid-en three and older, and play ‘a large role in
looking atter infants as well School buildings should open
earlier and close much latet, including on all vacations, so
that parents who work could leave anv chuld, from new
bom on up, at the local school all day

At present, day care takes many torms, ranging from a
live 11 nanny t0 a large center located near a major high
way exit Nearlv halt of all mothers of preschool children
are emploved As of the latest Census Bireau survey inthe

winter of 1984, their children were cared tor as follows 40
percent were tended by a relamve, including the fathers
another 8 percent were 1aken care of by the mother while
she worked either at home or elsewhere; the rest were
looked atter by outsiders, with equal numbers in homes
and in day <are centers

The arrangement growing fasicsc 18 insntunional care
Just trom 1982 10 1984 the fraction of nreschoole=s in day-
care centers went up 56 percent By now. probat ly a third
ot more of all young (hildren of working mothers are in
centers, and the toral 1s nsing fast Both advocates and
opponents view group care n larg  stare licensed and
regulated centers as the wave of the futare

This mass surrender of «hild teanng responsibilines 10
nonrelaines—partieularh o the stite or other institu
fons ——marks a protound change in hutnan hston 1t 1ep
resents the final vicron ot the industnal revolunion the
industnalization ot the tamily Frem a purely economu
pont of view having talented individuals leave the labot
totce for considerable blacks of ime 1o rear their offspring
18 wastetul The ultimate applation ot the panciple of
diision ot labor demands that the job ot humamizing,
acculturanng, and motally educating our progeny be as
signed 10 pand aorkers It the results of nduanalized
ohild rearmie ocsionally rewemble Henn Ford s onginal
assembly line, 1t should not be ennrely unespected

Frightentngly Empty

In her boaok A Muther's Work, Deborah Faliows
presents an unusual joumahistic account of vpicat davs ina
wide vanery of dav care enters For mote than a vear and
a halt, she spent hundreds of hours in dozens ot centersin
Massachuscrts, Texas, Marvland, and Washington. D¢
While Fallows discovered no abuse Litle din, and ade
quare phvsical condinons in most (enters, she nonetheless
found he average (hilds expenence to be fnghteningls
empty This was a tairly typical visie

RARL ZINSMEISTER 15 3 adjunct resedrch assonrate at the
Amencan Enterprise Institute This artide s excerpted
tram i bonk i progrees The Child Proot Soaens Are
Amencans Losing Interest in the Next Generation’ My
Zinsmerster warks ar b me



Leertled 'nio an inconspruous «omee of the roe
11d heman to watch the (nuiaren Vtien one
Crhdwonld at ok st pare mashe gong o
for a tew munutes but pwass o 1 g bavk to s a
tew words pont 1o a2 shoe that aeeded £ ng

or show nee his ummy

The teacher watching the «htidren tned het hard
est ad libbing her was from one acumiry to the next
She put on 1 record and suned to dance One "rle
Rond nos aaned dineng along with her A few
athen oned the group Five or siv gathered * v e
wrging abiet Joors that torme the partirion ¢
rween the plan area 1nd the rest of the room iee
Wit . srl sat s herset cmang soth n the comer
The re< wandered atound

She 2a ¢ up records then and tned reading a story
The same tew cager danvees moved nghtin o listen
while the rest k=pt on «wingng on the s abinet doors
ur ymiessh wandenng The i tle gl was ull J\vn%
in het womer Atter a short stor, the teacher openes
the large «atunet and pulled our some puppers This
imme fatels artra ted the lamgest &m.fuf:h: morn
ng Al bur 1 few rushed nght over to watch he
show But the bnllance « ¢ the wdea dimmed atres
several maments As hetimprompustory hnr seak
ened the toddlen detted bavk to thee v arg
doors 3nd wandenng. shitling hea teer g
'k and tonh

Here as at oeher «enters uare d vou could ibmest
tee' e momming fev re i oward the gnnd +
nne b
poinere Couch mmding ard tow s o
. the wetiene Theae

Pradn e

prise —sn ot oyon aey

Not a< supercalitragabistic as origanalls thought

N

even 2 untorm emotic aal ensironment with scant room
i« rndsagual e ression Failowe desenbesit as a constant

veatn osphere where charged Bk bub feaves e nme
twe M idren to muse and where the preseure wt nui bers
fushes even gentle and resened childien to rent con
stantly

Grace saving, coat Jonming. one at a ime hand wash
ing —these hecume evhausting mals in depersonal zation
tadow, gaes wrenchung dessnprions ot chifdren reterred
1 hey uttle @' of actvines thar ater to tne group
nverage Fat leave the guiet children be und She describes
despesite notes sene n with voungs by thewr parents
pleading tor extra utentien and spesial comtont There s
much tedom, much bewildermert many unconsoled
tears tired teachers domg what thes wan ro get by, a lack ot
\ndivrdualizanion in the best cases, no one really canng in
the worst

Wandenng Aimlessly

W hite day-care pros ded in homes tends to be less im
personal than the center based vanety, at also has many
prablems Fot one, there will never be enough indisiduals
willing o take children inta their homes, or to go 10 other
people s houses t0 2 mmodate the demand It s most
utten the elderly, voung g1ls and ilegal immigrants who
are wiling te aceept such a role today Ana, although
homne based care bas ke potential to be the healthiest kind
sor b Wren at s aise where the most dangerous abuses
ocar vee rov e v eoeh ane #nand otren d teule
IRUR

Xate wnd 7 orhe Diady Banton sacountered some of
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these problems when he began searching for home based
day~are

In onc mnstance, | found the “absolutely marvel
ous” farmily day<are provider, recommended by
trusted fnends, on her sofa while eleven
chidren (she had informed me that she only cared
fot five children) wandered amlessly around in front
ot the blanng TV Another ttime, 0* an unannounced
vuir, | tound that the “highly n<ommended” |
censed day~care providet confined seven preschool
ers 10 hee tiny diming room 1 found them huddled
together, leaning over a bamcade to watch a TV
program showing in the adjacent room

These are not unusual expenences One hear sim lar
tales constantly when talking with parents today Adso-
cates say that quabity-of-care ptoblems could be chminated

The researchers concluded that
many infants interpret repeated
daily separations from their
working mother as rejection, which
they cone with by “avoidance.”

sast b requint g more heensing of dev ware providers The
problem 15 tiere are slreads lots of tu'h regulared —and
tully disappointng—-homes and centers our there

Esen the old wardard of dav carz—a ranny npe ar
rancement ir 1re childs own heme—hay senous pri b
lems The rost common is treguent twmoser among
caregrers, wor b wan cause emotional disrupnions tor the
child

Mote tundamentalls 1t appears that whether the das
vare takes place 0 a center, apnsate house or at home the
nsks to the child s intellectual snd emot enal develnpren
are not ternbhy different The "atest research conrrms that
senous prablems can anse anvtire one substitutes a pad
relavanst ip tor the nawrtal pasent Jhild bond

The Evidence Against

Rescarch on substitute parentng s effects on children 1
notonousls thin The poneen~g work was done by the
English psschologast John Bowlby atter World War | He
found that war orphans raised m instrutions witn good
physial conditons but relatnely littde love or personal
atten 10n were baaiv stunted by the expenence These
finungs startled authonties, hut hased as they were on
vomplete rather than parual parenual depavanon they
were not appiied directls to day care

When, i \he mud 196> demand for dav are began 1o
nue 2 quick Hurmy of studies suggested that nonparents!
cate and ch 1dren no harm and might acalls be good 1o r
children in depns od envitonments But as the held bokin
to matute and 2 vounger generation of more agnastic in

vesugators took over from the true beheving proneers,
revisionist schools began to spang up

Today, there are sull relanscly tew good long term stud
1es, and research remains biased oward the best centers
As one professor puts i, “the lousv venters won't let a
researcher near the place ™ And like so much social science
invesnganon, there 1s alwavs the nsk of confusing the
quantihable with the sigmihean: Much of what we need 1o
know in thss area 1s very hard to measute But we are
beginning to ge* some more sophisticated rescarch And it
15 no longet «lear that dav-car= 15 good, or even neutrai in
us effects Quite the contrany

Belsky's About-Face

Chiid psychologst Jay Belsky ot Pennsylvania State Uni-
seraity, coauthor of the defimmve review of the 1970s
rescarch, was viewed as one of the natton's leading detend
ers of tull ime Aas-care tot most of the last decade Then
in Septembet, 1986, he published a landmark arudle 1n the
bulle 1n of the National Center tor Chinial Intant Pro
grams that expressed senous concemn over 2 “slow, steady
tnckle * ot accumulating esidence that contradicted the
view that day-cate did not affect child deselopment The
more recent studies, Belsky powted out, looked more
dosely at such tactors as age. gender, and amount of nme
spent separated from parents, and focused more on tvpical
«are gisers than carlier studies had  And thes showed,
Belsky said, two womsome trends

First, when babses less than one vear old are placed in
dav care, many ot them develop weak and invecure bonds
with thei patents honds that are crucial to intelectual 2, d
emouonal development W eak parental bonds were tound
npoo Gildren ard upper riddle chins ok dren i das
are o vnadren who attenard zood centers and bad cen
rers and i chiidren who had high qu=lit nanns evpe care
n their own home  Whether sty a dav cire center or a
biby sitier Jocsn tseem to matter Belvks teports Seo
ond, several different tol' yw up studies ot cildien up to
10vean old show that among those with a record of eatls
nonparental care there s niore senous aggression—kick
iy, hghting—less cooperation, less tolerance of trustra
wn more msbehasior and a parterr ot soval with
Jdriwai

Gisen bis high protle sterling credentials and historny ot
das care advocr v Belsks s review rouched o a massve
controverss with rebuttas trom some acadenues and
heated attacks trom terunists and das care partisans
Relsks tollowed 1t up with a new studs ot hivown, which
tound that nearls halt ot the Children who started 20 hours
a week or more of subsnitute care before the  were one
vaar old developed noticcabin imecure atmichments to
their mothers, as measured by a standard scored psvcho
logial test Belsky now urges chat, it at 3l possible 2
parentstay home wich Childres sess than two vears old, and
ally tor government b +make that casier

Fven chiidren in extreracns expensive 1in home ware are
at nsk A study by pavohiatent Preer Barglow of Michael
Recwe Hospiaal in Chicago and colleagees examined 110
<hildren ot aflaent intace renihes Halt we e Lared tor
tull ime by a parent balt had suable high qualsts in home
waretakers because buth parents wotked The bired are
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began a7 eight months or eahier Halt ot the substiute care
intants descloped onl, weak anabments to thar mothers
The researcher cor uded that many intants 1nterpret re
peated daily sepatanons trom their working mother as
rerection whichthey copewith by avoidanee  of turming
off ahat has become paintul “Is the mother by far the best
Latetaher tor the (nild m the first veaee” asks Barglow
We ok nk probably ves

Anntnet studs of tive tosivvear o dowho had spent pan
of 1 hest veans at the Univers i ot North Carelinas
nights regatded d1 care enter tound thern more fikelv 1o
it push kik thoater wwea and astue than thewr par
ent raned counepats LN psechologst Ron Hasking
Jesenbed the 19 andinas as 2 caution | the

The an ment s hardh dose £ Same wone nme detend
ervonas larome Roan connine Tun hatdas ares

Aeesoon Rlgecarearanl Bt the endinis ot
the Iu foR VIR VL &4 0N O v eu headlong
plo e vvard nedoaang b

Warnings from the Experts

Theee ent research ot ng Joubron day qare s vonw
vert wir che aows of peduatre ik pachalogiss
and =0 ,canont heorsts At wch ChTY specalin
the ¢ =10 g heer broad seetie ort that ary sign Baarr
ar .= o nonparental are for en soung ohdren s
anhea myoand s be nvonded where nasubie Accor fing o
pecchennoat Un e band adi e adveate ot M
most A i rna 1 i hooks puplnhed nthe 1978
ol sever approst ever angire ot Soth parents work
ing white <hey have vourg Jhildren

Penelope Leact the Batish pasimalogat and author of
pethaps ne mos i cital wnda aing handbook e
Amenca at the moment Your Bubn and Chud s 2 leading
opponent of the trans Atlant.c trend tow aed mothers leas
ing their small chiidren to go off o nbs She speaks vut
regularhy against group ware for the ver, voung, insisung
that babies need the conentrated atennon ot their par
ents tor at least wo vean Someone «arng tor a« hild out
of love wall do a better job than someone doing .t tor pas
she argues, and social arrnge ments should am 1o make
tull nme parenung easier

Ot Benjamin Spock hys tor vears opposed intant dav
care Despite a good deal of bacxtracking in succesive
ed nons ot Baby and Child Care in response to (nuasn
trom teminusts, he sall points out that “even at six months
babies wiil becom= senously dep essed, lowng their smile
their ppetite, thewr interest i things and people, 1t the
parent who has cared tor them disappears Small hi!
dren  mav lose some of their capacins to love or trust
deepls, as i 1t's 0o pamtul 1o be disappointed again and
again ' He adds, It s stresstul 1o children to have 1o cope
with groups, with strangers, with peaple outside the famis
That has emotionat effeus and it the depnvanon ot vewu
nits 16 at all marked 1 will have wtellecual effeces, too
Unulachild s three Spack now argues he seeds ndinid
ualized are trom the = e pesor Onls in cenain wases
where he dav care Ris that desenpiior tuily aarat v
e, ey well hor parenta cine

Burron Whie the rewwaed educatonal pechotog s
and Sreator b ke Hanood Preschool Projecr has aiv
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‘I would not think of putting a child of mv own 100

1
+, N futi
anv care program on 1

ally a center based program
—Burton White

hanis. espe-

arrn AP Uy oon e subiet ot ponpareetatare A
Vet ooaars ot eerch on how chil e de
Cowet scane aculd not think stpar s hud

D T WA DL dRY LLSanTLle (ATE PIORRAM on 3 full nime
mave espeatith 1uenter based progeam He saggests that
parents 2ot ase subett e care at all exyept tor occasional
st curng be sty months of 3 chod s hite
om sy months 1o hree vears of age Whie save the
Farert cap use some par tme hild care, but the Jhdd
should spend most o his waking ime with a parent or
grandparent He condudes, Unless vou aveaven good
reason | urge vou e, o delegate the pnmary (hild reanng
ask 10 wone else Jurng vour <hild s arst three vears of
fite Baties torm ther At human amtachment only
_mce Ramies hegrn 'o eam langnage onhv once The
Dot MEs ot Thave processes plav 2 mator role i shaping
he future of cach new Lhild
+ hild psschologst Lee Saik argues that no one «an
replace the mother it she must work  Educational theonst
Scima Fraiberg savs that regular absences by the mother are
Jamgng tor children under three Only trom ages three to
< she states can most children profit trom 2 halt dav in
“izh gualiny group <.t Buteventhen she wrtes, Theress
2 \onsensus among preschoot educators that the benefis
of a goad preschool program diminish or are even can
Leiled whe 1 the sckour dav s protonged to six hours or
hevond
The medial ~stit'iment 100 has vorced resenvanons
whour dav cire The Amenaan Mediaal  Assocwrion
aamed n 1983 tha dav aare centen—where drooling,
dapeeed oy cucking whanes put their fingers i their
cath an averae of »ven three minures— were hewoin
L hita cmsao ore t e onsanddsene Ac ording
tre o~ t ey vt ceane Loctrob and other authonnes

noorr e e egeestie tor nng tevels of dur




madn
o en s Jaldses !
(CMV, mtection
Many of the germs thus met would eventualls have
entered the hald’s system anywas ata later aze But ginen
that 3 baby's immune system 1s not well developed unul
the thind month, ard not fulls electne unnl abour age
™o cardy exposure van be ks And it C M\ iy brought
home ‘0.4 pregnant mother it can be vers dangerouws The
standing recommendation ot the Amenuan Academs ot

neog, (4
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Even the gold standard of day-
care—a nanny-type arrangement in
the chuld’s own home—has serious
problems. The most common 1s
frequent turnover among caregivers,
which can cause emotional
duisruptions for the <hild.

Peduatne and the Centers tor Disease ortral 1 tha abs
children under two thould be vared tor onls with the r
siblings When that s impossible thes rece mmend that no
more thar sex children tram o more than hr ¢ taimilies
be grouped vgether

The Magic Baller

At wme pointn the 1905 or Tis A enan parerre
were promised 3 mage buller thar wouhd make da aare
workable  Qualn sme ot was al'=d It Jidnt marer
how much time sou speat w thvour shild the anpmiment
went so long as what tme vou did spend way quahn

In ther tecenth published bouk Quulits Paecnting
Linda Albert and Mictae! Pophan assare parer s thar bev
Wn o rmansform Grdirdny Mot 1S NG ENVo e T
tike a healths diet high 0 narunal toods and v
sustain kids throughout the da when sou have vo v tus
elsewhere

This runs against all credibiling: Anvone who Jemies hae
ume, physical presence and intensine one on one nurute
are important 10 childten demies ecen trism ot hannin
development research

[t pamicularhy ironi roday, when parerts are otherwise
50 receptive 1o the idea that small antentions earhy in hie
van make 1 large difference The emphasis or stacting out
nght leads many counies 10 iRast on nataeal childbinh
Nearls evens madem parent conuders st essent al to ho'd
theit bahy in the hrst minutes after birth lest he bond o
an incubator instead of 2 human Some maintain that the
first dw or first six weeks or hrst tour monthe Jepending
onsourgutu are an absolurels Cnta! penod tor establivh
ing parent vhild ties Yet some ot these same parents ther
hand thersull pink infant tor mod ot s waking hous 1o

[ N RN

Sube ot us have bee LonRvned Td T8 RO NELessary
to acrually talk to, hold cuddic teach and comion ou®
babies oursches We parents will just prok out the aciviues
and the setting, the clothes, toys, schedule, and dier We
will set the fone for the chidd s hfe, while lea'~ng most of
the actual reanng to our sieters and housckeepers

New Skalls for Old Love
Though expetts tell us there 13 no substirute fot parental
ume and attention, «onscrentrous dav are providers do try
to compensate  Most waretakers insist thev're  not just
babs utng  buc pronding saluable training In impres
sine hinwal language directors descnbie their attention to
gross and hae motor skills, 10 good selt coniept, and
enhanced creauvin
Dav care children, 1o be sure, otten start our ahead of
therr home raised peersin things hike knowir g the alphaber
vhen they begin kindegarten But do<s this amount 10
amvthung Kids under age tour. experts rell us, are not
wapable of nuch * achesement ' In tac , tormal education
in these vears wan acrually do haem pamculath af wt1s
Jem 1ding or compentive Many authonties now sas that
unnl a youngstet is about fis ¢, brtle more than creame play
ought to be sohuted tiom bum
When children are soung, 1t 15 impottan- thar their cavi
ronment comph to their needs rathe  than the reverse
Frasherg points out in The Magn Years that it s only in
the minds of adulrc that childhood 1 a paradise atire ot
mroacence and serene jov  in truth she save the = .
seare are often tull of teartul puzzles What the vou g
wir urgenth reed s noteducanon but the atfecon and
weterrod o emaop of thar parents
Moooune ove s not cas b towh  Instirations cant
hope o offe 1t Oni natew rare instances wan exteaordi
ran indnaidualy ofer 2 child 0 das care this tove and
perondo attenton be srnes A majonty of aretaken are
vons entious and e o substitute tor the missing parents,
but tal amvwas tor am raumber of reasons One problem
i shoer numbers—a single aretaker npieaths looks ater
trom tous to 1~ hildren Jdepending on their age and the
\CT R
Another » onnmun Chid deselopmenrahias rell us
thar ripid sru®ing of guarduans s extremels sraumanaing
wasmall o o Thar s unul thes e not to get at
tached 1o ar care gner o child v unable 10 develop
secure 1dulr atrachments in the it three or tour vears, he
«an grow up aimply not canng tor ansone s approval and
ldong am e © of accoun sbilis Yer it s not uncom
mon tor parents 2 change child care providers mo or
three umes ave  bad expenence, sickness, child gets too
old tot that group et
Fenf the parents and . hilu stav put the provider may
morve out trom undemeath thery The average child care
program in New York state has a 40 percent annual tum
over rawe among its teachers Many parents have tound an
acceprable care provider atter a long search only to lose
her Lett for 3 new ,ob Go. mamed Deported by the
amomgrInon senive Au par goes home
But the deepest problem with paid <hild reanng 1y that
someone i heing asked 1o do tor money what very tew ot
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us are able o do toc are reason otke than love {ompe
entard sate bate s ong hars or se hard to hire Whae
wih s he onm o't s snd g people who teer Lt
by wothithe (AT eRar they wail @o ot ot the Fwas o
o e uny precous things har nake Chikdren thove -
RN 2 1eavon whs tather than ust saving no rewarding
s umphwi b Cvtaroypresaar kg a tantmum e
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Mothers Fmulaung Fathers

Fo sean nreot e omontan f o st s o Arenaan
ten les ind evonomi armingemenns hiy been the argu
meta tha' s tathens et so wrapped vp in e imng and
duoiry, at the wornpiace taxr thay bevome dchumanared
loving interestin the intimate jovs ot tamib hite and railing
7o paripate tairhy 1 domestie responsitilines Now
appears that workaholisin and tamily deselic 10, have be
Lome equal opportunm diseases, stiking mothers as much
1 tathers Av 4 re ent onference on Jhildten, dav care
campagner Shia Hewletr told an anecdote about her
efforte to cam noe he manona, accounnng hrm Arthar
Andenen 0 mstitute 2 dav e polics because % pereent
of Andemen « protesionals ire womer Nearly all o these
wonien Hewlett pointed oot work el hours 1 week It
1n emennal, she argued that programs be put into place so
thar attes delivenng their babies these hardworking em
pluvees can keep on i th-  bs just as betore Appar
ently Anhur Andersen v ex cutives saw the business value
in the plan and aucepted her proposal Bur what kind ot
human souiery are we becoming when we encourage new
parents to hold 6 hout 4 week " jobs

Une ot the gant obs' les to good day care ever being
mure than a happy excoption is thar while all parents u ant
good quaties child care, far tewer are willing 1o provide «t
1inda Buron dzscnbes the moment ske recognized the
1001 ot the dhilemma

While | ~and most of T fnends—were saving
ourminds were tovenod  ostis athome and rase
wat chi'dren mone ob us ever asked the yuestion

Then Whit sty of 1urds show'd te rang our
Children —unas JRiar were f vers good?

“Even a1 ux months babies will become seriously de-
pressed, losing theyr smile, their appetite, therr interest
n 1hings and people 1f the pare~t who has cased for
them diappears *

—Benjamin Spock

Moaretulle worded aviersemerts for b

woetrcally Gime back o haart me Jwandd
s eune who would encourage my childrer s cre
2 ke them on meresung ounngs anwer all
tter hide questons and rock them o deep
winted someune who weuld be 2 pant ot the fam
»
Stowh, paintully arter realls thinking abou what
I wanted for my chiddren and rewnung advertse
men atter advernsement | came to the stunning
realzanon that the person | was looking tor was nght
under my nose | had been desperarels trving to hire
me

The quest for 4 humane Child “ean g svstem 1 more
Hhawan enganeenng problem [t os 2 values problem So
long 2 we continue 10 debase parenting, onls the debased
will be willng to take it on Sa long as people perversely
want what they are not willing themselves to gve, there
«an be no solunun The onls wav our of the natural short
age of grod childcare 1s for every parent to devote more
ot his own time o his children, instead of hunung trann
«allv and quixonially, tor more and better hired care

Backdoor Networks

There s presently a broad consensus that women as
much as men thnve when they are able 1o ak 1 wide,
active role in the world Increased female education and
« loyment are, on the whole, powertul and posive
devclopments in Amenvan hfe

But whatever cxpansive new roles women have taken on
n the Last three o7 tour decades thev are emphanically not
interested in relingur hing the old ones Women wnll want
husbands and they wil wanr to be mothess Thes are
taking on heaws added responsibilities without reiecung
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Peaclope Leach wants allowasces from the state fre par-
ents who stay a1 bome 10 rame therr small children.

thewr trad | 1imp Unfq ly, the expen-
ment in forpng new roles for women has taken place (not
cownadentally) »» one of the most self interested eras in
Amencan history (the “me decades™) Rising egoism ©
compounded b collapse ef trad [ sys-
tems of parental burden shanng. Often inadvertenthy, we
have kicked out a lot of the socual supports that used to
underprd child-raising n this countrv—decent pubhic
schools 1n the cities, strong “backdoor’ nerworks among
parents, extended families and relarves nearby to help oun,
a safe pubhc environment that allowed hildren to plas
outdoors wirhout supervision While the nise of substirute
parennng on a mass scale in some ways signals a socializa
tion or public takeover of the strucrure of parenting, on 2
deeper level the last decades have scen a sharp and un
healthy pnvanzation of child reanng responsitiliies We
have 1o a large extent washed our hands of <he idea of
chuldren as 1 common treasure

Surveys show a tremendous dechine since the 19505 in
the social presnge accorded to parents Most parents sull
find the personal sanstactions tangble, immediate even
overv helming. But with collectve approval and cultural
rewards evaporating, reanng a child 1s on one level much
less sanstying than 1t once was, for women in particular
Today, women are more likely to be admured and apprecs
ated for launching a catchy new ad campagn for tooth
paste than they are for nurtunng and shaping an onginal
personahty

The past three decades have also brought widespread
abandonment of childsen by their fathers—an era of igh
\llepnmacy and extensive no fault dvorce Many mothers
at some pownt face economic demands with no spouse
present As a result, some .7¢ understandably seluctant to
endanger their job market value by partly or temporanly
withdrawing from the labor force Meanwhile, most fa
thers remain unwiiling to stas home with theit young chil
dren, and few absent ‘athers pay adequate child support

How to Stay at Heue

We know that (hildren benefit tly—~intellecte Iv
and emotionaliv—trom patental 3 1on There s no
“sound barmet,” no moment when children suddenlv stop
needing thew mothers and fathers But at 2 mumimum,
experns counsel, we ought to am for a siruanon where one
of the other narent 15 devoting most of his ame to the chuld
unt he 15 about three vears oid

Thar «ould mean parents working at siaggered intenais
and alternanng ar chi'd<are More Likely, 1t will tead to
one parent working tull nme and one working wregularh
or not at all unnl the child enters part nme nursery school
or kindergarten W hich there 15 no reason to discourage 1t
appears that one they are about three, most children can
benefit from the soculization of a tew hours ot nursen
school two or three imes 2 week  The practice that many
Amencan parents already tollow —incrementally increas
ing their participanon 1n the paid (abor force as the voun
gest child begns attending some school— “ems o be
sound Parents and (hildven both <an benefit trom an
increase tn tamily income It parents hnd work sumulaning,
therr satsfacnon and confidence will overflow into the
family But these be ehts disappear it work begins to vun
into the child s nme at home

le wall not be particulaly easy tor all tamilies to work
out, hut to the extent we can asust, educate, enjoin, ac
commodate, and inlorm, we ought to work toward a pol
sy of maxamal parental care i the preschool vears In tact
that 1s what we sull have in 2 majonn ot families Figures
from the Bureau vt Labor Staustics show that todav $»
percent of all mothers with (hildren under three are nur
working And of those who dowerk one thied otk on
part time  Moreaver, some « the *all nm. ok or
seasonally or part of the vear The bottom hre desp ¢
sharp increases in temale labor torce parucipation three
out of four morthers with voung chldren sl either do not
work at all or work only part ime or seasonailv Despite
the pressures, most Amenuans sull think it 1s impontant to
arrange thew Ines so that thev wan be with theit children
when they are ven voung

Second-Choice Solutiots

For reasons most purents alreads sense, pard dav care
ought to be a dstinut second choie andgroup Jdav care =
institutions & last altemative Fot some hildren, dav care
seems satistaccon But tew youngsters thave 1n . and
some sery lage tractton—quie possibly  mosi—are
stunted 1n some wav .f they art forced to spend more than
a few hours a dav in their early vears 1n nonparental care
Where full-tme dav-care can t be ehiminated, we at feast
ought to sheren s duration itor instance by working
shorter hours, using « arctakers Jose to home or jobsie, ot
having parenrs stagger their tmes ot employment so that
one can drop off the child 1ate and the other pick lm up
carly) And the longer nonpatental vare can be aelaved, the
less likely 1t 1s to do harm

Having 4 chitd cared tor 1n the home of a frend or
neighbor 15 usually preterable 10 a center, becar se the
serung 15 more famdhal and the care s usualhy more per
sonal and less ngdlv structured Having a relatve « ome
1n.0 your own home 15 even b-tter The setting 1s familiar

o
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to the vhild, and agrandparer >rautt orcour <, while not
. parent, 18 at least a fam  pe-manenr pre £nce in the
hild s Ife, strongly tied 1o the parents, and someone from
whom a warmer than normal level of concern wan
expected No doubt, hired dav vare will always ewst as a
necsssary evil used by some hopefully <mall number of
parents But owing to us nheren wntractable disad
vantages, Public polivies ought 10 wod a8 a marter of
pnauple amy endonement of subsidizanon ot tull nme
nonparental «are for intants and odd'ers

Public Policy Chanpes

We instead ought 10 offer substanti.  iew assistance t0
those —paricularly single mothers and low income mar
ned «ouples—who feel they have lintle altermatne 1o plac
ing thew «hldren i group are Strgle parents are the
atoup with the meagerest tnanuial conditon  the least
_howe in the stractunng o tneir home ar*ngements et
o4 perent of dnonced widowed, separated apd nmar
aed mothers stav at home with their vhildren whils they
are under three  Another 9 peccent work only part ume
Manmy surape along lning with relanes, vollecting child
support. diawing on Souial Sewunn and AFDC, and con
surming savings wnut the (ld 1s old enough tor the mother
10 work

We ought 1o char2e the laws and habir that prevent

many parents who would like to from working at home
W ter Nancy Pearcey pownts our that, once, “the home
was the wenter of sovien, both socially and - ~onomically
A woman would raise a family and sull take 32~ n other
nteresting ativinies  because thes took place ot ne ¢
the home ' Atterindustnalization, hov ever, the home was
reduced 10 a passive adtunct Woman s role was reduced.
while man s role was enhanyed by the development of the
MONEy cLunUMY

Thanks to new technology and senvices., the rebith and
rehnement ot domestn industry 1s both possible and desir
ahle W hether in busimess tor oneselt doing prece work or
Lonttact or vonnewted 1o an ofhue by computer modem,
thete 15 mu h productive, teresnng, and well paving
work that can now be done easily at home e ought to
stop sanhing the needs of patents and (huldren o the
speial interests of trade unions \who opposc home work}
and sume emplosers. and repeal the anniquated provisions
that intibit turther decentralizanon ot *he workplace

We also ought 10 reheve the tax burden on parenrs who
opt 10 stav home with thewr children Larger exemptions
tor voung « hildren and for caretaking expenses should be
considered  And the bias that forbids nonworkers trom
making as big a tax-free contrtbution 10 their IR 4 25 work
ers are allow ed should be recnfed

We should encourage employess to wshtute more Hex

Pl 1 84 Wormsn Wik Loved o0 ¢ Sin by Juum. Wilkow Soush




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

215

ame, good part-ume employment, job sha g, and “ake
out” work, 30 that parents who work can urange ther
schedules 1o spend more ume with ther i tren Pant
tume working parents make excellent, responble *mploy
ecs, and. entenng an era of cnncal labor shortages, 5
the mterest of companies a8 @ workens to bang th-se

Today, women are more likely to be
admired and aporeciated for
launching a catchy new ad
campaign for toothpaste than they
are for nurturing and shaping an
original personality.

talented indwaduals 1nto the Labor toruc on their terms A
more fluid, less nd job market, which has been evolvng
in this countty tor years anvway, will improve both cff
wency and worket satistaction

Y ought to support other forms of tamily care tor
children, tot instance by gtandpatents Perhaps tax credus
could be allowed for parents who wanit to house a grand
parent or othet relatine who would care tor the child
Perhaps mostimponan  tathers svmuch « morhers ought
to teel revponsihle tor daly sopentuor and gusdanie of
their children as taey are slowh beginming to

Moure Ambitious Proposals

Sorne wall tor mwre ambitious programs that aould es
tablish a svstem ot comprehensine supporn tnr a° parents
Penclope | each argues that the earlv veans of hild cate
should be ireated as a distinct phase ot lite, as educanon
and renrement ate treated, and that a parent who suvs at
home to rase 2 vourg child should reauive an alfowance
trom the wate She h < walled tor a program thar would
allow one parent to stav b me tull nme through rhe child «
fit 1wo sears then provide eiraming to assisi a gradual
return 10 work 1t desired

Allan Catlson ot the Rockford wnstitute proposes thar
we impreve our economic trearment of parents He walls
for tour alterations of tax and vl polis doubling the
tax exemption for chitdren onby provid g a $6(¢ annut
tax credn fo. cach child. as well as an extra $800 allowanc e
in the year of a child s birth, and converung the cuerent
«hild care creditimio a upn ersal $500 creditavalable ta all
parents whether thes pay for vate or pravide it themselves
For a mamed ouple tor example with three sinall Jhil
dien and an income of 325,000, this plan would allow
them 10 retain up ta $4 300 mete ot their camed invome

This program shits the tax burden away from tamilies
with voung children and 10w ard individuals without child

bl 4

rasing resp gu tothec of the
post World War It cra, wi.u samiies were largely cacn
from taxation Ins revenue cos  could be mampulated
within a broad range, tot instance by altenng the age at
which children no longer qualify

Damage by Day-Care Lobby

Todav, all of the aggressne cfforts of the increasingls
powertul day-care lobby head inthe wrong direction Day
care actvists insist that encouraging new parents to stay at
home 1s “absurd ** Working parens are “a reahty " Stay at
home parents are “dinasaurs

The advocates imphantly discourage the form ot dav
care that s least hkely to be narmtul—informai care in a
nesghbor's of fnend's home—on the grounds that it 1s not
standardized and regulatec 10t professional crough The
fundamental push of dav<are advocacy today 1 away
from the personal, the small, and the impromptu and to
aard the big, regulated. fuoresient hit * voung age homes
fun by protessional baby sitters This s the only wav 10
make universal social parenting possibie, and it is the strat
egv that curcemily has the political momentum

Ol course. these venters. while sarving widelv trom
worst to bertee, are the places least ik ' 1o gs. children
what they need Common sense ane .mpincal research
beth bear that out But all exisung bonuses. options. and
subsidies push in their ditection For instance, our current
hld care tax credit ine 40 on torm 10401 costs abour §3
tilhon annualls But it can be «lumed only by people who
pav othees fo provide (he care 1t cannot be claimed by
parental care giners Inaddinon to being blatanthy discam,
naton and rERrevaNe 1t s 2 tramster tram stas at home
parents  ho have tower aver e moome 1o working par
ents who ate ncher s ven bad poha tor Jldren

Rather than turther subsidizing subwitute parenung
wi ks mam nsks, we ought 10 endeavor to vy en new
options *or the laree numt = ot Amencary who would like
tu rine thewr own children Put the hedp apd encourage
ment and dollars on the wide of childre and parents pot
imtstotions and bareauvcrary

Certainhy rasing children produces sty share of frustra
nons nd tatizue ttsa demanding task And without entra
Joses ot ume 'one comverdnon nd adult sinohinon
stav 1t hore parents «an come ro teed salated But rasine
chiddren s alsa une of ite s most vaned and huinane un
dertakingy It torees us o tace our own mortaling, the
implicattons of our ethics our own deepest hopes

Yes there will be difhculties But therz are compensa
tions  more seeure Jhilddren happiet patents, a healthier
soaery The requisiie changes are well within cur capabil
nies afl we need 13 to be convinced they are werthwhile
Thev demand some hard bu recessan <howes that go to
the ven core of what nmeans to be a parent, and a Lnizen
deading that we are not going to e only for ourselves
tar our shon un praspents and matenal advancement
That we van, and ves. want to |, artiaipate spintually in the
future of our cultare That raiing a child by our vwn code
anu cthics is both a worthy goal and a protoundiy rew ard
ng undertaking
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Mr Kipee Thank vou. M Zinsmewster
Dr Richard Chitord

STATEMENT OF DR RICIEARD M CLIFFORD, BUSCH INSTITUTE
FOR CHILD AND FAMILY POLICY, UNIVERSITY OF NORTI
CAROLINA AT CILAPEL HIL:

Mr Currord Thank you

My name 1» Dick Chitord. and I'm from the Busch Institute {o
Familv Policy at the University of North Carolma I'm delizhted to
be here today to talk about the issues of high-quality preschool pro-
gram ~ for children in Ame.ica

There are five points that I want to make. and I've tried to give
each one of them one mmute

First. there 1s a large and growing need for child cace in Amer-
ica 1 think we've talked about thnt already. and I'li come back to
1t

Second. parents want high-quality programs for therr children
Nobody's really talked too much about what parents want. here. n
terms of high qualty.

Third, high quality pregrames ave cond for children [ disagree
with Mr. Zinsmeister. and I'll talk a httle bit about that 1n a
minute.

Fourth, high qu .ty programs are expensive. and subsidies are
required for many families When 1 talk about that. I'd like to re-
emphasize some of those pomts.

Finally. adequate standards and monitoring are essential to en-
suring access to high-quality programs

Number one, the need for child care

I know that numerous speakers at the previous hearing spoke
about the continuing need for child care m America One would
sav that women are i the work force to stay Our economy de-
pends on them. espectally with the restriction i the labor force in
the coming vears. and we'll continue to see mncreases in the nced
for child care

We talked earlier about the need for increases in child care, and
whether we're going to need more slots in child care. People forget
that the work force has been increasing consistently over abou* the
last 20 years, and shows no signs of not continuing to increase.
We're going to need more child care, and we need child care now.

Second, parents want high quality programs Parents need and
want good programs for their young children In a survey of some
1.006 parents registering the'r children for kindergarten in North
Carolina, we asked them why they chose the program their child
was in. The reasons they gave us for choosing child care was that
they were looking for a setting that was good for child develop-
ment. a setting 1n which their child would be happy. and one in
w..ich the person caring for their children was experinnced.

These reasons were chosen most frequently by parc s regardless
of family income, race, or marital stutus The parents are saying
that they want high-quality programs.

Third, high-qual.ty programs are good for our children There 1s
realiy a large and growing literature which exists on the impor-
tance of quality pre-school programs for soctal and cognitive devel-
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opment of cur young children. I didn’t come prepared to get into
an argument about—and I'm not a psychologist—the strange situa-
tion item that 1s used to say that child care is not good for infants

But I think that a careful review of the literature would show
you that this does not support a bread concern for children who
enter child care ahove 1 year of age. This debate centers almost ex-
clusively around infant child care. The primary spokesperson on
that has been active in the development of ABC, served on their
.»search and advisory committee on the Act for Better Child Care.
an." has been intimately involved in this process.

I fon’t think he or any of the spokespeople are advocating that
we a0 away with child care 1n America.

Next, child care 1s expensive. That's the cone thing that I think
we can agree on here, if there’s anything that we've heard agree-
ment on. High-quality care is especially expensive. Take center
based care as an example.

In a paper I recently presented at the American Educational Re-
search Association, I estimated that typical child care costs 1n
center based settings cost about $3,000 on the average for full-time
care for a singie chil.t,

If we are going to increase quality, that price is going to go up.
As an aside here, the figures from the Census Bureau of $1,200 per
child per year—I'm not quite sure where that comes from To me,
it lotks like it's »lightly more expensive than that—about $1,40C
per year fcr relative care, not just for out of home care but in
family da;’ care.

Family day care by a non-relative costs about $2.000 per year,
which is roughly the same as center or group-based child care.
That is not for full-time care, of course

In a similar study done by Sandv Hofferth on the longitudinal
survey of their use, very similar figures were found. The .verage
weekly cost was $38 per week. but that was not for full tir care,
but for 30 hours per week, on the average.

Many families in America who need full-time care need it for 40
or 50 hours per week, because of their work arrangements.

Child care costs must be subsidized. Governments at the Federal,
State and local levels will have to subsidize care for many familics.
The private sector also must play a role. We really haven’t heard
too much about the private sector today.

Parents of young children themselves are very young. Many of
them are at the beginning of their carcers and thus at the low
point of family income, but they are faced with this large expendi-
ture to ensure the well-being of their young children.

The example that I like to use most frequently 1n North Carolina
is that I have a son who is a sophomore at North Carolina State,
studying engineering. It costs me less to send him to North Caroli-
na State, whic} is heavily subsidized by the Scate, than it would for
me to send him to child care.

Now, I'm not facing tnat cost at the beginning of my career—I'm
a little bit beyond that. If we adjusted what I paid for his child care
when he was in there—and hai's really when I got interested in
child care—I was paying $140 a week for child care for him, back—
he's now almost 20. When he was three, I was paying $140 a v-2ek,
because I wanted high-quality child care.

? ~
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It’s unrealistic to expect that these young parents can pay the
true cost of child care. There are geing to be some who will make a
real sacrifice, but 1t's unreahstic to think that most families are
gomg to be able to make that sacrifice and provide high-quality
child care.

Another group that we've forgotten ir terms of who's paying for
chiid care are the child care workers. A colleague of mine, Susan
Russell, did an analysis of child care in Chapel Lill, North Caroli-
na, and she found that the primary people who were subsidizing
child care were the people who were working in child care—not
anyone else.

This can’t go on forever. We've talked about the turnover rate in
child care, and all of the attendant complications of both people
with very little or no training working in child care. That's not
going to change unless we improve salaries in child care.

Failure to provide good programs has many costs, and we haven'’t
talked too much about the cost of not providing good programs.
From what we know about what good programs do—they reduce
placement in special education, the likelihood of retention in
grade—we know that there are savings in providing good pro-
grams. We know that if you don’t provide good programs. there are
going to be costs that we'll pay for later

In fact, we are , aying for those now.

Perhaps most import' “*ly, from my own experience in working
in child care centers al across the United States and to some
degree overseas, children in low quality programs are simply not
happy. Our children have a right to be happy.

Improved regulation is required This is my last point While
high-quality care is expensive, we can’t assume that e:pens.ve care
1s of high quality. We know that the quality of care varies dramati-
cally across the United States.

For example. a single care give in a day care center can care for
a maximum of three infants in some States, and a maximum of
eight infants in another State I don’t think there is any reputanle
child care vrofessional in America who would tell you that you
could provide high quahty care for eight infants with one care-
giver.

Now, we may quibble a little over whether three 1s teotter than
four, or four better than five, but there's no doubt from the profes-
sionals 1n America that exght infants with one caregiver is not good
for children.

In a study that Susan Russell and I conducted in North Carolina,
we found that child care centers with high standards and frequent
monitoring were only one-fifth as likely to have child abuse and ne-
glect complaints lodged against them. as were centers meeting the
minimum State requirements.

We know that regulation can make a difference in the lives of
these young children and in the lives of their families State Gov-
ernments need guidance and iinancial assistance in planning and
improving standards and monitoring Reguiation really has those
two pieces to it

It involves standards that are reasonable and monitoring to
make sure these standards are improved.

2%
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Anocther ov mple ¢f this relationship Bretwe s mon tornn., ana
quality care—there was a study 1 Penusyhani 5 the dep, ce 0
v hich centers wore complying to the regulations o Penusylvaria
4 clear relationship between the quality of the learning environ-
ment for kids and compliance to regulations was found, up to about
a point with 90-percent compliance. It's interesting that when you
went beyond 90-percent—to where they were overly concerned
about dottins the i's and crossing the t’s—-the quality dropped offer
very slightly. But up to 90 percent compliance showed that there
was a clear relaticnship between quality in environment and com-
pliance.

In summary, let me say that based on my own work and that of
many other researchers across the country, we know that child
care must be and can be improved. It's going to take a major com-
mitment {rom Government as well as from famili 5 of young chil-
dren to bring about this improvement.

In order to ensure the well-being of our youngest citizens and
their families——and of our Nation—we must make high-quality
care available for all of our young children who need it.

Better child care provides our Federal Government an opportuni-
ty to make a major difference in the lives of young children and
their families.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Richard M Clifford follows:]
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Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. My nare 1s

Dick Clifford. I am Associate Director of the Bush
Institute for Child and Family Policy at the Frank Porter
Graham Child Development Center at the University of North
Carolina at Chapel Hill. I am delighted to be here today to
discuss the issue of high quality programs for preschool-
aged children in America.
There are 5 points that I wart to make today:
1. There is a large and growing need for child
care in America.
2. Parents want high quality programs for their
children.
3. High quality programs are good for children.
4. High guality programs are expensive and
subsidies are required for many families.
5. Adequate standards and monitoring are essential

for insuring access to high quality programs.

Need for child care. I know that numerous speakers at
your previous hearing spoke of the continually crowing need
for child care in America. My home state is a particularly
heavy user of out of home care for young children because of
our heavy dependence on female labor force participation 1n
textiles, apparel and furniture industries. At the Bush
Center, we conducted a survey of some 1000 parents

registering their children for kindergarten in three school
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districts in North Carolina in the spring of 1986 . Nearly
two thirds of the mothers of these children were working
during the year before their child entered hkindergarten. A
total of 75% of the children were 1in some kind of non-
parental child care or education arrangement that year
(Clifford, 1987). It is a reality of life 1in North
carolina, and in the US as a whole, that preschool-aged
children are 1in out-of-home care for major portions of their
laves.

rarents want high quality programs. Parents need and
want good programs for their young children. When we asked
them why they chose the program their child was in, they
gave three reasons most frequently:

> The setting was good for the child’s icvelopment

> The child was happy there, and

> The caregiver was experienced.
These reasons were chosen most frequently by parents
regardless of family income, race, or marital status. The
parents are saying they want high quality progranms.

High quality programs are good for our children. A
large and growing literature exists on the importance of
quality preschool programs [f~r example see Schweinhart, et
al, 1986; Ramey, et al, 1987; Ruopp & Travers, 1982; Lazar,
et al, 1982; McCartney, Scarr, and Phiilips, 1984; Phillips,
et al, 1987]. Time does not permit a review of that
literature here. However, it 1s clear that high quality

p. rams have significant benefits for disadvantaged
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children 1n terms of suciess in school and in later laife.
The data is not as compelling for children from more
advantaged families, however, high quality environments for
young childien appear to be related to improved cognitive
and social development for all children.

Child care is expensive. High quality care 1s
especially expensive. In a paper I presented earlier this
month at the American Ecducational Research Association,
costs for four models of preschool programs were compared
(Clifford and Russell, 1988). Model I represented high
quality as defined by the .Jational Academy of Early
Childhood Programs (1985). Included we.. salaries and
benefits to attract and retain qualified staff, good staff-
child ratios and group sizes and adequate resources for
supplies,materials and equipment. The estimated cost for
this type of program is over $5200 per child per year.
Models II and III vere for moderate levels of aiality -- one
with high quality staff but poorer child staff ratios aad
the other with good ratios and gioup sizes but poor staff
pay and benefits. These moderate quality programs cost
roughly $4000 per year per child. Model IV represents the
status quo for center-based care, and costs approximately
$3000 per year per child.

Child care costs must be subsidized. Governments -
both at the federal and state/local levels -- will have to
subsic 1ze care for many families. The private sector also

must play a role. Parents of young children are themselves
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relatively young. Many are at the very beginning of heir
careers, and thus at the low point of family income. Yet
they are faced with +his large expenditure to insure the
well being of their young child. Hofferth (1988) found that
on average, parents were spending about 10% of their income
on child care, about what they were spending for food.
However poor families were forced to spend 20-25% on child
cave -- about what was spent on housing. Ho:ferth’s
findings were based on much lower costs than our estimates
of costs for high quality programs. It is unrealistic to
expect that these young parents can pay the true cost.
private non-profit agencies such as churches are already
providing a great deal of help. Day care Jorkers are also
subsidizing care through low wages and benefits. Business
and industry is beginning to provide assistance. Parents
pay by far the largest share of these costs. In recent
years, the share ot these costs paid by the federal
government has decreased relative to the other sources of
help to families.

While the costs of providing high quality care are
relatively easy to calculate, the costs of not providing
such care ara more difficult to uncover. Failure to provide
good programs has many costs. An increased number of
children will be placed in special education and more
children will be retained in grade in school. And perhaps
most importantly, my own experience is that children are

simply not happy in low quality programs.
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Inmproved regulation is required. While high quality
care is expensive, we cannot assume that expensive care 1s
of high quality. We know that the quality of care varies
dramatically in the US. For example a single caregiver 1in a
day care center can care for a maximum of 3 infants in some
states while in others she can care for as many as 8 without
any assistance. In a study that Susan Russell and I
conducted in North Carolina, we found that child care
centers with high standards and frequent monitoring were
only 1/5 as likely to have child abuse and neglect
complaints lodged against them as were centers meeting the
minimum state requirements (1987). We know that regulation
can make a difference in the lives of these young children
and their families. State governments need guidance and
financial assistance in improv.ng standards and monitoring.

In summary let me say that, based on my own work and
that of many other researchers across the country, we know
that child care must be and can be improved. It will take a
major co mitment from government as well as' from the
families of young children to bring about this improvement.
In order to insure the well being of our youngest citizens
and their families -- in fact for our nation -- we must make
high quality care available for all of our young children.
The Act for Better Child Care provides for our {ederal
government an opportunity to make a major difference in the
lives of millions of young children and their families. I

encourage you to support the bill.
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Mr. KiLpgge. Thank you, Mr. Clifford.
Mrs. Inez Holloman.

STATEMENT OF INEZ HOLLOMAN, HOLLOMAN CHILD DEVELOP-
MENT AND EDUCATION. ACCOMPANIED 3Y VERNON HOLLO-
MAN, JR.

Ms. HoLLoMAN. Thank you for letting me come here today.

I think that with the exception of one other person to follow on
the next panel, that I am the only private provider of child care
here.

I must say this, though it’s not on my testimony—all day long, I
felt as though I was on the operating table in the room with a lot
of professionals who were going to decide whether I would live or
die.

I appreciate an opportunity to speak with you this afternoon.

My son, the second generation, collaborates with me on every-
thing I do, so he will help me out if I get into a pinch.

Thaunk you very much.

Mr. KiLpee. You've very welcome.

Thank you.

Ms. HoLLoMaN. I came before you today as a small business en-
trepreneur, practicing free enterprise in child care. A representa-
tive of a group of people providing care and nurturing to children
while at the same time providing jobs and generating revenues.

Most of us are too busy to create a political scene or to make a
lot of noise about the fact that we care for 65 percent of America’s
children in child care. We have all of the problems of other small
businesses—heavy regulation, high cost of insurance, unfair compe-
tition from unregulated, non-profits and governments at all levels.
We do this because we chose to serve children.

Many of us contributed in the unly way we knew how during the
war effort in World War II and the 1940’s by keeping other
women’s children so that they could fulfiil much-needed other posi-
tions. The pay was low, and the days were long. Our working day
consists of the parents’ travel time to and from work.

We did this without State or Federal aid, relying on our own cre-
ative talents and personal resources to fill the needs.

I only give you this backward look to help you realize that we
are as American as motherhood and apple pie. This is women help-
ing women from other families to work.

We are marketing the thing that we do best—mothering skills,
caring and doing for children. The big business of child care came
about during the 1960’s, th.e big days of women’s liberation and of
Tiile 20. All the noise began to resound with the great influx of
Federal money as big businesses and Government saw a way to
direct the flow of funds from Washington to themselves. We contin-
ued to care for the children.

We accepted Government'’s invasion into our lives and the lives
of our children and families by way of inspections and regulations,
announced and unannounced. We accepted the faults and the guilt
of some in the industry when they failed and bore the burden of
shame as if they were family.
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But the parents of the children we serve—some children or
grandchildren of those we cared for before—continued to seek us
out and bring up their children. They know the care and the serv-
ice they are receiving, and the people they are doing business with.
The parents we serve come in and out of our centers daily, con-
verse with the cooks, the teechers, the caregivers, and the children.

They do not select their child care from an information and re-
ferral sheet printed by computer. They do not go to a social service
office or a public school to ask about child care. They review and
select the care as they would a home, a church, or a doctor. We are
indeed an extension of the family.

The vast philosophical differences in our ranks can fit the needs
of any American family large or small. We provide whatever it
take. to make a working family work. We provide educational
training at all levels, from infant stimulation to private elementary
schools. Some include dancing, music lessons, art, swimming, differ-
ent sports—all combined with care and nurturing. We teach the
little ones how to sit up, hold the cup, eat, walk, talk, sing, stack
blocks, cut with the scissors, count beads, and yes, even read and
write.

Educational professionals have long acknowledged our contribu-
tions, for children receiving child care perform very well in early
school. We say no in a strong voice and give redirection with love
and care. These are our children.

Though we have been, and will continue to, meet the needs and
serve well, the legislation intended in Congress will do away with
this segment of private enterprise in America

It is against private enterprise and religious groups. With the
influx of increased funding for Governmental care and certain non-
profits, expanded bureaucratic organizations of socialistic child
care would consume the market through their hudgets and their
captive information and referral systems.

This is imposed by the legislation. We have had some experience
with subsidized information and referral systems jockeying for the
first place position when this legislation is passed. The information
given out 1s always negative or incorrect on the proprietary cen-
ters, and there are no referrals.

The proposed legislation would blanket programming, eliminat-
ing parental choice. When one cuts the options, one eliminates
choices. The parents would be told where to take their children, as
many children in need of Federal assistance are now. They have no
choice.

Many do not even see the centers to which their children are to
be sent, since social service wora2rs make all the arrangements.

Some of these centers receive subsidies from eight different
sources and are audited by no one. I've served on a special task
force commission by President Jimmy Carter for the Office of Ad-
vocacy with the Small Business Adminictration to investigate Gov-
ernment competition with small business. We printed a booklet
called Government in Competition: A Threat to Small Businesses,
and this information was turned in from that study.

With the programs all the »ame, the caregivers all trained the
same, and the centers so that 1o philosophical differences could be
expressed, we request you to review these questions. What kind of

Q
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citizens would we produce? Would all of these chiidren think alike?
Would the; be capable of stimulating debate?

This is something to really ponder sit:ce those children are in the
center more of their waking hours than they are with their par-
ents.

The industry does not need Federal legislation. We don’t want it,
and we don’t seek it. Child care regulations and inspections are
best left to the States. The States are more familiar with the needs
of the families and the caregivers.

The State is also closer to the facility where the care :s given.

Gentlemen, Federal funds in excess—my printed copy says $7
million but it’s really $7 billion, I have a hard time putting billion
and dollars together, for some reason [laughter] but $7 billion are
disbursed annually for child care funds such_as AFDC, title 20,
Head Start, and the USDA Child Care Food Program. We would
request your legislative talents to reform and realign these pro-
grams so as to get more of the dollars to the child and not to ad-
ministration and self-serving brokerage organizations.

A big portion of a match could be required of State and local gov-
efarn‘rjnents, as many of them buy child care completely on Federal
unds.

The SBA loan program could be expanded to certify a portic  for
low-interest loans for start up and for remodeling chilcfxz:are cen-
ters, and the child care c-- ter could be given the same treatment
as other small business in an ecotomic impact zone.

Child care centers could also be included in the SBA incubators.

The proposed legislation could open the proverbial Pandora’s box
for child care expenses for Government and parents, as subsidized
Government centers simply do not work in a cost efficient manner.
There is little need to perform when you can’t go broke.

The cost of care 1n a non-profit, subsidized center when compared
to a for-profit, taxpaying center is almost twice as much, and this
cost will surely rise when we are no longer around.

Subsidized centers justify this by claiming that we are not qual-
ity. We consider this an insult, not only to us but to the parents
wno chc_se our centers. They know, and they care, and these are
their child-en.

Yes, the people I represent here today ave t-uly America’s
unsung herves and heroines, for we saw the need and we met it
with loving care. We ‘id this long ago, when Government and bu-
reaucracy was busy ... another scene, as American heroe+ have
always done.

We ask for nothing except the treedom to perform our skill in
the market without the threat of Government takeover. We live
and survive by our daily performance.

The Holl - .an Schools are no better than the da the child kad
today. We cannot make exchar es nor replace bac days for days
are not ours to give. We strive .0 make each day a day of growing
and giving, living and  .rning, caring and sharing, packed with
good food and fun, striving to supply each child with what he or
she needs for the successful pursuit of happiness.

My son has broken down the bill and if you'd like we'll ¢ ) over
the points that we find most harmful to the industry.

Mr. KiLpee. Thank you very much.
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Do you have something to add”

Mr. HorLLoway Yes

Thank you, Mr. Chairman

My name is Vernon Holloman, and I'm the current vice-presi-
dent of the Proprietary Child Care Association of Virginia We're
also affiliated with the National Child Care Association. which rep-
res.nts the child care service indus.ry, more particularly the for-
profit taxpaying service industry.

We have 23 States now represented in our association

We are collectively opposed to the ABC legislation for the foliow-
ing reasons. I'd like to go w:th this sectior by section. I'll - ira-
phrase to k=ep it brief, Mr. Chairman.

Ur. * . . .ction two, finding and purposes, it suggests a short.ge of
available child care. Our research finds that the shortage of avail-
able child care is basically localized and is not widespread. The
most difficult care to find is part time care, night-time care and
weekend care. This is also the least in demand. Obviously, 1if it's
not demanderi very much, the industry is not going to respond to
provide it. So if you are one of those unfortunate parents who
needs that tvpe of service, it's going to be difficult for you to find.

The otber section on purposes, section B2, the purpose of the bill
as it states is to promote the availability and the diversity of qual-
ity child care. The bill falls far shuit of promoting availability and
diversity, and actually discriminates against religious and for-profit
taxpaying child care businesses, which provide a major portion of
the child care in the United States.

Under Section Four, appropriations, which calls for expenditures
of $2.5 billion, from a purely financial perspective, this is an ex-
tremely cxpensive measure compared to other related legislation
which actually accomplishes more for the American family than
this bill. We would refer you again to H.R. 3944 and S. 2187.

Under Section Six, which establishe: » lead agency, and man-
dates that States establish added bureaucracy with the specific
duties of monitoring child care activities—most States currently li-
cense and inspect child care center . and family day care hLomes,
which fall within the licensing strata. This varies from State to
State.

Families and providers don’t need any further expansion of
social bureaucracy. When the Virginia Department of Social Serv-
ices “took over‘‘ spousal support payments, and misplaced over $1
million—ask the recipients if they are now bettcr off with that
added bureaucracy. Some of those people are still waiting to re-
ceive those spousal payments.

Section Seven mandates that States will be locked in on their
child care licensin; standards in addition to Federal standards
.rafted under this act. Many States are now actively updating and
restructuring their child care standards, with the help of industry
and other professionals. Families and industry would prefer that
regulatory authority remain at the State level, maintaining the
current level already in existence.

It is ridiculous to have such a mandate which removes all State
options. I know that in Virginia, for example, the last session of
our General Assembly passed House Bill 1237, which was an indus-
try-generated bill. This established a regulatery council with indus-
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try membership as well as for-profit, non-profit, building health
codes, fire, DSS—a representation across the boarc

That group. that committee is a high level comi-ittee which is
charged with the responsibility to write and promulgate and en-
force regulations in child care. That’s just one bill.

We also have = bill in our State that 1s again industry generat:d.
It calls for the moval of all exemptions to regulation, which actu-
ally brings mo.e of child care providers unde. State regulations.
That debate has been carried over into the next session in our
State.

Section Seven provides that licensing staff make unannounced
inspections of no less than 20 percent of the regulated family day
care homes. From our perspective, that's totally unacceptable. This
means ...at 80 percent of the regulated homes may not be visited at
all, and none of the non-regulated homes will be visited.

Mandates—Section Seven further mandates that States maintain
a record of parental complaints and make them available to the
general public Now, we’re not opposed to that. but complaints are
not convictious. This should be justified and proven comploints.
There’s an awful lot of inequity in the system, and ‘wvuen yo. nay
have a disgruntled parent or employee filing erroneous complaints
against a child care pro- (der, that would go one some sort of public
record and stay there forever. We're trying to get that changed in
Virginia and elsewhere.

Under Section Eight, rules for the use of funds—funds are to be
provided through grants and contracts with public and private non-
profit entities. These entities may subcontract with other public
and private non-profit entities. This creates a closed bureaucratic
system which in fact socializes child care under the act. It also dis-
criminates against for-profit, taxpaying providers.

Section Eight further establishes funding for eligible public
schools ard non-profit child care centers to maintain part day pro-
grams. Again, this further discriminates against for-profit taxpay-
ing child care providers who also are providing the sai.ie type of
services.

Section 11 establiskes the Inter Agency Advisory Committee on
Child Care. The States already have advisory and ticensing com-
mittees to address these concerns As far as we're concerned, it's
one more added bureaucracy.

Section 12 establishes a State advisory committee on licensing.
That’s just another burcaucratic committee. Sectios '3 establishes
resource and referral programs, which shall recognize only public
and private non-profit entitles to serve as such.

This establishes what we call captive referrals, which are de-
signed to funnel and direct parents and children out of the private
sector and into the Government sector.

Other industries also have been fighting resource and referral,
such . the durable medical goods industries, physicians and cer-
tain legal professional groups.

Advertising and the Yellow Pages of our phone director are fair,
impartial, and available to all who wish to use them. It is main
tained by a private concern, costing the Government nothing.
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This section also discriminates against for-profit, taxpaying pro-
viders, who in scme cases would like to operate their own resource
and referral program.

Section 14 mandates that staff training and providers—for grants
and contracts to be entered into with public agencies and again pri-
vate non-profit entities to develop staff training programs. Again,
this further discriminates against for-profit child care providers
and organizations which currently provide ongoing staff training at
no cost to Government.

I can tell you that in most of the State associations that we've
recently met with—which number 23—all of those are now doing
staff training or have proposals on the table to get into that.

Section 19 is a sectarian prouibition, which of course excludes all
religious programs, symbols and artifacts. Many very high quality
child care providers, in the for-profit and non-profit sector, offer re-
ligious programs. Grace before meals, Bible stories are part of the
daily activities. Religious programs provide moral fiber that this
predominantly religious nation depends on to establish the princi-
ples of honesty and integrity, and the basic appreciation and re-
spect of life and property.

Such prohibitions may be legai for public schools where attend-
ance is comprisory by law, but it's unreasonable for child care at
which attendance 1s voluntary and by pareniul choice.

Above all Federal provisions, parental chuice must nof Le witer-
fered with in any legislative measure. We mvst continr.ally protect
the rights of parents to choose what they t!ink is oest for the:r
children.

We'd like for you to keep competiticn in « +ild care, and to keep
private enterprise in child care, and proti<i religious programs
frcm Government-enforced extinction

Thank you for your time.

[The prepared st:......nt of Inez Holloman follows']

(}:‘
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Apral 21, 1988

Gentlemen

1 come before you today as a Small Business Entrepreneur practcing free
enterpacse n the feld of chald care, a representatve of a group of people
provedang care and nurfurang to the chuldren chule al the same tume providing
jobs and genenating vevenue. Most 2§ us are too busy with dacly activalces
to create a political sceme on make alot of noise aboul the fact that we care
for 658 cf the chuldren n need of chald care wn Amercca. We endure all of the
problems of other small businesses. heavy regulaton, hagh cost of «nsurance,
unfacr competition from unregulated non-profats and goveanment at 2Ll Levels.

We do this because we chose o serve chaldren. Many of us contrcbuted «n
the only way we could to the war effcrt durang World war 11 n the fontes by
keeping other women's chuldren so they could §4£8 much needed posctions.

The pay was fow, the day fong as our working day consists of the parent's
work day plus travel tume. We ded thes without State on Federal help, relying
on our own creative talents and personal resources to §4lf the needs.

1 onty gave you thus backward Look to help you realize tnat we a1e as
Amerccan as Motherhood and Apple Pie. Women, helping other families Lo work
by marketing what we do best - Mothering Skalls - catving and doang for chuldren.

The big buswness of chald cane came aboul during the suxte2s - tne days
of women's Liberation and the great socety |ALSO TITLE XX}. ALE the nocse
began to tesound with the great wnflux of federal momey as big boswness and
goveanments saw a way to devect the féow of funds §rom Washangton Lo themselves.
We contuwed to care for tF chaldren. We accepted govermwmnt wnvcscon wnlo oux
Lwes and the Lwes of the chaldren's famclees by way of regulation 1nd anspec-

twns, a ed and ed. We accepted the fault and the guult of some

wn the wdustry when they facled or went awry and bore the burden of shame as 4

the,r were famely. Bul the parents of the children we serve, some chdldren are
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the grandchuldren of the children we cared for mary years ago. continue 0 seek
us out and bring us thewr chuldren They know the caxe and servece they are re-
ceqvang and the people they are doing business with. The parents we serve come
an and out of our center dauly, converse with the cook, feachers, caregavers,
and chaldren. They do not select chuld care §rom an 4nformalion sheet pranted
out by a computer. They do not go to a Soc«al Service Off«ce or a Public School
to ask about chuld care, but review and select the care ao they d a home,
a chuach, ox a doctor. For we are «ndeed an extension of the famcly and the
vast phelosophacal dafferences an our nanks can suct the needs of any Ametican
family, large ox small.

we porvide whatever 4% takes to make a workang family work. We provide
educational trawnang at afl tevels §rom nfant stumulation Lo private elementary
school. Some anclude dancang, muscc lessons, anl, suummng, different sports,
all combuned weth care and nurturing. We teach the Luttle ones to s«t up, hotd
a cup, eat, watk, tatk, sing, stack blocks, cut with the sciassons, count beads,
and yes, even recd and write. Educational progessconals have long ago acknowledged
our Contacbutions §0n chaldren recesvang chald cate perform very well «n eanly
achool

We say no wn dtrong vowces, and geve nedirection with Love and concein.
These are "our" chaldren.

Though we have been and wiil continuz o meet the needs and senve well,
the legeslation Pending «n Congress wull do away with thes segment of §ree
enterprese 4n Amencca. I8 18 agaqnst pravate enferprise and religeo 5 groups.

The §lux of «ncreased funding for governmental and certan non-profel’s
expanded burewcratc organczations of socalesric chuld care would consum the

mankot through the«r ballooned budgets and thedr caplive (nformation and «eferral
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systems wmposed by the legeslaton «tself. We have had some experence w«th
government subsidized <nformation and redertal syslems jockyng 01 furst
place posctions when thes legeslation «s passed. The arformation geven oul *
always negative o <ncorrect on propacetary centens and there awe no refernals.
The proposed fegeslation would blanket programming, elimunating parental
chowce, §or when one cuts the options, one 2lumenates many chocces. The parent
would be told where to take thewr chuliren, as many parents «n need of federal
asscstance from soccal services funds are now. They have NO chocce. Many do
n.¢ even see the Center thear chaldren are to be sent fo as Soc«al Workers
make all of <he arrangements. Many of these chaldren ane sent fo centers that

are "certufed as Licensed” which receqve subsidies from as many a* eughl (8]

daggenent sources and are audcfed by NO ONE. Thes Cestumony was submetted n
1979 to SBA for Spec«al Task Force Study by the Off«ce of Advocacy - Government
Competetion, A Threat To Small Buscness.

With the programs all the same, the caregavens trawned all the same, an
centens where no phalosophecal differences could be expressed, we request you
to neview these questions- What kind of catizens would be produced? Would
these chuldren all thank aleke or be capable of stumulating debate? Thas <4
sometheng to really ponder as the chuldren are n the Center more of theur auwake
hours than they are wath the«r parents.

The widustry does not need federal legaslation. We do not want <& ox seek
«t a4 chald care regulations und inspecticns are oest Left Lo the stat:s. The
State s mone damilar with the needs of the familwes and the caregwens. The
State 14 closer Lo the facilaty where the care 45 gaven

Gentlemen, federal funds «n excess of 7 mcllion dollars are duspensed

dnnually §or chald care programs such as AFDC, Title XX, Head Start, USDA Chald
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Care Food Service Programs. Wwe would request your Legislative talents fo reform
and realine these programs so as to get mone of the dotlar to the chuld and not
to admuncstration and seld serving brokenage organczation's cost, A bigger portion
o0f a match coutd be requirea of the State and Local goverrment e. many buy chutd
care completely on federal funds.

The SB/ Loan Guarantee Progrem could be expanded o set asude a portion for
Lo interest Loans for start up and remondeling of chald care centers, The
chutd care center could be given the same treatment as other small business
as «n economec mpact zones. Chuld care centens could be «ncluded <n the SBA
ancubatonr,

The Proposed legeslation would open the proverbial Pandora’s Box on chutd
care expenses for government and parents, ad subscdized govermment centers sumply
DO NOT work <n a cosl efficient manner. There «8 Lettle need to perform when
you can’'t go broke. The cost of care wn a non-profit subsedized cenier ad com-
pared to a for-proget fax payeng center 14 almost fuxce as much and thes cost
well rcae when we are no Longer cround.

Subscdized conters justafy thes by claumng we are not qualely, W Conscuder
thes an ansult, not only to us but to the parents who choose ouwr centers, They
know and they care. These are THEIR chuldren.

Yes, the people 1 represent hene today are truly America's unsung heros
and herownes, for we saw the need and met 1t with Loving care. We dud thas Long ago
when government and bureaucracy were busy at another scene, as American heros
have aluways done. We oAk for nothing except the {reedom to perform cur skl
n a market without the thaeat of govermment take over. For we fave and sutvive
by our performance dawly. The Holloman schools are no bettenr than the day the
chuld had today. We cannot mak exchanges nor replace bad days fon days are not

e S
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ours fo geve. S0 we strcve to make each day a day of growing and geving, Livang
and learning, caring and sharong, packed weth good good and fun, Atravang to
equep each cheld with what he or she needs for a successgul pursuct of happinesas.

Thank you,

Inez Holloman

Holloman Child Educatcon

and Develepment Centers, Inc.
1520 Todds Lane

Hamplon, VA 13666

2,
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CHILD CARE TNDUSTRY POSITION PAPER
AS PREPARED BY
VEF ON HOLLOMAN, JR. AND INEZ HOLLOMAN
Apred 21, 1988

HR 3660 - S1885
Sec. 2 - Fundungs and Purposes
(A) (&) Suggests a "shortage" of avaclable cheld care

Industry Response: A percecved shortage only whrch «s haghly Localized

and not wede spread. The most daffecult case Lo fand 5 part-tume,
night teme, and weekend care, whech 4 also the feast «n demand.
(8) 12) Purpose. To promote the avaclabulety and diversily of
qualty chald care.
Industry Response  Thus bull falls §ar short of promoting avaclabulety
or dwersity and actually discauminates aganst nxeligious” and "fon
profct tax paying” chddd care businesses, whech provide a magor po Leon
of chuld care wn the Uncted States.

Sec. 4 - Appropraccon: 1.5 Beflon Dollans for 1989 wath fufure wncreases
Industry Response- From a purely financial perspective, thes <s an
extremely expensive measure as compared to other reluied Legeslataor,
whach actually accomplishes mone for the Amerccan Famcly than thes bull.
See HR 3944 and S2187 whacl s far more favorable grom a famcly and
provader pRAspective.

Sec. 6 - Lead Agency- Mandates that slaies establosh added bureaucracy with
specafic dutes to monctor chald care actavalees
Industry Response. ALL States curnently License and anspect chald
care centens and family day cane homes whech fall withen the Licensung
strata. Famulies and provadens do net need any further expanscon of
soceal bureaucracy. When Virgnia Department of Socal Seavices "took
over” Svousal Support Payments, and "misplaced” over a mefleon dollans,

ask the receowents 1f they ate now better of§ with thes added bureaucracy.
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Sec. 7 - fc) {3} (C) Mandates that states well be "locked «n" on the«r chuld
Licensing standards «n addction to federal standards crafted under thes act.
Industry Response- Many States are now actvely updating and re-
structurang theer chld care standards with the help of ndustry and
othen professionals. Famclies and industry would prefer that regulatony
authorcty remain al the State Level maintawning the cunrent system
already «n excstence 1€ <8 audeculous €0 have such a mandate which
remove s all State optaons.
See 7 - lc} {3) (G) Manaates a Low «ntenest Loan program avaclable to non-profat -
entatees.
Induslry Response  This program discrumenates aganst "for-profat”
provaders whach generate some of the .evenue used o fund thes proposal.
In most cases, the only difference beturen a non-prof«t and a for-profat
cheld care provider (s the lax status. One pays, the other doesn't.
Sec. 7 te) (6} (3} lea) Descacbes fundang through grants or contracts weth
publc agencees and prevate non-prof<t ~troviders and organczateons.
Industry Response  Agacn, descriminates aganst "for-prof«t” tax
pry<ng chadd care provedens.
Sec 7 {e) {13} (D) led) ®rovedes that ticending staff mute unannounced <nspection
of no Less than 20% of the Regulated Famcly Day Care Homes.
Industry Response  Totally unacceptable. Thes means that 80% of xne
Regulated homes may not be vescted at all. None of the Nen-Regulated
homes well be vescted.
Sec. 7 1¢) 113} (1) led) Mandates States macntacn a recored of parental complaints
and make them avadlable to the general publec.
Industry Response  Complaints axe not convicteons. Thes should read

"Justefeed and Proven Complacnta”.

T
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£ la) (1) 1A) Rules for use of funds

states that sunds are Lo be proveded thiougt grants and contracts weth
publc and prate non-prog«t  entetees and that these entelees may
sub-contract weth other publec and pawate non-profed entetes.
Industry Respense Thes creates a closed bureaucratec sysfem whech «n
§act "Socalezes” chuld care undea thes act. Descaumenales agacnst

nfor-profet” tax paying proveders.

8 (8) 12) (A) Estableshes funding fon elegeble publec schools and non-prof«t

chotd care programs fo maenladn vart-day programs.

Sec .

Sec.

Industry Response. Furthea descaamenates agacnst "for-profed” tax paying
chatd care proveders

Estableshes the Interagency Advesory Commettee on Cheld Care

Indusiry Response States atready have advesory and Licensing commettee s
to addr2ss these concetns. Thes ¢4 fusl more added bu%eauctracy.

t stableshes a State Advisony Commitlee on L«censens

Tndustry Response: See Sec. 11 Above

13 (A) Establishes Rescutce and Redenral Programs whech shall recegneze

only publec and prevate non-profet entetees fo serve as such.

Industry Response: Thes estableshes "captwe neferrals” whech are
desgned to funnell or derect parents and chaldren oul of the prevate
secton and <nto the goveanment on soccabezed sector. Othen tndustrees
have also been 44ghting resource and referral such as the Durable Med<cal
Goods Industry, Physecians, and the Legal prciesscon, Advertcseng and
the yellow pages of your phone d<rectory are facr, umparteat, and avact-
able to all who wesh fo use and «t ¢» muntacned by a prevate concean
costing goveanment nothang. Thas secteon also descruminates agansl

the "for-proft” tax paying providens.

240
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Sec. 14 (B} (1) [A) Mandates staff training and provides for grants and contracts
to be entened «nin with publec agencies and private non-profat entities o develop
stafd trawnang programs.
Industry Response: Fuather descruminates aganst "for-profet” tax payng
chald care providers and onganzations which also currently provde on
goang staf§ tranang at no cost o government.

Sec. 15 Fstoblishes a federal admincsatrator of chuld care.

Industry Response: Not needed. Thes s just another bureaucatec
off«ce to desl with.

Sec. 18 Estableshes the National Advisory Commcttee on Chald Care Standards.
Industry Response- (reafes more unnecessary bureaucracy. Industry
would agan prefer regulatory authortty pe Left at the State Level
where <t belongs.

Sec. 19 (A} Sectaran Prohibition which excludes all religious programs,

Symbols and artfacts. Requares such symbols and artifacts to be removed or

covered.

Industry Respunse- The most appauling secteon of all. Many very high
qualety chefd care provaders «n the for-prof«t and non-profat secton

offer religious programs, grace before meals, and bible stories as
part of ther dadly actvety. Religious programs provide the moral
feber that thes predomenantly religious naton depends upon to establosh -
the prancipals of honesty, wntegrty, and the bascc apprecaation and
aespect o4 Lofe and property.
Such prokebeteons may be "Legal” for public school where attendance
18 compulsory by law, but «s unreasonable for chuld care wn whech atten-
dance «s voluntary and by parental chowce. Above all federal paovisions,

parental chowce must not be «nteafered with n any Leguslative measute.
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we must confunually protect the teg! 8y cf parents te choese what fhey
thank « the best or thedr chuldren

Keep competition «n child cave  keep prwvate eaterprese «n chutd
care. Prctect relegecus pregrams from government faced extuncteon

Respee tfully Submitted,
S

,-:,/_‘. /L"‘_L
N el gr?

Vernoh Hellomar, It
Vice-Presedent
Proprectary Chuld Cane
Assoceaton of Vargua
1420 Todds Lan?

Hampton, VA 13666

Ine:> Holloman
Leguslateve Secretary
Prepreetary Cheld Cane
Assecaton of Vargona
1520 Todds Lanc

Hampton, VA 136066
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Mr. KiLpeg. Thank you very much
Mrs. Ballenger, thank you for ycur patience, too.

STATEMENT OF MRS. CASS BALLENGER, MEMBER, NORTH
CAROLINA DAY CARE COMMISSION

Mrls. BaLLE.iGER. Now I know what Cass means by waiting pa-
tiently.

I feel like I'm between a rock and a hard place. I'm wearing two
hats today. I am on the State day care commission in North Caroli-
na. I also have been in low inconic iiai da, care fur 33 years.

I take great offense at this nice lady next to me who thinks that
cubsidized programs are not very good. We '1ave absolutely the top
quality program, and my grandson attended the black center that
I’m affiliated with.

Our State, I guess. is blessed. I think we have wonderful resource
people who come to all our meetings and .ell us how we should run
everything, and we can’t afford it. But we have, I think, a fine com-
mission. We have 15 members that are private, for-profit centers,
pubiic, non-profit—we’ve got everything represented on our board.

We have been years making regulations and rules as authorized
by the State legislature ard then they in turn passed them into
law. The only thing that the legislature did was to establish the
pupil-teacher ratio, over which we continued to argue and argue
and argue.

We have tried—we rre one of the wonderful States that has 7 to
1 in infant care. We ; ave a doubie-A standard which is one less of
everything, or two le s children in class size. So, in my highly sub-
sidized, low-income day care, w have six infants. At the time that
there is any problem, we also have two people in the kitchen and
two people in the office that come into help. If they see one bottle,
they want six bottles. There’s pienty of outside help.

We have been asked to do 3 to 1 infant, as the ABC bill would
put us out of business if it passed. We can’t afford it. We woulu
ueed $16,000 extra for a teacher—no extra children. We are serv-
ing between 95 and 100 children now.

Who is going to monitor this program? This is an incredibiy ex-
pensive *hing. We are going to get to everv ".ome within 2 years,
but yo.. nave to go on sort of an honor sys ‘m because we can't
afford it

We must have a tremendous start-up charge. We -ave to have
about $18,000 sitting in a fund, because our school froi reimburse-
ment is sometimes two months late, and we must alrzadv feed the
children in the third month.

We also have to facter in that th:re wasn’t any Governmert
money coming in. We're filling out DSS reimbursement, w~ have
JTPA funds, and we have food reimbursement which is up te 37
‘nillllion. We certainly don’t need any more bureaucracy, papers to
fill out.

It’s just beyonc us. Are you going to have to leave now?

Mr. KiLr <. We'll wait for tho second bell, Mrs Rallenger.

Mrs. BaLcengeER. We have—-our charge < $30 per week for those
mothers who want to be private—we have a majority of single
parent families, who work at Burger Chef. The price for that
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mother for a week's care 15 330 Yes, 1t's subsidized It s subsidized
locally, federally—every wev at is. But it's a possibality.

We also ".ave a center 1n « little tiny town that takes care of
mentally and physically handicapped children How can we do 1t
without Government, and vet do we want all tlus Government
coming in! Everybody needs 1t. but I would rather see an enforce-
ment o( a State bureau that knows the needs of the state.

I'm sure that New York State does not need what North {aroli-
na needs. And from one end of North Carolina to the other end of
North Carolina. we have extraordinarily different areas. We have
an urban population that needs lots of way care centers, and then
in Nag’s Head and the beach areas, there are no day care centers,
because you can't run them for part of a year,

We have our own problems, but by gollv we're no further than
the phone,

We also have a unique problem at the moment of church day
care centers, I think that every parent should have the oppo: ‘. nity
to put their child ‘wherever they want to. But we're in the process
now of closing down 13 church day care centers because they have
a policy of being—never having tovched a child, but having spank-
ing in their rules, because they believe in spare the rod and spoil
the child.

I am now interfering in people’s moral values, and it bothers me.
I'm sure the Federal Government would love to be involved in this
thing. Somebody who got up early this morning was talking about
how nobody goes to hearings. I huve days and days of people
screaming, and you can’t arswer back.

You really don’t want to take this job on—yvou want to dump it
on the States. [Laughter.]

Cass and I were very involved in starting this center, which was
started with local, State and Federal funds. 1 tn‘'nk 1t the local
funding—T'll agree with you, there, Madam—has kept the interest
very high. Those standards are kept high and the center is kept
going. We're fulfilling a need that none of the other centers want

Our chi!dren walk in—we opened a defunct black school that
was closed when busing came in. We opened it up. It was 2 perfect
environment. Every door opens to the playground. The fire mar-
chal loves us. Everything was wonderf'], th= kitch2n was intact.
And the mothers can walk their children in. We d-~n’t have those
transportation problems.

The ire a lot of wi- - to solve a lot of these problems without
Lureaucracy.

I'd be ; lad to expand upon my 30 years of child care experience.
I started in a church base'ncont, and they paid $5 a week. I really
go back. But we're trying to get those people off Welfare, and that s
why we keep all the subsidies coming in and only charge $30 a
week. And they are getting top-notch, wonderful cire It's as goud
as any across the State, if not better.

We do have enforcement problems, and I do not understand how
you think you’re going to be able to afford it To go into the thou-
rands and thousands of centers, and then try to gct into the hun-
dreds of thousands of day care homes to me is the mst incredible
problem I've ever heard.

And I'll hush, because yuit've got to go.
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Mr. KiLpee. We'll go vote, and we'll be right back.

I'm not sure when the next vote is going to be. T+ is a vote to
recommit. Cenerally, shortly thereafter there is a vote on the final
passage. I will get back as soon as I can.

I'll keep you informed.

[Recess.]

Mr. KiLpee. Have you finished your testimony, or do you want to
conclude?

Okay. We'll start with our ques. Jns.

Mrs. BALLENGER. Oh, I did have one more thing that I did want
to mention.

We at this point require 2¢ hours of raining for all staff, includ-
ing heads of centers, and there is a shortened training program for
homes. We've just started regulating homes, so I can’t tell you
much about it. We’ve just started our investigation and the regula-
tory rules that were in effect. We haq to have them for a year, and
now they’re working as of January of this year.

We already have that. If the ABC bill would pass, would we get
repaid for all we’ve done? [Laughter.]

Mr. KiLpee. We'll iet counsel respond to that. [Laughter.]

QOkay. I'l} start some questivns. We'll start with M. Zinsmeister.

You guoted Mr. Belsky's findings or report. I 1ead that, and cer-
tainly read those things with great concern. He does serve on a
panel, though, that has endorsed the ABC bill.

I guess that’s not contradictory. I think that what you say about
that bonding, I myself have to agree with that. But the problem is
that very often we find people who are not in a position where they
can do that. Again, I find in my city of Flint, Michigan, particular-
ly among people who work in one restaurant, women particularly,
who really need to work and choose work ov~r Welfare. They still
maybe have an infant, and would prefer, of course, to have that
bonding take place. But we still have to address that situation.

Cannot the ABC bill, among other proposals, help iddress that
sif" ition?

Mr. ZinsmEIsTER. Well, you're quite right.

There is a group that badly deserves help. As I alluded to briefly,
I'm not one who just wants to leave things the way they are.

However, I think that when you’re decidiag what we're going to
spend our money on, where we're going to put all the bonuses and
the plusses, my message today is only that we ought to consider
very carefully the wel{are of the children as well as the welfare of
the adults.

In some cases, I'm suggestir7 that the welfare of the children
would outweigh other possible vcnefits.

For ¢ xample, in the welfare arena, I'm one who is not. anxious t
have women with young children get jobs. That would certainly be
a solution t{o the dependency problem and would reduce welfare
costs. It would have a serious penalty, however, to ihe quality of
care given to those children.

In most cases, the mother is going to give them better care than
that center. Particularly because most of those centers are going to
be staffed by other welfare mothers on Workfare programs that are
being paid to be attendants. You're basically taking kids away from
one group of welfare mothers and putting them 1n a center to be
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lcoked after by another group of weliare mothers. That’s their job,
on Wcorkfare.

i think that things ought to be Jdone for those people, and I am in
r.vor of that. I'm simply saying that they ought to be done in ways
that are congruent with the interest of children.

As far as—I have not put the entire weight on Professor Belsky's
shoulders.

Mr. KiLpee. I know that.

Mr. ZINSMEISTE:. 1o’z the poreom wha has taken a lot of the fire
for this.

This is a whole series of studies, by a variety of individuals. I
should point out that there is a tremendous penalty to someone
who makes the statements that someone like Mr. Belsky has made.
There is a tremendous taboo on this subject.

It’s important to recognize that a lot of the disagreement comes
over the political implications of these results, rather than the
quality of the results. Most of these results, I think, come from
good science. They're troublesome because of what they imply for
what should follow.

But the other interesting thing is that I don’t think we can nec-
essarily rely on those who have a vestad interest, who are in the
developmental centers and at the U-.iversity programs. As I say,
there’s an overwhelining kind of conventional wisdom there.
Second, there are all kinds of penalties for someone who differs
from that kind of conventional wisdom.

I think that some of the interesting evidence that’s coming in is
from people who see kids after the fact but who ‘on’t h~ve this at-
tachment to the theory of it all. These are t' pediat:icians and
the clinical psychologists. They're seeing theoe increased stress
levels and so fortls, and I think their testimony is important.

Mr. KiLpEe. We do know that. As a matter of fact, there was a

ummit agreement among some of the leading child carc research-
crs saying that if children are provided quality child care, there’s
every reason to believe that both children and families can thrive.

However, I'll still go back to your statement. I could have used
your testimony when I was trying to amend the welfare reform bill
as it came to us from the Ways and Means committee. We tried to
make it much easier for a mother to stay at home for that period
of bonding. We were not as successful as we wai 1od, but your testi-
mony could have helped there.

I think we have to—and again, I mean this in a_more sensitive
fashion—look at the reahtv that we see out there. walk through
my city regularly, and I see that reality. I see that there are in-
stances where there are mothers with children all maybe in grade
school, or a mother with children in grade school and an infant,
and they still need this child care very much.

I think what we're trying to do is to make sure that the quality
of cglild care is the best that we can achieve. We try to upgrade the
quality.

Certainly when you find, as we did in Illinois, 47 children being
cared for in a basement, many being infants, there certainly are
many steps between that tender loving care the mother can give at
home in bonding and 47 lying on pallets in a basement. 1 would
like to have the Federal Government move as toward a better qual-
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ity of child care for those who cannot have what you would feel
would be the ideal.

All right, levs see.

_ I'think I'll defer to Mr. Tauke and come back for other question-
ing.

Mr. Tauke

Mr. TAUKE. Mr. Zinsmeister and Dr. Clifford, if I could have your
attention for a moment? I'm not sure if the two of you completely
disagreed or not on an issue, and I just want to clarify.

My understanding, Mr. Zinsmeister, was that yov were saying
that child care was particularly harmful for infants three and
under. When 1 heard Dr. Clifford respond to that comment,
thought I iheard him talk about children who were over 3, not the 0
to 2-year old group.

Was I mistaken in that, or is there a clear difference of view-
point on this issue of children three and under?

Mr. CLirrorD. There is a difference of viewpoint.

What I said was that the debate has centered almost exclusively
on children age one and below. But I think there is a preponder-
ance of evidence and gencral agreement 'n the field that there is
noi any real concern for quality care of children who are over one
year of age. I certainly don’t think there is any serious concern
where quality care is available.

V .ere there is poor quality care, there is a concern at any age.
For the one year and below, there 1s some reason for concern for
those children. I think—I'm very pleased that the Natioi:al Inst:-
tute tor Child Health and Human Development has a request for
proposals out for a se ies of studies on infant care that I thirk w'll
help deal with this issue in an objective manner.

Mr. TAuKE. Mr. Zinsmeister, do you wish to comnient?

Mr. ZINSMEISTER. Yes.

I don’t think it’s—you have to avoid the temptation to think thav
there’s some kind of sound barrier. You hit 12 months, or 14
months, an there’s no risk where previously there was a risk.

I view . as a continuum. I think that clearly the younger chil-
dren are at risk. Most of the stuff that I've seen—I read you the
quote from Mr. White. He says age 3—he makes the cut there.
Some people say age two. There are some people who say older.

To be conservative, you ought to say that among practitioners
with expertise in the field, many think that three and under is a
high risk age, and that I wouldn’t want to try to separate out an 18
months—it kind of borders on the absurd.

The children that age have risks, and again it’s a continuum.
The less care you have, probably the lower the risks are. The later
you start the care, almost certainly the lower the risks are. But
those risk: don’t disappear suddenly.

Mr. TAUKE. Now, both would concur—I think there is common
belief~-that befo.e age 1 there may be a problem. After that thers
is uncertainty, and you'd have two viewpoints on that.

Do you think, Dr. Clifford, that it would be advisable for us to
try to change the tax credit policy that we currently have, let’s say,
for those who currently nave children under one year of age, to try
to in fact give an added incentive to pick one of the paieuts to stay
home with the child during the first year?
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Right now, we have a family in Towa with $12,000 of income, and
they can receive substantial assistance if both parents go to work.
They can up their income and get Federal assistance. If one stays
home, they lose out on the assistance and they don’t get that extra
income.

Would it be advisable for us to give that subsidy, if you will, to
the parent who stayed Liome during that first year?

Mr. CLiFForD. I would do two things.

I would support some mechapism for encouraging families to
stay home with iieir children, some sort of double tax credit for
chi¥dren who were under 1 year of age.

I think that the reality is that even if we do that, we're going to
have nany children under that age who are in child care. We neea
to ensure that that is quality care for those children.

Mr. TAuke. I think that probably is true. We're still going to
have a lot of children who are going to need child cae, and I don’t
think we should ever suggest that by providing an incentive for
some parents to stay home that we're going to solve the problem
for evervbody. I wouldn’t want to imply that, because 1 don’t think
it’s true.

But T do think there are people who have to make choices, and

erhap. sometimes they would like to stay at home, but they don’t
ﬁave the wherewithal to do it. It might be heipful sometimes to
deal witn that issue.

rs. Ballenger, we——

Mrs. BALLENGER. Can I comment on that last one?

I have the feeling in this room that everybody is talking about
their own children. That’s very uice, but i . the day care situation
that I't. in, some of our children have a lot better care at day care
centers than they do at their own home. You mustn’t forget that.
Mr. TAUKE. An interesting point.

Let me ask you, then, about your situation. You said that one of
the problems vou have is that if we said you have to have a ratio of
I believe 1 to 3 for infant care? That would put you out of business?
Mrs. BALLENGER. Yes.

Mr. Tauke. Could you elaborate on that a little bit?

Mrs. BALLENGER. We are a double-A center.

Mr. TAUKE. What do you mean by a double-A center?

Mr. BALLENGER. We have two levels of care. You opt—North
Carolina is wonderful. You just dox’t understand that our—talking
to this lady, I cannot believe that they have the problems in Vir-
ginia that we have faced and solved in our day care commission.
Mr. TaUKE. Obviously it’s leadership on the commission.

Mrs. BaLLENGER. Well, 1 didn’t know. They keep telling us that
this is an ideal situation, and we fe.' very insufficient, most of the
time, because we can’t go to 3to i

Mr. Tauke. When you say a double-A center, with two leveis of
care——

Mrs. BALLENGER. Well, double-A standards—we used to have four
standards: level 1, level 2, double-A and A. I was not there at the
time. 1 object to having A and double-A. I think there should be B.
You go into a restaurant, and everything sounds great at A.
That's the lowest you can get. And I have a real big problem with
that, but I can’t change that.
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The level 2 is by option, or the double-A. It’s a lower ratio, and
it’s lower in class size and in pupil-teact .r ratio. That’s six to one.

That’s not good enough, but that’s what we are in our center. I'm
saying that——

Mr. TaukLi. And what is it in the other ievel?

Mrs. BALLENGER. Seven.

Mr. TaukE. So it’s 6 to 1 or 7 to 1. Okay.

Mrs. BALLENGER. That’s infants. I'm just talking about infants
right now.

This is a big problem. But I will tell you that we have gotten pro-
tective custody of infants who needed to be away from a family sit-
uation. This is something that mey be unique to North Carolina.

This is where 1 say that I don’t know how you can legislate on a
countrywide basis problems unique to an area.

I feel like a blanket solution isn’t going to be easy to come by.
And I am also going to say that since I heard about the Virginia
Day Care Commission and the exemptions that they get away with
that we don’t allow——

Mr. TAUKE. She’s saying it’s not her. She doesn’t get away with
it.

Mrs. BALLENGER. Well, not her then.

You know, it depends on your commission, and I think that’s
very important. But we are very approachable, toc. You have to re-
member that if there’s a problem, we’re no further away than the
phone.

You have dealt with Nancy Brown, I guess, the head of ours, who
was in Washington, D.C. before she went to North Carolina.

Mr. Tauke. Okay, suppose a 3 to 1 ratio were imposed on you.
What happens?

Mrs. BALLENGER. We would go broke.

We don’t get any extra funds and—there’s no profit, obviously.
We are a subsidized center.

Mr. TAUukE. Do you think a 3 to 1 ratio is unreasonable?

Mrs. BALLENGER. I think it’s ideal. But yes. I think it's unreason-
able in a situation where you can’t afford it.

Mr. TAuke. What about the rest of the panel? Any observations?

Yes?

Ms. HoLLomaN. We work now, presently, in Virginia with a 4 to
1 ratio. We have done this now since 1974.

I was at the State Capita! when the fire marshal debated heavily
against this bill. The reason for it was—and at the time I was in
infant care, and because of the fact that I had to pay back an SBA
loan at the time 1 had to come out of infant care, because I couldn’t
afford it—that it was an added impesition that would force mo. >f
the infants in Virginia into unregulated care, which indeed it did.

Mr. Tauke. So because the regulation got too tough, in a sense,
her center goes under—and then the people go to unregulated care.

Ms. HoLLoman. Well, thosc ratios were so high that private pro-
viders like myself—and 1 was one of I think the only one on the
Virginia Peninsula that was providing infant care at the time. The
staff ratios were 6 to 1, and they went to 4 to 1. We simply couldn'’t
afford to sacrifice that portion of the building and still meet the
payments necessary to run the center with that 4 to ° ratio.
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We opted to give all our equipment to a church, and they did it.
In Virginia churches a.e not regulated. We came out of 1it.

But that fire marshal—I wish you could have heard him. He says
that infants, because they can be put into cribs or playpens—a lot
cf people will opt to keep these children in unreguiated, unlicensed
care. Then they go out of the house and leave them, and these are
the babies that you read abouc that are getting burned up.
Wouldn't this child have been better off in a 6 to 1 ratio than he
would have left alone by himself?

Mr. Tauke. Doctor?

Mr. CuiFForp. I'd like to respond briefly to the general question.
This is what changing the standards does to the availabilitv of
care. Do we drive people into the underground market?

In North Carolina, in 1975, the general assembly enacted new
legislction to regulate child care, in which there was substantial
improvement in the child-staff ratio.

&e’re bad—we're 1 to 7 now, but at that time, you could have 9
infants with one caregivel. There were similarly poor ratios for
older children as well.

In 1985, there were sukstantial improvemen s made in that. Be
tween 1982 and 1983, ana 1987, ve have actually grown by almost
20 percent in the number of child care centers in North Carolina.
This has not driven people into the underground system We've
kept and increased the number of people in the above ground, li-
censed program.

If it's not a huge change—two infants per adult—but for the
others there was not that ratio of change A gradual change does
not necessarily drive people into the undergrov ~d system, and it
does not decrease the availability of child care.

The Act for Better Child “are provides a 5-year phase in period
for those States that are below, and only half the States would be
below che median. It does provide a gradual period in which States
can come into compliance with the median standards.

Mr. Tauke. Did you hear Congresswoman Johnson’s testimony
this morning on that issue?

Mr. CLirrorr 1 heard most of it

Mr. Tauke oid you have any comment on it? Or maybe
that's——

Mr. CLiFForp I don’t know which part.

Mr. Tauke. Well, the pa:i about the need to phase people into
any licensing requirement.. Otherwise, if you don’t give them an
opportunity to work 1n, they will-—-—

Mr. CLiFrFoRrD. | agree——

Mr. Tauke. Go into the underground

Mr. CLiFForD. I agree with that. I do think that the Act for
Better Child Care provides that period The States have five years
to comply.

Mrs. BALLENGER. I disagree with him—and these are two North
Carolina day care people speaking.

There are a lot of people who did get out of infant care in our
area. He's in a different part of the State.

Mr. CriFrorp. But for the State as a whole, there's more infant
care as a whole licensed now than there was at that time

Mr. TAUKE. And how long ago was that?
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Mr. Crirrorp. That happened in 1985, in the summer of 1985.

Mr. TAUKE. And do we have an indication of what percentage of
the care in North Carolina now is offered by licensed providers?

Mr. CrirrorD. We don’t know.

Virtually no State knows how much is offered ir unlicensed, un-
regulated family day care.

At the center level, virtually all ceuter level care in North Caro-
lina is licensed. In the ctudy in which we looked at complaints,
cher: were virtually no complaints coming in which dealt with
people who should have been licensed as a day care center who
were not.

At the licensed level of center care, we are fully licensed. We do
have a lot of people in family day care, like every other State, who
are not licensed or regulated.

Mr. TAUkE. Thank you very much.

Mr. KiLpek. Dr. Clifford, I wonder if you could get for us—I think
that’s very helpful information to the committee, on the number of
child care slots, particularly the infant child care slots, that existed
before and after that enactmert there in Nortl: Carclina.

Mr. TAUKE. If you could also—if the Chairman would yield—get
us the information -elating to the cost of that care, what the typi-
cal cost was in the _tate in 1985 and now?

Mr. CuirrorDd. We do now know what the market rate is. We
have a market rate approach to setting rates in North Carolina.
We know what that is now.

We didn’t know what the market rate was then, since our system
for establishing market rates came in after 1985.

I don’t think I can find before and after, buu I can tell you what

it is now.

Mr. TAUKE. Has it been changing much over the lasi. couple of
years?

Mr. CLirrorD. There have been some increases, not dramatic in-
creases

Mrs. BALLENGER. We have more public for-profit centers.

It’s slots. You were asking ar~ut slots this morning.

Our center had to stop after school care because the slot is an all
day slot in North Carolina. I can only speak to that matter.

If the day care center were to receive $17 a week for taking care
of Junior after school, we had to leave the slot empty all day until
he came in. We could have been getting $30 for anotLer child for
the entire day Our schools are trying to pick that up. Because that
child is a latch-key child, and they more or less forced us into push-
ing them out of the center since we needed all day care for chil-
dren—could you follow that?

Mr. TAUKE. Yes. You had to keep that slot open all day.

Mrs. BALLENGER. One slot, one child, whether it’s an infant, a 2-
year old, a toddler, or an after school chilq.

Mr. KiLDEE. Are the schools doing much there in your State on
the latch-key?

Mrs. BALLENGER. Particularly where I live, we have a model
school program that they're trying now. We serve meals to the
Children coming in at 6:30 in the morning. However, this is calling
for double staffing in the schools. But those schools are warm and
well lighted, it’s a gnod facility.
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They have found tliat they have to provide recreation breaks
from after school unul when they start those children doing home-
work. It’s looking pretty good.

Mr. KiLDEE. On the——

Doctor?

Mr. Crirrorp. I'd like to 1espond to that.

I did a study for the Department of Public Instruction in North
Carolina last year, looking at before and after school care in public
schools.

While we were serving a very small percentage of the children—
only 7 percent of the schools in North Carolina that have children
of that age offer this program—it’s increasing very rapidly.

There were twice as many children in before and after school
care ir the spring of 1987 as there were in the spring of 1986. The
schools are beginning to provide that prog:am, but it's still way
below the need.

Mr. KiLrge. Let m: ask you this Looking at the economics of it,
the question of slots, and having slots for all those latch-key chil-
dren—and the mission, if I may use that word, of various agen-
cies—does latch-key care fit better into the school system than
other agencies?

Mrs. BALLENGER. In North Carolina.

Mr. TAUKE. In North Carolina.

Mr. CuirrorD. I think yes, but I say that advisedly. There are
very different situations for different families. Families need to
have a choice in that. I think that this issue about family choice is
a legitimate one. Families need that choice for school-age children
as well as for preschool children.

Mr. KiLpee. Okay.

I have no further questions.

I want to thank this pane! very much again for helping us as we
work our way through this issue. it’s an issue that has captured
the attention of many people throughout the country, and which
has certainly captured the attention of the Congress. We appreci-
ate your coming.

Thank you very much.

We will the record open for two additional weeks for the inclu-
sion of any additional material you might wish to put into the
record.

That’s for all the panels.

Our last panel will consist of Ms. Ruth Mankin, vice president of
the Delaware Chamber of Commerce, Ms. Heidi Hartman, director
of the Institute for Women'’s Policy Research, and professor of soci-
ology and director of women’'s study at Rutgers University; Mr.
Robert Rector, policy analyst for the Heritage Foundation; and Mr.
Mark Rosenberg, of the National Child Care Association.

You may proceed in that order, unless you've arranged some-
thing different among yourselves.

STATEMENT OF RUTH MANKIN, VICE PRESIDENT, DELAWARE
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

Ms. MANKIN. Thank you, Mr Chairman.
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My name is Ruth Mankin. [ came to say good morning. I could
have said good aicernoon, and now I'm going to say good evening

On behalf of all the witnesses, | want to thank you and your
committee for not onlv your patience Lut the level of concentration
that you have given to all the testimony to date

Mr. K-ubprE. Thank vou very much.

Ms. MaNKIN. I come here to speak tor a voice that I haven't
heard represented here this afternoon. an ir.portant voice 1n
America: the voice of business.

While I am vice president of the Delaware State Chamber of
Commerce, I'm here wearing another hat. too. I'm representing the
United States Chamber oi Comme1  'n a volunteer capacity.

I serve as the co-chairman of an u.ganization called the Child
Care Health Care Connect’on, which is a Statewide organization in
Delaware.

With me today is Virginia Thomas, an attorney for the U.S.
Chamber’'s employee relations policy center

In Delaware, through a successful public private partnership, we
have succeeded in creating an extremelyv healthy economic climate
which is vaiidated by the fact that we have an average yearly un-
employment rate of three percent.

Delaware employers face not only the changing demographic
shift shared by all Americans, but also 2 very, very tight labor
market. We have put virtually all of ou~ people to work, including
90,000 working moms and dads. all of whom use some form of child
care

The Delawa- » State Chamber of Commerce recognized the need
for leadership 1n the area of child care and put this issue on our
agenda three years ago. In 1985, funded vy $35,000 in seed money
from the DuPont Company, and with the backing of the 3,600
member Delaware State Chamber of Commerce, the Child Care
“onnection was formed to meet our business commun:ty’s need.

This is a private, non-profit corporation. The Child Care Connec
tion began operating 1n 1986 as a centralized resource of child care
services for working parer ts, employers, child care professionals,
and children in Delaware

The Child Care Conne.aon provides working parents with infor-
mation about child care services through the use of an e!~ctronic
database. All of the licensed providers in Delawcre are included in
this base of information

Now, we all accept that arranging child care is  parental re-
sponsibility, but sometimes it's an invisible market which a parent
is confronted with. By that [ mean that many, many child cure p. o-
viders do not advertise, are not listed 1n the Yellow Pages, and
have no profile to the consumer

Well, the Child Care Connection has ferreted out all these people
and has them in our database. A parent can telephone and through
a set of descriptors, discuss with a consultant at the Child Care
Connection the kinds of needs that they have for child care You
can ask for care near your home or far away, a smoke-free environ-
ment, pets or no pets, and we have all the data to satisfy these
needs in a profile
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offer management consulting services which help empioyers to
assess their employees’ child care needs and problems.

Through our efforts in Dela'ware, we have helped to bring atten-
tion to the need for more chiid care providers like everyone else.
We suffer a shortage. Through private sector funding, we've been
able to recruit and train new child care sources. We have helped to
bring focus to the issue of the quality of child care, and have pro-
vided a private clearingrouse for information on child care.

In Delaware, we believe that child care is an economic develop-
ment issue. ard in the business world we're best armed and
equipped to solve economic issues.

Have we been successful? Let the numbers tell the story. Since
the original funding of 335,000 from the DuPont Company, we have
raised $550,000 to date. That money has sponsored our work and
helped over 6,000 parents from 815 companies to find child care.

The private sector has given more than money. It has provided
in-kind services, talents and time. The generosity and the support
of Delaware's business community has benefited our entire State.
Access to the Child Care Connecticn is not hmited to those compa-
nies that provide support.

It doesn’. matter n Delaware if you work on a chicken farm or
you're an executive Yuppie. Every wc king parent in Delaware is
entitled to the Child Care Connection’s services at no cost. It's a
public service funded by the private sector.

I'm proud to be able to share this success story with you Dela-
ware's business community and Delaware’s chamber of commerce
have had vision, energy and commitment to tackle these child care
issues.

We hope that our private sector story serves as an example to
other businesses everywhere who are facing the same issues and
concerns that we are

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ruth Mankin follows’]
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Ths U.S. Chambsr of Coumsrce 1s the world's lsrgest
fedsratior of business companies and associations aud is the
principal spokesman for the American business community, It
reprasents nearly 180,000 busin-sses and organizations, such
as local/state chambers of commerce and trade/professi~nal
assctiations.

Mors than 92 percent of the Chamber's membsrs srs small
business firms with fewer than 100 employees, 59 percent vith
fever than 10 employees. Yet, virtually all of the nation's
largsst companies are also active members. We are
garticularly cognizant of the problems of smaller businesses,
as vell ss issues facing th busipess commumity at largs.

Besides representing a cross section of the Ameiican 1 siness
community in terms of number of employses, ths Chamber
represents a vide management spectrum by type of business and
location. Rach major classificetion of American
business—manufacturing, retailing, ‘rvices, comstructi-n,
wholesaling, and finance--numbers more than 10,000 memberd.
Yet no one group constitutez ss much as 3] percent of the
total Nembership. Further, the Chamber has substantial
membership in all SO states.

The Chamber's international reach is substantial as vell, It
believes that global interdependence provides anm opportunity,
not a threat, In sddizion to the 56 American Chambers of
Commsrce Abroad, as incrcasing number of mamhers are engaged
in the export and import of both goods and servicea and have
ongoing inveatment activities. The Thamber favors
strengthened intr 1ational competitiveaes and  opposzs
artificial U.§. and foreign barriers ro internatisnal
brainess.

Positions on national issuea ure developed by a cross section
of its members serving on committees, subcommittees and task
forces, Currantly, soms 1,800 business people participste in
this process.
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STATEMENT
on
CHILD CARE
tefore the
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES
of the
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATICN AND LABCR
for the
U S CHAMBIR OF COMMERCE
by
Ruth Mankin
April 21, 1938

I INTROQUCTION
Mr  Chair~>n, and members of the Subcommittee, I am Ruth Mankin, Vice
Prestident of tr~ Delaware State Chamber of Commerce and lo-Chair of Cn° 14 CJire
Cennection, a private, nonprofit resource and referral service th.t . -2ip =g
werking families in Delaware to "dentify apprepriate chi'a rare [N |
to appedr today on bebalf of the U 5 (Chamuer of Ccmmerce to giscuss

care and talancing work/family responsibiiities  Ac-cmpanving me 1¢ 2ler

J krebs, the Director of the Chamber's Emp'eyee Reist.ons Do ~ov Lo ter
Py

II_  DELAWARE'S STORY

Doaware, through a »uc essful putlag

Ipryvate pavtan map o oma L Ty
i Ccreating a healthy eloncmrc civmate  wWe have uler o0 wodey » Sreat
average yearly unerpioyment rite of three perc2nt  C (1 - 1mave em, o Ler
face not only the chinging demsgraphic shift shirrd vy 4 Ttetiat, R LY
a very tight Tabor market ohave vt Ty St o e e 2Ty
At o W A f e

and they 1nclude 95 000 w r so'mer and

of child care
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In order to recrJit and retain productive workers, Delaware employers have
had to design a method to help their emp'oyees to £i1d child care. The
Delaware State Chamber cf Commerce recognized tae reed for child care
Teadership and put the issue on our age,ua tn7IC years ago

In 1985, funded by $35,000 in seed money from the Ou Pont Carporation, and
with the backing of the 3600-member Delaware State Chamter of Commerce, the
Child Care Connection was formed to meet our busincss community's needs  He
saw a probiem, and we responded with a solution

A private, nonprofit corporation, the Child Care Connection began
operating ir 1986 a. a centra.iced resource of child care services for working
parents, emplovers, <hild care professionals, and children in Delaware The
Child Care Connection 15 based on a demonstraticn model referral service
developed by IBM.

The Child Care Connection -ovides wo ving parents with information about
child care services thiough an 2lectronic data base  Arranging child care 13
a parental responsibility, but 1t is sometimes an overwheiming task because
parents are coafronted with an "invisible" market By Tisting all Tie ysea
providers 1n the state, the Child Care Connection 12 capable of providing
parents with a computerizey telephone search for ci1ld care, v 1ch 15 based on
80 descriptors and allows a geographic search Using 3 grid map that pinpornts
tome and work lorations

The Child Care Con-ection does more than nelp parerts find affordable,
avariable care

The Chi1ld Care “onnection otrers empioyers workpiace seminars for thetr
empioyees Traditionally, parepis exchanged wisdom and Pxperience with family
and friends Today's wcrking parents find Tittle time away from the Joh to
develop such informatior and support netwcrks — The Chiid Care Connection
arfers such opportunities at the workplace

N
Py
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ihe Child Care Connectlon offers management consulting services, which
help employers *o assess iheir employees child care needs «nd problems  The
organization helps employers td a.hieve and maintain a more productive work
force by providing comprehensive assistance services and programs that meet
emoloyees' child ca.e needs Information is provided to both management and
employees struggling to cope with work/family issues apout optins available
to deal with them.

Throuch ou~ efferts in Delaware, we “ave helped to brirg attention to the
need for more child care providers Through private-sector funding, we have
been able to recruit and train new child care sources. HWe have helped to
bring focus to the issue of the quality of chiid care ..d have orovided 3
clearinghouse for information and education atout child care

The Delaware State Chamber of Commerce has consistently lent jts support
and services to the Child Care Connection, because we firmly believe that
child care 1s an economic deveiopment 1ssue -- and that in the business world
we are armed and eauipped to solve economic development issues

Fave we been successful? Lat the numbers tell the story. Since the
original funding of $35,000 from *he Du Pont Corporation, we have raised
$550,000 to date. That money has fosteres our work and helped over 6,000
parents from 815 companies find child care. The private sector has given more
than money -- it has provided in-kind services, talent, and time We have
helped businesses, large and small, to design and implement child care
workshops and seminars  We have provided dozens of trainina sessions for
providers. e have served as a resource base of information for services
rangirg from training materials to day-care center design. In addition to the
services the Child Care Connection has provided, the leaderohip of the priva‘e
sector in Delaware has given the issue of child care crzdibili.v »nd c1~.t

The generosity and support of Delaware's husiaess remmunity has oenefited
our entire state. Access to the Child Carc Connection is not limited to those
companies that provide support It dos, not matter in Delaware i1f you work on
a chicken farm or if you are a "yuppie” executive -- every working parent in
Delawars is entitled to the Ch!ld Care Connection'_ services. at ng cost.

They a-e public services funded b, the private sector,

O
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At the State Chamber of Commerce, ' wm called Delaware's paid professional
cheerieader. Well, I am proud of that title -- and proud to be able to share
this success Storv with you.

Delaware's business community and Delaware's Chamber of Commerce have had
the vision, the energy, and the commitment to tackle ch1ld care issues. We
hope that Delaware's story can serve as an exampie to others

IIT  BUSINESS RESPONSE

Recent studies indicate that relativrly few employers are pursuing on-site
child care. We do not believe that these studies accurately reflect the fevel
~f ,.terest and rate of change in perscnnel policies and employee benefits
witnin the employer community

In responcing to the needs of employees in balancing work/family
responsibilities, 1L must pe remembered that a viriety of responses is
appropriate. Employees may be accommodated through a variety cf benefits or
personnal policies, such as flexible benefits, fle.ible spending acccunts,
consortia to provide child care, vouchers for sirk child care or daily chid
care, Viberalized leave policies, volunta,y part-time work, home-based work,
jot sharing, information and rererral services, flextime, on-site day care, or
other creative policies.

On-site day care may not be feasible f liability insurance s exorbitant
or unavaflable, if onl small percentage of empioyees would use tha
facility, or if space is not readily availabile.

On the otner hand, a recent survey by the Bureau of Lavor Statistics
indicates a remaraable and positive resporse by employers to work/family
fssup  Smaller companies (10-49 employees) are far more likely than large
companies (250 employees or more) to provide flextime, liberalized leave
policies, home-based work, voluntary part-+ime work, or other desirable
alternatives to their employees.

2




ERI

261

_5-

Large companies are more 1ikely to pro.ide direct (and expensive) .hilg
care benefits, such as on-.ite child care, child care vouchers, or subsidres

The Small Business Administration commissioned a study of small husiness
options in child care and found, among cther things, that employers offering
child care benefits teno to fit the following general description:

Management plices a high priority on rec.cining employees;

The workplace is typically responsive to many other employee neads,
Labor markets are tight and ben.fits are viewed as a recruitment tool,
The work fe e includes a high percentage of women, many in top
management; and

The company either is expertencing or had experienced rapid growth.

None of the companies surveyed that responded positively was in serious
financial difficulty. The appropriate response to child care needs vary,
necessarily, according to emplovee needs and employe~ capabilities. The
diversity of family needs precludes the ~ssignment of any single response

Another important and relevant point s that cxpenditures on employee
benefits are at an all-time high. Benefit packages evolve and are based on
the changing demographics of the work force. Many of the recent benefits are
those needed to recruit and retain quality emp’-~vees -- the same employees who
are balancing work/family corcerns. The chart .elow indicates that employer
expenditures on employee benefits grew:

e $35 billion in the 26 vears from 1929 to 1955;
o §$32 billion in the 13 years from 1955 to 1968;
o 3122 billion in the 5 years from 1968 to 1973, and
e 3552 billion in the 12 years frem 1973 to 1986.
Doliars Spent Annually
0. Employee Benetits
(Bions of Dollars)
Soace Naserwl Chamtaer Foundution,
Annval §ysieyes Beraiie Survey
180
‘ " 68 *
I 15 ——— l | e
1928 55 1988 197 1908
S
A/a F J
O
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® The St Payl, Minnesota Chamber wun a Presidential Citatrcr for 1ts

ieadership in defining and helping to relieve a shortage of faci' ‘1es
for child -~re.
® The Ann Arpor, Michigan Chamber conducted a one-day "Child Care and the

Workplace" conference in November and publishes inform *ion 1n 1ts
Business-to-Business report.

® The New Haven, Connecticut Chamber corfronts the bu.iness policy 1ssues
related to child day care and publishes articles to inform members

® The Maryland Chamuer (Annapolis) and local chambers cosponsored a
conference 1n which employer representatives outlined options that
their firms use to assist with day care, including referrals, on-site
care, consortia centers, flexible benef't plans for empioyees, and
other options.

® The Concord-Cabarras, North Carolina Che =r's Health Services
Committee conducted a survey that showed child care and AIDS at the top
of business health concerns A follow-up questionnaire has asked for
specific information from members on ch:ld care needs and attitudes

These are but a few of the activitiss of local and state chambers across
the country.

The U.S. Chamber, on February 11, 1988, adop-ed unanimous!y a new policy
on .ork/family concerns, which is attached to ths testimony In addition to
encouraging employers voluntarily to change their employee benefits or
personnel poiicies to accommodate the child care needs of employees, we
support a limited federal role in child care. Such a role can

Inspire local and private-sector responses,

Eliminate bari %« -s, such as liability insurance problems that
discourage employers from addressing employee needs in the child care
area;

Maintain up-to-date statistics, and

Encourage public/private partnerships.

D
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IV FUTURE U S CHAMBER ACTIVITIES

Many options now are being explored at the Chamber tc enable 't to be 2
positive and meaningful participant in the evolution of America's response to
the needs of employees in balancing work./family respuncibiiities

These options include-

e A survey of all state and local chamb rs of ccmmerce tc assess lavell
of interest and activities,

e The compitation of a primer for a variety of voluntary business
comm -1ty responses to 1ocal needs,

e The suppo-t of a national survey to acsess priorities of emnizyees,

A symposi. of child care providers and experts, ard
e A survey of day-care providers

The Chamber already has devoted two feature articies i hils care "n ts
magazine, Nation's Business -- wnciuding one thic mort (A regrint s
attached ) The most recent It's Your Business v.ogram, which arred natigrwide
on April 16 - :7, 1988, featured chiig care

V__ SUMMAR’

Famy , needs ard empioyee needs are diverse a.d evolving  TF: oroLate
sector, f educatcy, can anc will respord to these changes by alterirg
personnel or.iries or employee benefits Child care needs are onty a pa~t of
the iarger s..tetal trend of women, especia:ly womaen with ycung chridren
onterirg the work force. Both empioyers and erployees can benef1t from ar
approach that a° far an evolution 1n the davelopment ¢f empioyee berefits
to meet thi. trend. The Chamber believes that as the private sactor Tearrs
more about this 1ssue, 1t vi1l continue to respond positively, as shown Ly the
growing state and local Chamber inveivement 1n this 1s3ue

Thank you, Mr Chairman, far the coportunity to t-. Tw '3 b

pleased to answer any guestions

O
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US. Chamber of Commerce

Washington DC 200062

BALANCING WORK/FAMILY RESPONSIBILITIES

Dramatic changes are occurring 1n the demographics of the American work
force  Single heads of households and two wage-earner families are becoming
increasingly commen. The Chamber encourages employers to assess ard to
accommodate the diverse and evolving needs of employees who may be balancing
both family and work responsibilities. Flexible and responsive personnel
policies can bast address the diversity of famly needs of workers.

Although the specific appropriate response to work-force needs will vary
among employers, possible voluntary private-sector optinns that should be
considered by employers include: to include a dependant care option in
flexible benefit plans, consortia to provide child care, child care or sick
child vouchers/subsidies, 1iberalized leave polici , part-time work,
home-based work, job-sharing. informaticn and referral services on local
child-care services, flextime and on-site day care. Local public-private
partnerships or innovative responses “o work-force needs should be
encour.jed Such responsiveness can yield higher employee morale,
productivity, recruitment and retention potential, as well as stem excessive
absenteeism.

Although a shortage of adeguate and affordable child care may present
problems in select areas of the country, the federal government should resist
the temptation to mandate sperific empioyee benefits, to regulate
previously-unregulated industries, to subsidize or compete unfairly
withprivate-sector day c.re ceaters. or to impose a costly and mono®*thic
federal child-care progrym The federal government should limit 1ts role to.

- ad¢ressing the 1iability insurance crisis as a factor in day-care
shortages where they exist;

- providing incentives to impr~ve the affordablity and availability of
child care; and,

- idencifying programs and demonstration projects and disseminating
information about them

Any regulation of child-care services and providers, where appropriate,
should be the function of state and local authorities

Adopta2d Unanimcusly by the
Board of Directors,

1) S. Chamber ot Commerce
February 10, 1588

9321G/31
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Ghiid Gare:
Your Bahy?

By Carol Driks and Nancy L Croft

ar’mzen’n; three !—marcvmpa What started as a progect for her Connection, in Waltham Wass helps
nies in the Prospect H .l Execu  developer husband turned out to be o parents itke Heather Thompson Ryan
tve Office Park in Valtham  business for Eleanor Nelson (left) with conflicts of work and family

Mass found he had a mutu  Her consulting firm, Workplace
al probiemn Fach faced the loss of kev
empuorvess unable to ind adequate dav
cai ¢ for peir preschool ehildren

The mandge~s representing two
enmputer softwdre firms and a venture
rapital corpansy took thesr concerns Lo
she developer of the complex Arthur
Neteor, He onoturm frought the prob-
+o time o Fis wife Eleanor who had
~ 7 nar 20 vears experience In
feach £ and otner aspects of educa

I eatnr Neleon agreed to <et up a
chut' “4rw Program 1 quarters that Ar
thir w Lkl mabe avatlable i the office
park The effort she recalls made her
awdie that had something markel
able Hesult Her an business Work

siee Cannection s consulting ‘v hat

¢ posma bhe inesses deveiopd are
yrearams that ther Imited b gew
« 3 accnmmodats

Frequertiv she gets businesses to-
gether S furm child care consorus
ab ¥ cpunwr programs that would be
te and the srsaurces of any single
-~ rher

The Pracpe * Hitl pr -ram she start
e was herosteals Lm ot now 18
natde o of nine small and medium

RN TRNVE

e s sasaks Asvwgtes Ine which

Teca 7o andape architecture
20 ST NdyN SiSgRis NUmMan re-

ries matagrr Ruhard Urt n We
i prg gl estahl sPing wur awn on site
enie= st the problems awsneiated
4 *hyetthng wpace and the expenses of
wens i and hah bty insur e were
warmoartable When ae haa the op-
portut © te ot the forsortium we
Suped gt

Wt happered at the Prospect Hill
oftie park offers 4 nestop ineight
U wt o rhid cafe s becoming a major

¢ 1r Inlks 13 0 Phi adelphia based
oo avter uriser Naney Lot roft o
Naten « bus ness canstant eattor

2
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business

e problem of valued

employees needing someone to care

Jor their children duri

hours. What do you

concern for cresses bl Gles A
sharp increase 11 the numbes of present
ar futare workng mothers o mahing
smaller ¢ mpanies imcreasingt o aare
of the higa privrey thase workers at
tach to avadabiity of child care

Though the number of « ripantes ac
tively iMvobved 1n some form of child
care arrangements is not vet ‘arge—
about 3000 1nd hundreds more are ex
ploring optiuns—there is a trend here
that wili grow r significance in the
vears Just ahead

The Employ ee Beietits Research In-
sutute a Washington based public pol-
cy research organization savs As a
result of the nsing population of chil
dren under 6 the changing composiion
of the family and the increasing paruci-
pavon 1 the work force of women with
chiidren child care 1s emerging as &
aluable benefit offered by a relatively
small but growing number of employ-
ers  Child care the Insutute notes ha.
been called the employee benefit of
the 1990s

Catalyst a ronprofit emplover sup-
ported organization that deals with
workplace issues a8 they affect women
and familes puts it this way Work
force demogTaphics are inescapable—
the typical Amencan employee is fast
becom'ng the working parent. Cata-
lyst points out that '8 traditonal fam
iy in which father 13 the breadwinner
and mother the homemaker 1s becom-
ng almost & rantyv

The LS Labor Department s Wom
ens Bureau reports 13 milion children
under age 13 are 1n famthes where both
parents work full tme Some ! million
of these children go to commerciai day
care [acilities &nd another 63 milion
are cared for through arrangements
parents make with penple who provide
day care in their homes

More than 50 percent of mothers with
young children now work outside the
home and th,. figure could reach 5
percent as early as 1990—when the
Census Bureau projects there wiil be
233 mhon children under age 6 in this
country Another forecast for 1930

dorz?g work

Aertey Patrick tanes a break 1rom hie

s 1 ipphcations programe= 3t
Dominion Bankshares Corporation

Nearly tvo thirds of all new emplotees
will be women and most of them will
become mothers &t some point of thewr
working careers

significant aspect of child care
from the business standpoint is
the opportunity 't offers to pro-
vide services that companies
need in order tg respond to worker con
cerns
Perry Mendel of Montgomery Ala
i8 an outstanding «xample of entrepre-
neurs who hay e seized this opportunity
Fren back 1n 19%9 with a growing num
ber of women entering the wark force
the lack of day care faciitzes was a
matter of concern Mendel then a com
mercial real estate salesman did some
research on child care and opened two
day care « ntere in his hometown That
was tn«ginming of kinder Care
Learning Centers Inc which new has

heaaquarters tn Roanoke 1a. to
msit Ay son Jason at the company s
day care center

1050 branches in 40 states Its reve
nues for its fiscal year ending in Au
gust were 3230 million

The Probiem of what to do about chui-
dren with minor ilinesses that kept
them out of regular enters but did not
require parental care at home was an
nthe entrepreneunal chalienge Ruth
Matsom and Birdie Johnson of Minne-
apolis saw a market opportumty n
that sit... = while working as admin
iscrators of 3 s.ondard day care center
They iaurched Chicken Soup Inc, to
provide day care for sick chutdren

Matsom who s a2 nurse and John-
sun an occupational therapist. have re-
cenv ed requests {rom employers in Can
ada and Bntain as wellasn the United
States for information on how 0 start
sieh progr =~ They have now set up
1. addit, husiNess—seminars on

sett . ap g sukchild program
The impact of the chil. care ssue will
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fall most heavily on smailer businesses,
the source of most Tew Jobs created n
the economy in these closing years of
the 20th century experts say They
urge smaller firms to begin thinking
now about child care policies so they
will be res.v to deal with the matter
when it surfaces in thewr plants, shope
and offices

Savs Barbara Askinas. a Princeton
based consultant on human resource u

Jonet Muhleman, prendent of an
Ann Arbor, Mick.. ad sgency, decided
to busid an on-nte day care center
wohen she brcame preguant with her
s0m Jokn, on ‘er lap n the piciure

much from one city to another that the
only way child care can be dealt with 1s
around the communty table

Some organizations believe the an
swer lies in a vastly expanded role for
the federal government. But. in an era
of increasingly tight budgets and wan
~ess about expanding the federa! role
in dealing with social ssues, that does
not appesr 10 be a reahstic possibility

The federal government's role 1 hke

sues A needs 1o
how many empioyees will be able to
age ad~antage of {child care arrange-
ments]  not only now, but also 10
vears down the road ”

(A teport on various options

ly o to be a imited one It s
now focused pnmanly on vanous tax .
incentives and on a program that
grants $800 mullion annually to the
states to provide child care services for
low and mods families

to employers wanting to help workers
with child care appears on page 24 )

ho has reaponmbility for mak
Ing day care arrangements
for children of working par

ents® Moet experts agree the
answer 18 the private sector with the
parents beanng the principal r3pons
bility and emplovers providing a $ona
voluntary basis where ne~ .. and
feasible
There can also be other parties to the
discussion Stephen Delfin vice presr
dent and ge.eral manager of corporate
relations for United Way, which spent
$38 million last vear helping commum
ties and school svstems set up day care
and after-school programa, puts it t'as
way 'We want to alert local govern
ments, business unions, volunteer
groups and child care providers that
dav care 18 something thzy all have o
tackle together The needs vary so

[SYIN
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One of the pnncipal tax incentives i
the dependent care tax credit available
to parents, the tax money the credit
saves them represents neurly 30 per
cent of the federal government’s totsl
chid care costs In sddizom a 198)
amendment to the tax law allowa em
ployers to deduct costs of child care
arrangements used to attract and re-
tain employees Coats incurred in build
ing and equipping a day care center -an
be depreciated through the sccelerated |
coat recovery system

Business 13 deeply apprehensive
about a d.rect federal role—not juat be-
cause business people are antipathetic
0 increxsed government spending, but
aiso because the poasibihity of govern- |
ment involvement 1n what have tradr .
tonally been relationships between em- |
ployer and employee—and no one
else—rases the specter of unjustfied
interference !

A proposal sy anced in Congress thu

Nauvon s Business

vesar would hase required emplovers of
15 or more workers to give 3 much as
18 weeks leave in connection with the
birth adoption or iilness of a chid
Th ugh the leave would have been un
paid the legisiaton called for establish
Ing a commission to devise a plan for
putting the leave on a paid basis

Smail business anucipat, v the dis
ruption and expense that parental leave
iagnslation »ould have caused was <o
opposed to e idea that itx defeut be
came the No 2 pranty of the White
House Conference on Smal’ Rusiness—
after rebief ‘rom the liabihty .nsurance
cnsis

{ parucalar concern to smaller
firms were the costs cf replacing
workers on parental leave and
the d.fficulties of meeling a re-
quirement t0 guar.ntee the workers
the same or equal jobs when thev re-
tu.ned The proposal onginail. (alled
for exempting onlv firms with five or
fewer workers Lmall firms were not
placated when the exemption was in
creased to 15 because of the ea  with
which the number could be reduced in
the future
The sweeping terms of the bill, which
died with the 99th Congress adjpurn
ment 1n October but 1 expected to be
revived in the new Congress convening
next month, were seen as evidencs of
the heavy handed spproach the federal
government would take if 1t became
deeplv involved 1n child care
Spearheading opposition to the mea
sure was the US Chamber of Com-
merce, which said enactment would do
serious harm to the longstanding sys
tem of employee benefits developed
wathout government coercion
In approaching the auestion of help-
ing employees with child care, experts
say employers should reslize that the
benefits do . uuw 1 Just one direc
ton Such assistance can mprove the
bottom line, says J Bassett Place, Jr
president of Developmental Chiid Care
a¢  of Westport, Conn , which advises
.ompanies on ways to stablish child
care arrangements
“Working parents spend an average
of 10 houra on the yob making rrange
ments every tme a new situstion B
needed,” he says "And It's not uncom
mon for parents to change child care
providers two or three tmes a year ”
Child Care Systems, Inc . a Lansdale,
Pa, conaulting firm reports research it
has done shows that working parents
mias an average of eignt davs a year o
deal with chuld care problems

December 1966
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Warner Dalhouse president and
chief executive officer of Dominion
Rankshares Corporation says a chid
care center the bank recently opened
for its %O-emplovee headquarters n
Rosnoke Va s not an arrustic ven-
ture

Dalhouse explaina ‘We do every
thing with the 0 nective of profit. Sev-
enty percent of ous "vork force s made
up of women A major portion of those
women are of childbeanng age Were
gowng to ease those minds We re going
to help And we re gong to end up mak
g more money

There s good news for the bottom
lne Fe2 explains, ' in reduced absentee
sm, 'n reduced tardiness in reduced
turnover in \mproved prodictivity in
improved quality of our recruiting op-
tions in improved morale, in enhanced

corporate image *

AGmup 243, loc, an Ann Arbor
Mich , advertaing agency She

recalls that the question of child care

hit home at her Arm when a top ad

designer left because ghe had been un-

able to find adequate facilities for her

similar view 15 expressed by Ja
net Muhleman presmdent of

when several rthers 1n the fArm—un-
cluding the boss, Muhleman herself—
became pregnant.

for use by any of the 150 employees
needing child care arrangements The
worker an the company share the $162
weekly fee Dand Jansen, the firm's
human resources director. says the im-
P "t on morale 18 apparent. “‘When
you're having a bad day, you just walk
over .~ the day care center After

chiid. The ssue guned a higher pronty |

The company set up an on-site faciity '
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Occanonally. 3 yearold Andy Thielk
briefly vats A mom, semior dengner
Janine Thelk, 1n Aer office at Group
23, Janet Muhieman s ad agency The

v o —— aa

pitals and businesses surveyed revort
employee morale :mproved as a result
of a chiid care program 85 percent cite
an icreased abiity to recruit and re-
tain workers, §5 percent cite lower
turnover, and 53 percent report a lower
ing of absenteeism.

Employees alsc were surv *yed Thir
ty-eight percent asy the avalability of
chuld care arrangements was a factor in
their gouig to work for the conipany to
which they applied. and 69 percent say
the arTangeme:ts were a factor in thewr
staying in therr Jobe

Agunst that background, Daniel C
Lazorchick of Bethesds, Md, a consul
tant on employ2r-supported child care
asks the obvious question  If employer
child care imtatves have proved to be
such winners, why haven’t more firms

; spending 1v runum:o yIng with your | jomned the parade? He provides his
, lod, thungs st work don't look as bad. ‘ oWn snswer

1 Even employees who don't have chil- ‘ “Historically., businessmen have
‘dnnmmmm'nlkovn there to ' t*ought of child care p y n terms
| got perked up ' of on-mite centers costly to buwld. ex
! uhkmn asys the four-yearold cen- penmve and rsky to operate That pat™
| but the hing to be avorded o at all

»

plyl off n muuud morsle and pro-
ductivity ‘“The cost simply comes off
the bottom lne, and I really don’t tuunk
sbout ,” she says

Brosder ewidence of the benefits to
employers comes from a report on &
three-year study, funded by the Depart
ment of Health and Human Services in
1981, of child care p.. —rams at 415 hos-
pitals and midsized pusinesses scross

the country
The National Employer Supported
, Chuld Care Project. as the ntudy was

called, shows that 90 percent o) t 1e hos

" FRIC
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poulbk The compuuon piece for oth-
ers was to think of child care as the
province of church groups and other
community-based o fons reach-
ing out to s the vantaged

The dramatic changes in the compost-
tion of the work force a8 well as the
demographic projections for the period
immediately ahead are stubbomn luu
of bfe 1n 1986 Women with presch

company's on-nte day care center,
where Andy spends much more tsme,
Perks up even ncnpar *als among
employees.

One thing for emplovers to keep
mund 18 that on site care 18 not necessar
ity the first choce of all workers, many
nmught prefer aiternatives that are with
in the ability of smaller companies to
provide

arole Rogun, executive director of
the National Assoc:ation for
Child Care Management. says
‘A httle bit of assuwtance can
make a big diference to parent-employ
evn There are some key things about
the way parents choose child care that
are uniquely in small business fsvor '

Rogin, whose Washington-based as

200 p pro-
viding chlld care services explains
‘Patents like freedom of choice, and
our research shows that manv prefer
child care closer to home than to the
workplace *
find it 8 harrowing expenence to trans
port & small child twice a day un rush
hour traffic Apart from commuting
problems. she adds the parents mi_ .t
prefer a neighborhood day care facility
on t* e t'.eory that it keeps the chid in &
famuhar environment.

Those atttudes can make the concept
of child care less threstening to smalier
business owners who might otherwise
see only a stark choice between costly,
on site centers or no Arrangements of
any kind The Work and Family Infor

Parents, she says, mght

mation Center of the Conference
H

Board, h orgsnizs

children are the fastest gm'nnl seg
ment of the labor force The vast
majonty of these women work out of
necessity. not choice ™

tion, © 78 "As an alternstive to start
g t _ir own child care centers some
employers wll concentrate on helping
their employees pay for chid care al-

-
< \J
~ v
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resdy pronded in the communitv In
this wav they can allow empioyees to
choose the.r nwn arrangements and as
a result ~ve a greater numt.r of
working parents with a vanety of child
c.e needs

or most empiovers the Diggest
hurdle to deciding whether they
should erbark on some form of
1 care asmstance 18 the usual
are—getung started The most direct
route experts say, s a determinztion of
emnpiovee needs “Margzret Rappaport
s purrwer in a Phladelphia manage
ment ~onsultang frm with & child care
serices division recommends “Ask
how many would be imohed 1n some
kind of child care arrangement. the
ages of their children and therr current
awrrangemenss for having tnose children
taken care of Emplovers, Rajpaport
says should also seek workers opun
ans on the vansus options and how
quch they are wiliing to contnbute to
the nsts of in employer assisted c.uid
care program
As a growing number of employers
explore he possibilies of providing or
helping with work hours care of em
ployees c.uldren, the number of entre-
preneurs laurching or expanding bus
nesses 10 meet the demand also grows
rapidly
Bassett Place who 15 32 founded De-
velopmental Child Care Inc  after
working as assistant director at 8 Mew
York City nursery school and later as
develop "philanthropic
officer for Chase Mznhattan Bank One
of his asmignments in (e latter job waa
to research trends in employer support
ed child care Unable to find a consult
ing firm t,at met the bank s require
ments he decided to found his owm
After two vears, }e reports the firm
has five {1l um¢ mployees ard s con-
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Chila core nates the Employee
Benefis Resrarch Irstitute s offered
now asa benef. by a relafivery small,
but growing nurtber of emy’ yers

sulting sommuttee of 45 peole with ex
pertise in finance, marketing, tax law
real estate, medical care, child psychol
ogy and early<childhood educaton

By the ume Elcanor Nelson finished
with Ler voluntan project of settng up

child ca~  “ciliies 1n the office park
her husuand hud deveioped 1in Wal
tham, Mass, she had not only estab-
lished a day care cente™ but an after
school program, a Library of =esourc.
materal and an information and r fer
ral service

With that exnene e under her be't
and with three newly hirv 1 assistants
she went 1nto business helping Boston
area companies develop their own pro-
grama Her Workplace Connection aiso
cnnducts se. “ars on parenting and
cnld care tra) ing

Businesses specializing 1n rare of
children with minor illnesses were 3
rati 11l sequel to the growth of emplov
ee ¢, .d care Matsom s and John on's
Chicken Soup Inc, 'n Minnea s
charges $30 a day or $20 a half-day W
care for sick children The youngsters
are cared fo, by » full ume nurse and
teacher with additional staff on call n
case the number of children present ir
creasss on any given day

A similar company Rainbow Retreat,
opened iast «pnng in Newport Beach
Canf Parents can register children ¢or
8 325 fee 1n 3dvance of need

Nauon & Pusinest  December 194

an ' becavse of demographic tremds
ML 1 ary s been cailed the
emplo¥ e benent of *he 19908

Patncia Ward  Catalvst, the New
York vrganizatin deahng with work
¢ oce issues 2ffecting families savs nne
effecuve approach s for an empiover to
nVite representatives of a comnumty
group to come in talk about wavs to
halance wark and famiv an ther
infc nation on the workers necus

**An .mplover s not only providing a
senvice to empiovees hut v slso histen
ng very closeis , what ,.estions and
comments surface Ward points o .0
This gives emnlovers an 1dea of what
tvpes of child care their emplovees are
interested In

he importance of determining
10ng /m needs was ilustrated
by th~ experence of a Balumore
labe on that opened six child
care centess len years later all were
closed The work force in the plants
serned had a re'ativels low turnover
rate and had simply aged itself out of a
need for child care faclities
As overall demographic studies ind:
cate however the eneral trend 1s in
the oprosite direct nd the prospect
18 for 1n -eased er ,.\eremplovee in
te est in meetng child care needs
“he trend s illustrated by develop
mei ws at the Bloomfield Conn  head
ouarte = of Cigna 1 leading insurance
company
Cigna s child care center. w'uch is
open t the public as weli a3 to employ
25 has & waiung list of . ~quests for
places for 170 chuldren  bout a third of
the cnudren have not yet been born
Women call us as soon us the doctor
savs ves  says Alson Henworthy d
rector of employee services  There are
even three women on he ist whn arent
pregnant et '@
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Some Tips On Tots
For Small Firms

Fee employers, planmung a child care
Progran. can mean a big investment in
tme, effort and motey [t cequures
carefyl study of emplryees’ needs, of
child care faclibes available in the com-
munity and of the company’s resources
und goals But says Penny O Bnen in
her book How to Select the Best Chric
Care Optin Jor Your Employess (Al
mar Press Binghamion, NY) “em-
plcyersuppored chud care 15 costef-
fective when measured by productinty,
reducuon of absenteesm improved em-
plovee morale and stabuity in wne work

force  Providing child care aud aiso en- |

hances the company  image

In her boox O Brien lists a number

of cpuons for employers to consider

when we ghing ~mplovees needs

against the company s budget
ey

services.
Parents frequentiy have difficu.ty
locating child care faciities that are
acressible  and  reasonably
priced  says 'Bren Empiovers
can help thewr emplo* “es find out
aide day care programs by estab-
hiahing an mfornation and refer
ral service An &R mammtains
information about avaiable child
care faciliies—auch as the hours fees
and vvpe of program an we'l as * zh
fashties have apemings
Refi 4l ¢:% b @ .i¥ lotpensne
vpe  support, savs O Brer A staff
membe= carL he assigned to g ither in
formation about community <ay care
proxTams or the emplover can ontract
with « local chuld development 1gency
to pravide this service
Lectures and semunars—the informa-
tion aspect of the 1&R—are also nex
penay: for employers Chuld .are ex
perts can hold lunchtime ur after-hours
sesaons to advise narent empioyees on
how to0 bal~nee work a d family
o vendar grograme. In a2
voucher prog=am employees are reim-
bursed dursctly for all or s percentage
of thewr child care costs Emplovers
avord any habity claims in this s.um
tion bucause empicvees ure free to
choose the type of service that best
suts thewr family s needs The er.piov
er 18 not involved ™ selecting or evaiu-
ating the quality of the chuld care
In 3 vendor program, Lie « pinyer
~serves aud pays fo, siots that are

RIC

Duy cere empioyes Juamta Pingry
pushes a full six-veater strolier to a
park near Domsnion BanksAares
headguarters.

Corporation

e\ G

held open for employees children w a
day care center or a private hame
ManY commercial centers offer dis
counts w0 emplovees whose emplevers
hold slots

Fexibls werk scheduies Fmplovers
may help reduce emplove:s neec for
nutside child care arrangemerts b of
ferng flex.ble work sihe ulee—abo
known as flexime or lexture Tha
allows parents l0 adjus the r working
hours 40 thay hayve more time to epend
with therr cnildren The wokwevk (ar
be changed ajlowing the «mploves w0
work four 10-hour davs or vix dave »ith
shorter hours

Some cuompanies require empin veq
to work an eight hour dav aad be at the
nifice durng specific core hours wuch
asl0am w Ipm but permit arrang
g the workday around those hours U
auit family schedules Other eraplovar<
permit job shanag in which twe or
more workers share the responsib lities

4 hours of one b And with the mo-
bility of computer terminals some em
Jlavers even let certain emplovees
werk out of their homes

On-sits child care coaters in advan-
tage of having an on site day care cen
ter says O'Brer 15 the increased ime
available for parents and chiidren ‘o
spend together—dunng lunch hours
and on the commute to und from work

The empiover can operate the center
or use the services of child care consul
tants o do thus The brsiness can also
form a subsidary to deselop and run
the center The center can be nunproft
or for profit. Operating costs may be
met by tuttion fees { 3m parents or the
employer mav pav all or part of them
using them as business expense tax
write~Ts

Sc.metimes the emplo* er merely pr
vide m kuind contnbutions The contn
butions can include utilities custodial
maintenance and secretana: rvices
public relations expenses and rent free
space The companv mav also assume
the center s leal and ac ovnung cnsts
A dav care conter s 1msurince fees mav
be covered under 3 co pans = neur
ance plan and meals Mcy M prepieed
at a rompany cafetena

Cemgortia. Tw. or mar COMEpRnIes
thut cannot aupport 44 on site r pven
aew site center mdinvigually i snar
responsibillaes and resources ‘o u tate
lish a facihity at a central loranen This
is beecming increasingly popular autn

small  “hanies 'n r#fice and nduzimal
parks AU { ST L0 TR SR IT 0N
manv ¢ rtia require empl nera to ve

responsit fe for s operating costs in
SOME fases  ersortia hire (onw. ung
Arms to manake the centers

Eor mure nfamatien on emply
sapported child care write

® Natinngl Ax ©atian of o
Care Management <ot Mostpooe
NWoS e nEN D Wastingran Dt
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Garing Fo
The Ghildren

By Roger Thompson
iXteen vears have passed since
Congress last approsed iegisia-
tion to « tabush a national child-
care program | nder that plan,

chitd care sould have been free rort. ¢
poor and subsidized for middi -income
famihes But the bill never made it off
Precident “vixon s desk

In a stinging veto message 0 Con
gress Nuxon said the 321 billion a year
plan demonstrated fiscal irresponsi™il
ity administrative unworkabuity and
family weakeming imphcations Al
though the Senate had passed the legs-
lat on by vit 3 4 to-l nargm, it fell
far short f avernd'ng the veto

Chld<are lepslauon s once again
before Congress and no doubt cntics
will echo \'xons concerns about the
federal government » proper role Time,
however appears tu have wrough®
change in poliical attitr'des towssd &
gorernment role in child care

Since 1972 marmed women with chil-
dren under the age of 3 have been the
‘astest growing segment of the labor
force causing a dramatic increase in
the demand for chiid care Todav, niore
than ® muilion chiidren under the age of
3 ndve mothers who work Suneys
show that most paren's have great aif-
neuity arranging for quality child care
And ne sun ey ‘ndicited that dissatis-
faction with the arrangements that are |,
made 1s the most relable predictor of .
smploy ee absenteeism and unproduc
tne work tire

Gyrowing awareness that child care 18
linked to the nauion s economic heaith
has heiped give the 1ssye a new sense
of urgency Within 1 matter of months
child Lare has become the hottest fur
1+ topic before Congre<s care bill may win congressional asprov Thus the debate on Capitol Hill is 10

We already know that chid care '~ al While the push s being led by 1beral  longer u hether the federsl government

shawing up on the bottom line of =ome  Demncrata nany conser stive R publi  has a role in child care but Aox erten
companies  increasing Procuctivity  cans have thrown their weight behind  sive that role should be Bipartisan sup-
and decreasing absenteeicm LaborSec  child-care legislation Two thirrs of the  port for the issue dnes not mean Con
retarv Ann McLaughlin told particy  Senate s members are sponsc wig som=  gress has reached 4 consensus
nants at a major child<are < onference  sort uf child-care measure This biparti  fov ever In fact two vastiv different

prrrar—rr—y

n New York in Maich san aupport ofuy reflects politicai resli il have smerged as eadink contend
With the childcare imsue recast in t, Recent opimion polis indivate that o< of cungresaional acuon
such terms it 8 aot aurprs.ag that for  ther~ 1= beoad publi support for an ~st 1n the L gislative hopper was
the first time 'n 1b yea » a mayur child  pypanded federal mnle in child care 32 billonavear bill mtroduced last
“ [
.
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Growing awareness of its link to the
nation’s economic health has made
child care the hottest fam*" topic on
Capitol Hill, and Congrc  jor the first
time in 16 years may pas: a maor

child-care inll
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Recognizing Quality
Child Care

Employers who invest i chilg care
Wwant to be sure they are supporung a
quality product. But becats he regu
iations and standards Rgoveruing child
.~ operstors—from familv<are pro-
viders to commerriul cepters— vary
from state 0 state s difficurt 0 pin
down the entena for high quanty

South Carolina, for example icenses
centers tuat have at least one ad 't for
every eight babies while Mary . n
21818 On & ratio of one caregiver for
everv three infanta and Anzona sets a
standard of one to five

To assist employers and parents .n
thewr search for qualty child care t.e

federal gmemment should resist the
€plat on o mandate spec,ic emp'o
ee ber mts 1y regilate previous ur

redu dted rausres o subadize
TOTIDE AT W Y prvdte e tor
The dfr omenpen sy

A}
amd oy ath O tereral ok g T
Lram

The board e o

D
a L Tooras w amner Ty
F=aores twegaan oy, ~ s
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NPV CER L therempi,ees 4 LT o e
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estumdted LI ap 2 et
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“ayonel A tion ‘or the Education

of Young Ct enis seeking to accred
it programs that meet a loog lst of
arteria. So far, the group has accredit
ed 400 programs out of 60 000 nauan
wide The most :mportant factor n de-
termiung quality says uie noufession
A2%0C ..on 18 the staff-tochidrer r.
to The organization savs there should
be at least one aduit.

® For ever four infants

® For every five children ') o 73
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® For everv nine areschoolers
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*here smoud be f least 25 square § et
of indoor space and 7 square feet of
outside play wpace
NAFTC suggests that of \0Uu are con
sdenng <ufportmg or refernng em
plovees o . particular center you
should spend a dav repe keeping 1p
TIRS such quest.ons is Do the staf
meTbers and chi'fren wwem 1o enjoy
0 respect ne another” ire there
+@nned adtiy *es th nute rhiid de-
fiorment’ Are ds saritary pro-
edures \t= 2 entircen Iv the center
veieal secure’
Fur free nformatior in PIMpIOVEr as
rhld-care pt ne nelidng o
7 how U reccgmize jaahity
progrars contact NAEYC 1w fop
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Initiatives

While probabiv no state would  urm
down monwy from the federa guvern
ment o v<pand and ipgrade child-care
wervices ~tates are not keen on weeng
those firds ted to federal aeirees
Vermont « Uue Madeleme humin tw.d
particpants at 3 major mld-care con
ferenre ' “ew York ecentiy The
states and their private seclors think a
lot car happen without mandates  sre
aaid, and they want the flexbiline to
do 1t themselves

Indeed cooperative effor's Detween
corporations and state and local ge
ernments have been Wrgeung chiid
care for some tre ‘The depth of coop-
eration 1 “rult un.i.  savs John E
Kyle a consultant to the Natienal
League of Cities Incressirgly busi
nesses are rerogmzing that 3 good
start makes for better emplov « nihe
jong run  he savs and thev under
stand that chidcare needs cznnot b+
satusned by gnvernmer?® alone

There are few pibuc private partner
ships for chiid care and most ure at the
ity level But as the success of these
partnerships in states auch as Caufor
hia o broadcast other state and lacal
agencies wili .rafi simiar models
man) believe Here « what three public
private partnerships are doing

@ Californis has the most far reach
ing partnership i the country The Cal
\forma Child Care Resource and Refer-
3} Network has traned more than
1200 new familycare providers in 0
communites to Create more than 6000
new spaces for chiidren

The $3 mullon for the project nuw in
1ta *hird vear was raused under the aus
pices of the Bank of Amenca Founda
ton which sumuiated tax-exempt con
tnbutions from privete foundations and
more tha. '3 compames

A najor easan for the project s wuc
cess save Director Merle Lawrence S
_nat the companies do not feel they are
throwing money down a burcaucrauc
black hole

® In Texas the new Child Care Part
nership of Dailas 3 nonproht oPganiia
tion uses state loca: and pryate funds
+0 help Dallas centers reach the guality
standards set D) National \ssncia
won £s¢ the Education of Tuunk Chil
dren (See Page 01> far 3350 1% nas
been contributed by local firms

@ N\ rthovarn, as o 1 tare Ry
waTtes 0 - ' '
wappofed A e woy AT Tal 1TE
fge e m e Ay Tess T
The nopes - d~ 1 0fd TP doare
o weifare parrris W g afid ab e o

WOrK ReswiUng ~8v Ty o Ar fare are
retarned "o the furd W avid addnona:
public e-penuizires

Jtate also work % th raoresses ‘v
premee Chad ta € DY PIOY TR AR TE
At“'

b wvamp e Fonda lels empiovers
e, et ax percent of The start up costs
uwtano hid-care center Connects
4 permits 3 X Leroent tax wreant ‘or
wrms har Afer prplovees chiid-care
subsidies and it yants a corpotate
vestment ¢ F renovat on creat of up w0
40 percent for zontndutions 1o rorprof
1t centers ard up to 30 percent fur dona
tiuhs 0 pront mak ng ones

In addiion just over ha'f the states
provde neome-tax rredits or ded -
tions for famlies child-are #xpenses
These credits are retated w the federal
hilg<are credit which allows for 3 20
to 10 percent deductiur based un & fam
Jvs nrome The states Credits range
from 10 pereent of "he federal cred tin
Arkansas to 45 percent ,n luwa

Perhaps the most creatv ¢ init.atives
are occurping p Cites Facramento
(alif fur example uwes torirg and
planning rauder toan orpdinance s 1o on
, and the supph A hld care Deveop
ers who include a child<are cenwer in 4
commercial complex recene priont.
consideration as well a8 one Stop ~hip
ping for building permits and uCerses
Residential developers who inc ude
bikeways end playgrounds m Thelr
plans receive similar treatment

Another zoning Incentive g3 mnd
populanty myolves extendirg fleor
area bonuses for building hud-care
space In fartfurd a developer obtans
ix additing 3 square feet of floor ared
for vach square fout of childcare ~jdce
provided Added bonuses are ava lebie
17 the «ndoor area 18 combined with ut
< je prav «reas uch 4s pasground

(hild ~are advocates are |
Jource nformation on private pab
e part hips and on state and courts

programs that help emplovers and ¢m
plovees nd and pav for child care For
3 stateby state .sting of advocates
sead for a copy of the Sfate Chald Care
Fact Book 1347 available for 745
trrm the Children o Defense Fand 22
creer NW O Wasmirzton DU

UL

—Hharen Berney
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CldCaroBy
Consortium

“My mommy s coming t0 take me 10
lunch, ‘scuce Hog: 8 wideeyed 4
yea~old. .els & visitis 3t 3 child-care |
center in an office park in Tysons Cor
oer, Va. ‘We're gomng to Pzza Hut."
Takung her daughter out for wunch
a weekly ritual for Cindy Hogge. whose
office 18 Just & short walk from her
daughter s child-care center
A sngle mother, Hogge used to take
Momcs to & oeighbors house. then
! drive 45 ounutes  the office But now
“‘we get an extrs 1 hours a day m the
car together  dogge says
] Tu:ly Hogge 1 1 purchaaing ageat !
or L4
Inc., s demgner of computer systems ,
She w one of three employees at her |
company takmg sdvantage of .ts sup-,
of the Tvsons Comer Play and !
Learn Childrens Ceuter (PAL)
Launched by a consoruum of 22 compe-
mes, the groesw of PAL s'ows how |
local bunnesses can resources to .
sunumuze the costs of sett ag up a child-
are entar for thewr empinyees

cleaper than you thmk.”
McCarthy, executive director of the Na |
tonsl Auiomobie Deslers As,caton
snd premdent

PAL up and running “And.nv.ruuluml

g
)
-3

favorsbie pabhc relstons withm your
commumnity lndgomplny that s werth

of the board that got | gwther.
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The Tyecns Corner Play and Learn
Chaldren’s Center was rpearheaded
« consortium of 22 local businesser
that antributed num? and

exportina. For Cindy Yogge. emgloyed

BDM Internstional, Inc, 2 defense coo- |
tractor, 1. Rep Frank Woif (%
Va.), who had hcard that a chuid-care
center mmght be bu.t 1o hus dwtnict, had

of hw fellow CEOs !
That was the critical first step “The
impetus had to come from the top.”
says McCarthy "For only the CEO» 1
could designate one of therr top execu-
f:ves to serve or the board that would
v oeederd to pu’ the whole thing to-

Is‘ up of representstives fro.n 15
companses, PAL's founding board of dr-
rectors convened every thres weeks for

every penby you the pexs miaw months Many of the two-
The founders of PAL came together bour mary 1g sesswns focused on re
' through o TyTran, an as- | moviag th Inggest obstacle to an em-
socuaton of executives who confer from | ployer-suppcriad center—iiahirty
_ ‘Zme to ame on trafe m the | Melame Rey, 8 board member and
! ! gonure. juded che | strmey for McGure, Woods, Battle
cusason of how child care affects work- | #ad Boothe, found & soluton i incorpo-
oy’ travel So TyTran comms- | ratng the center as a nonprofit, parent-
, swooed a study of the poblem. | rup covgerstive that is tAX-exempt un-

death of veng siapped with » ¢10 mil |
bou lswswt,” Shera i expisi. ftwas |
the hught of the mbrlity crws, and
stores about child sbuse 1 4ev-care !
| centers were front-pege news

It looked ke PAL would never hap-
| pen, but then Earl Wilkams, CEQ of

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

der Section 501(c)3 of the tax code That
made the parents .eole m the event of
negligencs but ensbled the companies
to make taxexempt chartable dova
toos to a start-up fund, for a $1 500
contribution, they reserved one space in
the centar

The facc that PAL 18 run by parents
was by 118 msurance carmer
as a safeguard against u~ghgence
That lower rsk 1 reflected n PALs
msurance premiue of $5,000 a year for
2 $2.5 mullion pobey

With more than 30 companses back-
ing PAL, the consortium quickly raued '

Nation s Bus ress  May iLw

at one of the member companies. 1t's a

by oy to share the drive to and from her

‘office srth her daughter Monwa (the
rfy?-ta. ‘ed Iittle girl second from the
eft)

close o $115,000 to reserve §7 spaces
out of & total of 87 an addiional
$35,000 was secured uuder terms of 2
low-mterest bank loan.

Next, the consortmm hued Shem
Shendan to handle the details—-getung
PAL the mynad of icenses re- uized by
local and state agencies ‘Thas s wnere
you bump up agamst the tyranny of
petty auth-nty she says

For nstance. one Vurgimua rule re-
quires & $10 000 commereil refngert
tor . centars tuat ;- food Be
cause PAL plsrned w a catenng
service for meals Sherida:, argued that
an ordinary $500 refrigerator wouid be
s.fficent and got the stste panmng
board t. approvs the change But the
health inspector who visited Pl a few
days before 1ts grand openng s ed
that the center nstall 3 commercial re-
frogerator Shendan 18 25, 4ling the de-
partment's decision

Shendan rso found PAL s developer
who says he saw in PAL the opportuni-
ty to add an amenity that might help
attract tenants  Indeed Ed Roraanow
president of the Westerra Group . “an
Diego was so committed t0 the project
8¢ he subsmdizea the construction cost
of the 4 000-square-foot center PAL 3
annual rent smounts to paying 320 per
square foot even though Romanow
spent $40 pt square toot to comngly
with state regulations

Now out of the picture Jnders
can reserve future slots for their work
ers by contrbuting the equivalent of $1
per employee a year to PAL s budget.

—Karen Berney
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Mr. KiLpeg. Thank you very much, Ms. Mankin,
Ms. Hartman.

STATEMENT Or DR. HEIDI dARTMAN, DIRECTOR, INSTITUTE FOR
WOMEN'S POLICY RESEARCH AND PROFESSOR OF SOCIOLOGY
AND DIRECTOR OF WOMEN'S STUDIES. RUTGERS UNIVERSITY

Dr. Hart™MAN. 1 too would like to congratulate you all on your
patience.

I would like to try to summarize my comments and submit the
full testimony for the record. Perhaps I'll also add some informa-
tion in the 2-week period.

Mr. KiLpee. Yes, Doctor.

Your written statement will be inserted in the record at the con-
clusion of your oral statement

Dr. HARTMAN. Thank you.

I thought that 1 would trv to have five points, 1 minute per
point. We’ll see how well [ do

As an economist, and also a director of women's studies at Rut-
gers University, and the ¢ -ector of the Institute for Women's
Policy Research, which 1s a non-profit research institute here 1n
Washington specializing in public policv jssues of special interest
and importance to women—I thought as an economist 1 would try
to li:k at child care services as iarket.

Wr 1t can we tell by doing an economic analysis of that market”

The iirst point is that this matket 1s very diverse I think we've
beard that here today [t has a formal sector, an 1nformal sector. 1t
has subsidies of various kinds Many providers are for profit, some
not for profit, and many are public agencies

There 1s 2 lot of imited information about all of these options
that are out there. Parents, to some extent, are overwhelmed, and
find 1t difficult to make an adequate choice because of inadequate
information

Wh t parents have to do, faced with the need for child care, 1s to
look at their income and their tinie constraints, the 1ncentives that
ccme from the various forms of subsidies, and make a decision. go
out there in the market and make a choice

Second, what are the; choosing to 10? Some # million children do
have working mothers. For working mothers, center based care ap
pears to be the growing choice It's now up to 25 percert o. all the
children of working mothers who are now in organized group care
As Dr. Kahn .omnted out eariier, women who dcn't work outside
the horne are also increasingly using group care

Now, much has been made of the fact that higher income
womer, those in higher level Jobs who are professionals are more
likely to use group care, the center based care, and theie was some
thougnt that this bi!l would subsidize them

Economists have a concept that is called revealed p.e. rred. It
sugvests that those who have the meuey to choose ‘mong a variety
of choices—the one that they actually do chcose 15 for them re-
vealed preferred to all the others that they didn’t choose.

Clearly, for working mothers who can atford 1t, the center bas=d
care is increasingly revealed preferred.
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Now. we also know that as mcome goes up. yvou rely much less
on relatives for child care With older people we have aceepted
this We say. uee. older people don't want to be depenc. .i on therr
relatives They Tike to be economucally independent, and they lLike
to have the money to hive in their own apartments and heep their
o~n house

For some reason. we're not willing to suy here that probably
there 1s a tendency 1 the market. I think the marketplace 1~ bear-
g this out. fr center care to grow as people’s incomes grow. This
15 a revealec preferred choice Those that can afford it want qt, |
think 1t's tizue for us to look at that

Child care is a major need. and I think that most families really
don’t want to be dependent on their families for such a major need.
If they can be, because 1t's cheaper, find Most of the relatives who
are doing the child care are fathers Most of those fathers, 1f vou
loox at the data. are working full time Taat's a hell of a child care
system

This means that mother and father are never seeing each other.
Now there Las been u lot of research on that shift work, and that's
what's going on 1n that situation

I don't think this reliance on our tamily members 1s the 1deal I
think that people would rather have the money to be independent
and to get organized group care

The fact that this 1~ growing, and that even women who don't
work outside the home are Using 1t more and riwore—this shows
that this 1s the dires tion that we will be going toward 1n the future

On the other hand. from my reading of the ABU bill, and my un-
derstanding of 1t the ABC bill 1s trving to bera over backward to
give somethimg to all kinds of providers T don't really see the con-
cern about whet' o1 not center care 1s whaut people want

The third pomnt 1= that child care 1~ expensive. especially relative
to familv income  An averaze, based on Consus Burcau data 1= 5i3%
per week That equads about 22000 per year for one child under 6
I'don't know where shat £ 000 from the consus data came {rom.

A survey of ineemie and program participation miahkes 1t pretty
clerr that 1t's s~ 4 sweek. Ond-third pay over X2.600. and relat;ve
! thv mcome, that's a lot of money

again, Mrs SchlatTy has stressed the high ecarninzs of two-carner
couples But the parents of chaldren ur fer 6 we paorer than other
parent~ Thev have an average familv income of about X2L000 per
vear The averauc faruly mcome in our sociely s about 850,000 g
year It you're looking at 21,000 4 vear, and an average cost per
child of 320000 vou're looking at child care costs of nearly 10 per-
cent I you have more than one child. that's defimitely over 10 per-
cent

H veu're talking about families neaded by women, they have av-
erage ineeme ef aboat X13.000 But, 1t you are talking about extend-
g that to talking about families hepded by women who have chil-
dren under 6, thewr average mcome 1w 36300 These are very lo v
iamily 1incomes. out of which people have to pay tairly high child
Cev custs

Famihes are working i order to achiove reonomical security,
but those child care costs are preventing them from domg that
The most stagpering figures of all are 1f you look at young parents

ERIC 25
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under 25 who have children under 6 The; have a poverty rate of
40 percent Two-fifths of young parents with children under 6 are
poor.

The fourth point' quality of child care 1s likely to fall The low
~ages that are paid to child care workers are basically unstable
This is an unstabie situation unlvss we do something about 1t.

The average child care worker. according to some research that
we did at the institute, earns $.5.34 ar. hour That's higher than vou
may have heard, because that includes teachers—prekindergarten
teachers, nursery school teachers. Some of these work in the public
school systems and do quite well.

However, the average woman in our society—and *ve all know
how underpaid women are in genera'—earns S% an hour. and the
average man earns 512 ©n hour. This turns out—and the testimony
here today has brought this out also—that the average child care
worker has well above average education—116 years. including
these teaches and so forth that I've averaged into the wage I'm
averaging them mto the vears of education as well

The average in the labor market as a whole 1= 12 2 years

What this means 1s that these teachers and workers in child care
can go somewhere else As their options expand und as we face a
labor shortage economy which everyone expects we will be facing—
if we don't do something. it’s absolutely clear that the quality of
child care will fall.

Turnover rates are already extremely high and gettiag higher.
There are many businesses that seem to be based on the feeling
that there will be an inc¢a’ austible supply of qualified women ot
low wages But that inexi iwustible suppiy, I can assure ycu. 1e
drying up

Fifth point. benefits are becoming less privatized That 1s. the
benefits of having children are becoming more social. but the costs
are still privatized. That's the basic contradiction that we're experi-
encing 1n raising ¢»ildren today

Women used to expect that they could reap private economic
benefits from being homemakers and mothers full-time They
would take care of the husbands, and the husbands would take
care of them. They would take care of the children, and God
knows. perhaps in their old age the child-en would take care of
them.

That’s not a root economic security that most of us expect will
work any longer. Mcst women, I believe. are in essence voting with
their feet to choose a different route to economic security.

The contradiction is that what we uszed lu sel fur fice, whén
women did it at home, we now, as a society, have to pay for. We
should pay for it as a society, because the benefits of having a child
raise * well, as we know, are social benefits.

I think c.at raising kids 1s a lot like having a Mom and Pop
store. It’s funny that we call those small retail businesses Mom and
Pop stores. That's just what raising kids is like. You have to self-
exploit like crazy, especially in the early years of te busine. .
working very long hours with very little rewards.

You hope that someday you'll get your reward. That was a pri-
vate reward. You get the profits from the store. and the kids used
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to follow mn the famuly business or o, family farms Thev don't
now The benefits are now shared. but those costs are now private

The benefits are shared in the sense tha! [ think we all know the
benefits of a well-raised chi'd do reflect on ai! of us as a society We
have higher productivity, w - have |ess crime. we have better par-
ticipation as ciuzens by children that L.ave been ral.ed well

This 1s what an econonust calls an externality If -ou mow vour
lawn. vou rake vour neighbor haopy as well as vouse,f That's
what raising kids 1 like these days Other people are benefiting
from all that incredible work that parents are putting .nto chil-
dren

The mability to av that barents experience 1s something (hat in
a sense has to be made up by the society 1if we want the market to
work right The private market 1s not understanding the signals
that are coming from the public benefit. so the market 15 not oper-
aung property It's operating mefficiently This 1s 4 very sound eco-
nomic reason for public intervention

To give yvou one that's perhaps clearer than the notion of the ex-
ternalities—if 1 don't invest enough in child care. the 1est of vou
out there will pay So 1* pavs for society to mvest m child care
That's the externalits argument, winch we've used to support
public schools as well

But another example of markot failure. which 1~ what econo-
mists call this. s the imformation and regulation aspect of it I've
talked about the market beiny very complex The costs of getting
information are very high to an individual

Also, the costs of regulating safety, or health. or quathity, are very
hizh to the in inidual parents They simpl, don't have the tume or
the expertise to do 1t That's a case where there are economies of
scale. and 1n getting that .nformation together and n regulating
those providers

This 1s a lot Like the Employment Infor mation Service Because
we realize that we want to yet unemployed people topether with
employers, we mvest money into ni; “ing that happen, since 1t will
be more productive for our cconomy  This s exactly the analogy
from the pont of view of information In terms of thinking about
safety. health and quahty and why we Lant to have a collective
process, looking at those sue, you can think ahout food. restau-
rants, and amrlines

[t's clearly not possible for the individual consamer to enforce
the quality of tho-e services, since thev don't have the time o1 the
expertise The cost s too high

Thes<e are all example of private costs and benefits differing from
the social costs and benefits I'd sy a primary reason that econo-
mists have in the past argued for public intervention—and a
reasor. that I think we could make an economice argument for
today-—to argue for the various forms of mtervention in the child
care market that are being suggested i the ABC bill and in other
bills

I think that the child care marhet clearly s one that has various
symptoms of market failure, imefficiency. and INe.ppropriate sig-
nals, : nd 1t really 1s time for the punlic sector to step i a great-
er way than it has been domg
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coraing more universal and more sinular for all the families that
are cut there

Most women nowadays do have a child before thev complete
their childbearing years More women have had a child by age 1}
1in 1980 than was true 1in 1950, That may seem surprising, but 1t's
more universal today than it was then And, the type of family yvou
have 1s much more universal

Nearly everyone has one or two children Very few people have
large families, and very few have no children

What this means 1s that people can think of the time of their hife
when they're going to be rearing children as a rather small, con-
densed part of life, if you're only going to be having one or two.
This 1s something that we can n fact spread out socially and share
This is something that we all have an interest 1n sharing because
we're all going to be going throu h t*e same thing.

This is a lot like the Social Secarity system Everybody's willing
to pay into it, because we all hope o live long enough to retire on
our Social Security benefits.

T think that the life cycle model 1s one that we might want to
t...nk about in the long run to begin to pay for child care in a more
socially collecuve way As I mentioned, I think that the social ben-
efits are out of line with the high private costs to pareus, ana 1
think that’s what this conflict 1s all about

Parents are saying. we w~nt some help with these private costs
because we understand that there are social benefits to raising chil-
dren We want some h€lp And, since we're all going to be deing
the same thing sooner or later. we can help each other out. usually
through a public taxation system

Corsequently, I would just conclude by saying that through
something like the general income tax, or another mechanism, like
social security, public investment in child care 1s needed, because
current market structures do not adequately respond to the signals
of public benefit

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dv Heidi Hartrnan follows |
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1 am Heia: Hartmunn, Lurector of the Institute "o Woren's

Policy Research, a non-protit research center located in

washington, DC An economist by trainmind, I am also 1 Frotessor
and Director vt wemen's studies at Rutgers, the ~tate 'ni oersity
ot New Jersey 1 am pleased to ke here today to share witn you

some of the Institute's research findings cn the economniu
rea.l1ties Of our present (hild care arrangements Onr econaric
analysis of the cests and ~cnefits of 1rvestine in children and
of the present rarket 1n chiidcoare ser\v.ces sSuGdeslT that public
suhsidies for childcare ana public requlation of chiidcare
providers are warranted “ur several reasons.

o to irprove the operaticn of childoare markets;

¢ to increase the guality of childecare;

¢ to reduce the burden of childcare Costs on

parents and help tamilies achieve economlic

security, and

o to reap 1increased long-term benefits tign
1ncreased .rvestrent .n children.

In additicn, because labor shortage :s evpected i1n the United
States by the year 2000, all policies that assist parents in
combining work with family care, 1ncluding encouraging the
development of childcare services, will help to ens.re the
a.i41lab1lsty of wor. ers neeaed tor future economlc growth.

Let's look first at the economics of our current child care
arrangements. The current market for childcare con<ist= of a
diverse set of childcare providers, family home providers--
usually an 1indi‘/idual woman taking several children 1nto her own

home: babysitters who work in the employer's home; child ca.e
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centcrs, usually serving 10 or more children 1n a facility set
aside for childcare purposes--these are run by proprietary for-
profit businesses, not-for-protit organizations, Or public
agencles; and nursery schools and pre-l:indergardens, which may
also be public, private for-profit, or non-prof.t. while these
types of care generally 1invo ve a money transaction, the ckild
care market also has an 1nformal sector where ct care 1S
s-ared among friends and family, exchanged, or bartered for in-
kind services In nearly all stat=s there 1s scme regulation of
daycare centers, and .n nany of fanily home providers. There .s
federal subsidy of child care services through the child care
tax credit in the federal personal income t2x and through
spre~1fic programs, such as Title XX and Headstart. 1In virtually
all states, there is ome state subsidy as well. 1ln all states,
private groups, such as churches, eleso subsidize childcare. 1In
most states, there s sonme referral or inforration service about
childcare availabilizy, even 1t only on the local level. From
this array of possibilities, with the incentives offered by the
current subs.dy structure, and constrained by their incomes and
4 a1lable information, parer s choose the types of childcare they
w1ll use.

what do parents choose® Data from the 1934-85 Survey of
Income and Program Participation (SIPP), a new data set
containing 1nformatior from over 15,000 households now avallable
from the Census Bureau, 1ndicates that there are about 8 mill:on

children under 5 who have working mothers. Nearly a quarcer of
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these children are 1in group facilities, daycare centers,
prescnools, and nursery schools. Slightly feser than one third
of them are 1n their can horee. There they are largely taken
care of b their own relatives, especially their tathers or
grandparents. a few have babysitters. Mcre than a third ot tre
children of .orking rothers are .»elng vared tor 1n scneone else!’
home, usualiy a ncnrelat:ve. For those who are ke :ng track,
the missing 1 12th are cared for by rothers while they are
actually on the 7jct Retween 1982 and 1¢%%#.~5%5, the proportion o
cnildren u¢sing crganized care increasel substantially from 17
percent to the nearl, 2% percent I —ent:icred The 1ncrease has
been steady s:ince the 1%n0's and '"0's, ‘icre 'nd more families
are using oraganited chiid Cire centers.

Ot the R ~i1llicn <hiidren «F» are under » and have w«orking
rmors, nearlt tac thi<ds ha.e moctners no «ork tuwil-tire
Mothers who «ort *ull-ti=e uce rcore orjiniced ch:ldcare than
other mothers, sirply tecauss the ~ire hzo s ot care a ~nther
needs the less akle she 13 to tel, on relatives ari trienis and
cther 1infor—al situaticns Also, orher things being equal,
rothers wi'c ire plack, 1ingle, well-edicated, or in higher-level
jobs are more likel, to ure organmizedi chili care tacilities

There 1¢ also . grrnaina tendenc, - use oraanized childcare
whether or not the =other w3Us< Sathide the pore. tulltime at-
home routherc aleo uwe arcup chilaocire, sulh ag nursery schools

and pre-Findergariens. iresu—ikly this retlects a qrosing
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consensus that organized group soclal and educational experience
1s geod for children at an earlv age.

what are parents paying for the childcare they ch-nse”
rbout two-thirds of those who us: childcare, according to the

census Bureau, reported paying other people for 1t. They pald an

average of $38 per week 1n 1984-85, more than a quarter paid more
than $50 per week. Excluding care by relatives, the median
weekly paymer . was $41, with one-third paying more than $50 per
week on an annual basis, the median childcare payment 1s
approximately $2,000 per child, with one-third paying $3,000 per
ch:ld (on average). There 1S substantial variance 1in the cost of
childcare. For example, family day care homes cost less on
average than centers.

The Census Bureau's SIPP data indicate that those who are
more likely to have to pay for child care 1incluc .se who work
fulltime and those who have young children. larents are simply
less cble to get free child care 1t the  need alot of child care
or care for very young children. And as mentioned, mothers who
» ,ve more education and higher level Jjobs, and presumably are
paic more, are more likely to use Orgunized group cére. Thus,
those who need substantial amounts of care and can afford 1t use
center-hased care. Those who can afford to pay more are less
likely to use relatives: according to 1977 data from the Census
Bureau, those with higher family 1ncomes use relatives less than

half as often as those vith lower family 1incomes (there 1s a
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clear association i1n the data between higher i1ncomes and less use
of relatives for childcare}.

In the case of the e¢lderly, most of us would tend to
interpret such findings as 1ndicating that elderly people don't
want to depend on the:ir families: they want to be independent
from their families--anz are wshen they can afforu 1t Yet, with
respect to childcare, m ny cbservers claim that families must
want to use their relatives for child care. Basei on the data
presented here, I suspect they don't: parents would prefer to be
able to meet such a major need without depending on their
relatives. I base my conclusicn on the economic concept of
"revealed preferred." what those people who can afford
alternatives choose 1s probably preferred by them to all the
other choices they d1d rot select. Group care in an organized
center 1S the choice that 1s revealed preferred by those who can
afford alternatives. Center care, however, 1s not used
primarily by higher income families. According to 1977 Census
Bureau data, 40 percent of those who used center care had family
1ncomes below $12,000 (in 1984 dollars, below $20,000),

How do parents' expenditures for childcare compare °*rith
family incomes”® 1In real terms, family incomes, though the, rave
risen i1n the past few years, have not yet recovered to their 1978
levels. The $2,000 median payment per child can be compared to a
median income of approximately $24,000 for families with ch?ldren
under six; 1f such families haie only 1 child, they ‘'re paying

nearly one-tentn of their incomes for childcare. Po...™ famllies
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pay higher percentages. Black women maintaining households alone

(with and without children under s1x) have a median family 1lncome

of $9000; white women maintaining households alone, $15,000.
Black married couples have a median fam.ly 1ncome of $73,000;
white married couples, $30,000 per year. {Those with children
under s1x have even lower family lncome: for example, those women
maintaining households alone, white ana black, with at least one
child under six have a median 1lncome of $6,400, as compared to
$12,800 for all wcmen-malntained families). Young parents are
especially likely tn have a difficult time paying for childcare.,
Forty percent of families that have nildren under six wWhere the
parent 1s under 25 are poor. Therefore, the average payment of
$2,000-3,000 per child 1s clea.ly out of reach of many families,
especlally poorer families who are already -pending 90 percent of
thelr 1ncome on 1lncome ©n housinyg and food. jhile these parents
work to achleve economic security, the cost of childcare
undermines their ability to do so.

Whct can we say about the quality cf th» care parents are
getting fcr their morey? Ellen Gaiinsky, fron Bank Street
College, has found that 1n one sample of employers at three
different workplaces, abcut half of the parents said that they
had difficulty finding quality child care. Two thirds say they
had difficulty finding quality 1nfant care. In other studies
reviewed by Galinsky, from 17 to 57 percent of parents expressed
dissatisfacytion wlith some aspect or cype Jf childcare they used.

substantial dissatistaction and difficulty finding quality
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childcare suggest parents are not entirely happy with the
childcare they are able to select That higher 1ncome parents
buy more center care, ind that parents who use center care are
generally more satisfied than those who use other more .nform-~1
forms, suggests 1f parents could affcrd what they wanrted, they
would move toward droup care with organ:ized social and
educaticnal programs

Even in organized group care, however, what 1s the quality
of care parents are likely to be getting for iaeir children® In
an TInstitute research study of the salaries of childcare workers,
we found the average full-time child care worker earns $5.34 per
hour 1n 198%. This figure includes higher paid childcare
workers, such as kindergarden, preschool, and Headstart taachers,
who raise the averaye considerably. The average woman ealns
about $8.00 per hour, and the average nan, about $12.00 per hour,
for fullti-e uwor¥k Thus the childcare «crker earns far less than
the aver2ge worker, and even far iess than the a erage woman
worker. But childcare workers haive '.cll akcve average education,
14.6 years ot education cenmparad to 1” 2 years of education for
the workforce is a whole. Chillicare .orkers 21so can exrect
little or nc increments 1n wages for increasec 1n time on the job
Or ncreases 1n education.

what are the irplications of these patterns »f compensation®
Low averace wages coupled ~1th above average educat on
undouktedly contributes co an 1nstable statting situation in

childcare. Worlere who ¢in earn much rore el.oewhe,n are not
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going to stay 1in childcare, unless their wages are raised.
Worxers who are not rewarded for their lengevity and learning
will not stay. Turnover rates are high and apparently
increasing. High turnover contribites to inadequate care,
because of a lack of consistency from caretaker to caretaker,
because childcare workers who are transiznt do not engage 1in
treining and do not have much opportunity to learn from
experience, Those childcare institutions that have based ttreir
success on the seemingly 1nexhaustible supply of qualified women
at low wages wJi1ll find their labor supply drying up shortly,
unless some action--such as raising wages--1s taken soon.

Clearly childcare 1s expensive for families. Parents are
paying substantial proportions of their jncome for childcare,
poor far lies are >aying even higher proportions. Just as
clearly, 1mproving the wrality of child care requires lmproving
the wages of childcare workers. This 1in turn might price many
fami1lies out of the caild care market.

Quality childcare 1s 1nherently expensive, especlally when
compared to the nfree" childcare previously provided by women who
stayed home. Raising children reguires .ntensive effort,
Raising an 1i1nfant 1s a l13ttle like running a small business.
Indeed, we call a small retai]l store a mom and pop store.
Parents relentlessly self exploit, putting 1ntense effort 1into
their children, and putting 1in incredibly long hours when their
children are very Young. why? 1In the past, because parents

stood to benefit, 1in economiC terms, when their children grew up.
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"hetlr children rmiant sapport or cate teor tneir elderly pareats,
they might work 1n the tamil, tar or buviness (ieatly, th se
reasons are no longer val.d tor nosr parents F 1 whatever
reascns, miny mothers ire no longer ab'e or willirg to invest
that "tree” (hildcare .n their children. 7They are pursulng a
ditterent route tc econcmic securlt,. Farents tcday don't really
erpe. t the iniiviiuil (hildren they ralse to take care of thenm 1in
their old age. But, as w0 also know, ra.sing children «eoli has
enorrcus soclal kenetits, those children who attended Headstart,
for eximple, turned into better Citirens when they became adults
At the scciecal level, the benefits of rassing childrs are no
longer privaticed, they are clearly social. Yet the costs of

raising children are still privaticed today.

This econoric analysis ot the structure ot childcare today
suggests a number of reasons «hy public i1ntervention 1s
particularly appropriate to improve chilldcare services and the
operaticn ot childcare rarvets. Economlsts have noted several
reasons for "mar<et fallure"--the failure of markets, through the
forces of supply and demand to send the riaht signcls, the
signals that would lead to the proper quantity produced at the
promer price. The market falls to send thc right signals kecause
of disjunctures between private cousts and benefits and social
costs and benefits. These reasons for market failure are clearly

operating today 1in the case of childcare.
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First, parents are faced wlth a vast array of childcare
options, which are difficult to locate and evaluate.

The 1nformaticon costs facing the 1ndividual parent are high;
1t 1s slmply tco costiy to get anvthing like adequate

information. One stucy showed that mothers often choose the

first provider that :s :lose to home within the price range they
believe they car afford Anr “ndiv:idual parent also finds 1t
difficult to evaluate the quality of potential providers--1n
terms of safety, health, and social and educational developnent?
parents often choose a provider that has been used by someone
they know=--an lnexpensive form cf scCreening.

There are, however, enormous economles of scale 1n gathering
and providing lnformation, so tha* public support cof 1nformation
sharing 1s warranted--as with the tzderal and state funded
employment 1ntcrmation services, the benel s outwelgh the
costs. Better 1ntormation helps the market operate more
efficlently. Similarly, there are economles oOf scale 1n
evaluation. As with most pr rers of consurmer services that
affect the l1fe and health of the consumer isuch as hospitals,
restaurants, and tood processors), lnspecting facilities and
evaluating them for health and safey 1s simply beyond the
capability of any 1individual consumer. But all wi1ll benefit from
the evalvation procedure and the standards set by a collective
process. Publlc regulation 1s required when the market does not

police 1tself because of the high private costs of sucn action.
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Second, as we saw, many parents are faced with an 1nability
to pay. Because childcare 1s a labor intensive activity, 1t .s
expersive, especlally relative to the wages nany workers earn

Some fanmilies are paying 20 to 3C percent ot their income tor

childcare; mainy ‘ind and use lower quality childcare than they
would like cr than 1s socilally beneficial. Wwhen parents cannot
attord (or tor other reasons do not 1nvest 1n) the arount or
qguality ot chilucare that would beneti1t their c¢hildren and
socClety, public subsiiies re .arranted this 18 a Ciase Of
market tailure kecause ot externilities--the benetit ot well-
raised childrer *-lls on others kesides the parents, yet the
others are not called upen to piy for the peretit--unless there
1s publ:ic taxitieon and pubklic suks:idy.

Third, is ¢ s1s, the currert structure of the (hildcare
marktet dela.ers 1oy qualat, b hoare sairo e v cator ot low
quality 1s high turnover, ste-ring fror the peles .veraue wages

pald to workers «he up til no. hive wad ab-ve averaqge education

'

The rmarkret delivers loser gual 'ty than s -cerally derireble for

the t+0 reistns Just rentiored mariet tatlure teoouse of
externalities and rarket tallure beliuse ¢t ¢ oncemies  * scale
Childcare vorkrers® saiaries are held down b. pairents' inabiilty
(or unwillingness) to .1, (<t ugh to eguil *he social benetfit).,
low qual.ty also results tro~ the high cost to individual parents
of enforcinay quility, wtandardes It as a ratrer ot public pclicy,

w2 desire to increase the quality ot chilicare preovined, pubiic

investrent 1s nceded

"
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Finally, let me end with some comments about why public
support for public support ror childcare 1s growing. Most
basically, chil cearing and the need for childcare services
beyond the fam:ly are beccming more uriversal.

First, a point that hardly needs reiterating 1s the 1increase
1n women's labor force .clcpation--since more women are working
outside the home, more families need childcare services.

Second, and less well recognized, the childbearing
experience 1s becomin more universal and more similar from a
demooraphic viewpoint. Most women now have a child before they
¢ mplete their childbearing years, and most have only one or two.
There are very few large families; there are very few families

who do not have any children. (Relative to 1950, more women who

had completed their childbearing years by 1980, had children and
more had only one or two children.) Women are therefore ¢ so
condensing the period of their lives when they have young
children to only a few years.

This universality of experlence suggests a life-cycle model
as a basis thinking about the social provision of child
care. Soclal security 1. a well-known program based o.a the life-
cycle model; each perscn expects to go through the same life-
cycle and to live beyons retirement age. When we're working we
contribute to social security to pay for our retirement; younger
workers also agree ..o pay for older workers. A similar program
could provide assist2nce to parents when they have young

children; they themselves would contribute to the costs over
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time, and at any one point 1n time the costs would be distributed
across the entire adult population.

whether tarough the general 1ncome tax oOr a.other mechanism,
public 1nvestment 1n childcare 1s needed, because current market
structures do not adequately respond to the signals of public

benef1t.
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Mr. KiLpee. Thank you, Dr. Hartman.

Mr. Rector.

Mr. REcTor. Let me begin by saying that I speak for myself. I do
not represent the Heritage Foundation. That foundation does nct
take specific positions on specific pieces of legislation.

I will summarize my testimony, and I'd like to have the full——

Mr. KiLpee. Yes, your full statement will be inserted into the
record immediately following your oral statement.

Mr. Rector. 1 think that Ms. Hartman just made a very interest-
ing point in comparing the child care to the Social Security system.
That in effect really gets right to the beart of the matter.

Under the Social Security sysiem, we can fully anticipate—
maybe not in the very young senerations—but at the present tim ,
that everyone will benefit and that everyone contributes.

The problem with the policy that we see before us todas in the
ABC bill i that 2veryone—all tamilies—get taxed for this program,
but only a very tiny number of families will actually get the bene-
fit. That is very unfair, and it's very unlike the Social Security
system. This is not a policy that we should endorse.

If we want to say that having children is a positive social inve.t-
ment—and I'm sure it is—the:, we should make sure that those
policies which we have to promote and strengthen families with
children cover all children and all families, and do not discriminate
in favor of a very small group, particularly an affluent group.

I oppose the ABC bill because it does nothing for the 10 million
children under age 5 who have mothers that are not employed. I
oppose .he ABC bill because it does nothing tor ihe 4 million chil-
dren under age 5 who have mothers who are employed but who are
taken care of by their relatives. They would receive not ore penny
under this bill.

I oppose tae ABC bill because it does nothing for the 2 million
children urder age 5 whose mothers are employed but who are
cared for in unlicensed, unregulated home day care facilities.

Under this bill, only about 1 child ir 10 under age 5 would re-
ceive any assistance whatever. This is only those children who are
in hicensed day care centers.

I oppose the ABC bill becausc it economically discriminates
against traditional families where the mother is making an cco-
nomic sacrifice tc remain at home and . ‘~e her own children, and
perform thereby a vital social tunction.

Today, the Federal Government pays a minimum of 40 percent of
the cost of day care provided in this society. And all familes, 1n-
cluding those who are not using day care, are being taxed to pro-
vide what is between $8 and $9 million of subsidy.

The tax system in the Unit>d States currently severely discrimi-
nates against tradiiional families where the mother is not em-
ployed. The £BC biit wouid make this discrimination even :nore
severe. I think that ¢ rryone has acknowledged today that the
ABC bill is simply the tip of .he iceberg, and we're talking about
many tens of millions of dollars in additional subsidies that will go
only to those families that use day care. All families would be
taxed to pay for this.

I oppose the ABC bill pecause basically it endorses a policy of
taking from the poor and giving to the rich. It's a reverse Robin
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Hood policy. Some 83 percent of the young, preschool children in
the United States that use day care today are from two parent, two
income families.

The median income of those two families is $37,000 a year. In
comparison, the median income of the traditional family, where
there are two parents but only one in the work force, is around
$26,000 a year. Therefore, you are taxing families that have an
income that is roughly one-third less than the current two parent,
two earner family, and providing a subsidized service to the more
affluent. Again, we need to address this in terms of the total array
of programs that we’re_providing.

It’'s true that the ABC bill is capped in the high 40’s for some
families, but other families are already receiving billions of dollars
under the dependent care tax credit. You're creating a top to
bottom structure of subsidies for all income classes for wherever
the mother goes into the workforce, and you're taxing all tradition-
al families to pay for that.

We're embarking more and more in that direction, and it’s clear-
ly a type of reverse income distribution.

I oppose the ABC bill because it funds bureaucrats, institutions,
and social service professionals, and does not give any money to
parents. There is no guarantes under this bill that American par-
ents would receive even one penny under the ABC bili.

Now, it’s true that within the 63 pages of the bill, there are 2
paragraphs that refer to vouchers. But as political scientist, if this
bill passes, I'd like to come back in 5 years. I'll wager you a nickel
right now that if this bill passes and we come back in 5 years, less
than 5 percent of the money in this bill will come out in any form
of vouchers. The political structure where this money is divvied up,
down at the Swate level, is certainly not going .o accept that ar-
rangement.

Mr. KiLoee. | would accept your bet, but it’s against the rules of
the committee.

Mr. Rector. | oppose the ABC bill because it calls for massive
new Federal regulations of day care that will be counterproductive.
I've worked on the day care issues jor about 15 years now.

For almost two decades basically we’ve seen a prolonged vendet-
ta on the part of certain ideological groups against what’s caliad
unlicensed or black market daycare. Now, I've listened all day long
about how terrible unlicensed and unregulated day care is. And I
didn’t hear one shr.d of scientific evidence.

I've listened for 10 years to people making these charges, and
there is ‘o my knowledge not on systematic, scientific study that
indicates that unlicensed day care is bad for kids. In fact, the social
science evidence that we do have shows exactly the onposite. Small,
unregulated family day care centers are mn.ore likely to be benefi-
cial for the physical healtb of small children than are large, profes-
sional, regulated centers, simply because the risks of contagious
disease go up exponentially in accordance with the number of chil-
dren in the faci'ity.

Therefore a policy that discriminates against sma!’, family sized
facilities in fact puts children at a greater risk.

The evidence shows that other than that, there’s very little dif-
ference between regulated and unregulated family day care facili-
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ties. I'd like to go into that more at length in the question period, if
I could.

The evidence does not show clearly that regulation improves
quality, but the evidence is quite clear that as in all cases where
you have regulation, it causes the reduction f supply and it clearly
does raise costs.

I oppose the ABC bill because it massively discriminates against
religious institutions. It contains some of the most egregious and
offensive antireligious language that I've ever seen in legislation
before the Congress. I would like to discuss this, but I do not be-
lieve there’s any way to fix this bill.

Under the bill as it is currently written, religious day care facili-
ties would either have to purge themselves of their religious con-
tent—which is in many cases the very reason why parents are put-
ting their children into those facilities—or they would maintain
their religious content and operate without subsidies at an econom-
ic disadvantage in comparison to secular institutions, and would be
gradually pushed to the shoulders of the market.

1 hink that this is a very regrcttable event. Even if sections 19
and 20 were struck out, because of the current interpretation of the
separation of Church and State, as long as you are providing either
vouchers or direct subsidies to day care facilities, the same sort of
curtailing and restriction of day care facilities would have to be
continued.

Let me give an example. In HUD, they used to give funding to
the Salvation Army to take care of alcoholics and street people. Be-
cause the Salvation Army, in its attempt to care for alcoholics on
the street, conducted religious services for those individuals, they
were stricken and cannot receive Federal money.

This is exactly the same road that we will be going down in day
care, pushing religious institutions to the side. And the victims of
this—the worst victims of this will be disadvantaged youth in the
inner cities.

We know that in comparison to any social service policy that
could be devised by this committee or another committee of the
Congress, religious institutions and religious values are of excreme
efficacy in helping disadvantaged youth to rise up out of poverty.

For example, we know that if you look at inne: city black youth,
those that have religious values are 40 percent less inclined to drop
out of school than those who do not have religious values. Those
who have religious values are 50 percent less inclined to engage in
criminal activities than those who do not have religious values, and
50 percent less inclined to use drugs.

What is the impact of this bill? It is to bar the exposure of these
young children to religious values when they are of a preschool
age. | think that is an extremely regrettable policy outcome that
should be avoided at all costs.

As T'll say later, the only possible way to avoid that is to go to
some system that does not use vouchers or direct grants, but pro-
vides cash directly to low income families.

Now, I believe there is an alternative, and I would support a pro-
family, pro-child policy in the area of chi'd care, based on the fol-
lowing principles. The first should be that all children, all young
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children are important, not just those that are in professional day
care.

The second is that a true pro-family, pro-child policy would treat
all families equally and would not financially discriminate against
those families where the mother is making the economic sacrifice
to remain at home.

The third principle would be choice. Maximizing the choices and
opportunities to families on the assumption that families and par-
ents know best how to use family financial resources to meet
family financial needs than do bureaucrats in the Department of
Health and Human Services.

Fourth, .here should be no regulation of day care, and particular-
ly no regulation that discriminates against religious institutions.

Now, I feel that those principles are embodied in the Toddler Tax
Credit, which was introduced yesterday by Congressman Richard
Schulze of Pennsylvania. This provides a $750 tax cut, refundable,
for each child in a working family under the age of 6. This expands
the earned income tax credit and refundable for low income fami-
lies that do not pay substantial taxes, and would pay up tc $2,000
to a family with an income of $8,000 in expanded earned income
tax credit.

Under this proposal, families are free to use those resources in a
way that they feel benefits them the most. They can either raise
their standard of living by expending the income, allow the mother
to work less and attend to her child more if they so desire, or it
could enable them to buy more and better day care, if that is what
the family desires.

Now, this policy is based on a recommendation that one of the
principal problems facing families with young children today is
that you are simply overtaxing them

Tn the year 1948, a family of {our with a median family income
paid 1 or 2 percent, of its income to the Federal Government in
taxation. Today, that same family at a medicn family income will
pay roughly 24 percent of its income to the Federal Government.

To a large degree, the expansion of Government over the years
has been based on a growing burden of taxation on families with
children. In 1948—the reason this taxation has gone up has been
due to the erosion of the value of the personal exemption. In 1948,
that was equal to 42 percent of personal per capita income If you
raised it to that same level today. you'd have to take it up to
roughly $6,400 per individnal.

To summarize: I believe that the Toddler Tax Credit would bene-
fit 18 million children under the age cf 5 By comparison, the ABC
bill would benefit no more than 2 or 3 million. The Toddler Tax
Credit would treat all families equally, the ABC would discriminate
against traditional families where the mother is not employed.

The Toddler Tax Credit would give the largest relative bernefits
to lcwer income f{amilies; the ABC bill is in fact a subsidization of
day care, and a policy of reverse Robin Hoed, taking from the low-
income people and giving to the higher

The Toddler Tax Credit puts $750 in cash directly in the parents’
hands for each child under 6. The ABC bill funds bureaucrats,
quasi-Governmental institutions and a policy of trickle down care
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in which the ultimate beneficiaries and the ultimate benefits are
unclear.

I have some other remarks concerning the alleged demise of the
traditional family, and other quescions concerning the alleged poor
quality of unregulated daycare, but I will Lold those for the ques-
tion period.

[The prepared statement of Robert Rector follows:]
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INTRODUCTION

Congres¢ has foung Yet another "crigig" to solive. This
time Congress contende that there le a critical shortage of
day-care in the United States, To deal with this, Senator
Chrietopher J. Dodd, a Connacticut Democrat, and Congressman Dale
Kildee, a Michigan Democrat, have fashioned what they call the
"Act for Better Chil¢ care® or Apc bill (s. 1886 ang H.R. 3660).

There ie no clear evidence, hovever, that the Preniee of
theee bille ie correct. To the contrary, there is no persistent
shortage of day-care in the U.s. Day-care ie one of the moet
rapidly growing industriee in the economy. Over the laet 25
yYears, the number of epacee for children in day-care centers hae
expanded at a rate of hearly 10 percent Per annum. Occaeional
shortages are due largely to eXcessive regulation, not a lack of
willing providers, By demanding stricter federal regulation, the
Dodd-Kildee bill would reduce rather than expand the supply of
day-care. The ABC bill would help bureaucratg and social service
Providere far more than familige. The bill would provide
day-care aeeistance to only one young child in ten. a majority
of children under age five do not have mothers who are employed
and therefore do not need day-care. And because the Dodd~Kildee
Proposale cover only "licengeg" day-care providers, some 90
Percent of providers would be ineligible for funding;
three-quarters of the young children receiving day-care would be
excluded from assistance.

Robbin

Hood in reverse," taxing hard-pressed traditional single-earner
tamiliee to provide Subeidized day-care for affluent professional
couplee. Over 80 Percent of young children using day-care come
from affluent two-paront/two-carnor families. The median income
for theee families is nearly sp percent higher than for
two-parcnt/linglo~earnor families. These single-earner families
would not ben,fit from ABC, but would pay higher taxes to fund
the program.

Faniliee with younj children, of course, do face a serious
problem. Thie problem is not a jack of professional day-care but
an erosion of family income due to a tayx code that |g
incrcaoingly biaeed againet dependent children. A genuine
Pro-chiliren policy would focyg on providing tax rellef to
fanilies, rather than taxing them to pProvide s >sidized day-care
eervicee to jJenerally more affluent Farents.

The "toddler tax credit" legislation soon to be introduced
tive

by Representa Richard Schulze, the Fennsylvania Republican,
would be a etep toward this goal, 1This legislation would provide
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a $750 tax cut to famiiies for each child under age six and
provide cash payments to low income worl.irg fam.lies who pay
little taxes through an expansion of the earned income tax
credit. Families would he free to use the added income for any
purpose, including day-care. The ABC bill discriminates against
families in which the 1other, often at considerable financial
sacrifice, remains at home to care for her own young children.
The Schulze bill, on the other hand, provides equal help to all
working families with young children.

DAY-CARE IN AMERICA

Proponenta of the "day-cara crisis" thesis maintain that
traditional child rearing is a thing of the ne " and that nearly
all mothers with young children are in the w._. force or sson
vill be. Thus, the argument goes, the interests of the day-care
indust Y and the interests of American famil.:s have beome
synonymous. A massive increase in day-care services ir needed
and only the federal government is capable of financing it.

The facts speak otherwise. Accovrding to Who's Minding the

Kids?, a 1987 Census Bureau report, only 45 percent of children
under five have mothers in the work force.l Fewer than one child
in three has a mother employed full-time, and fewer than_one in
five has a mother employed full-time throughout the year.
Even when the mother is employed, many families prefer to have
the child cared for by grandparents, or other adult family
members, rather than professiocnal day-care provicers. Nearly
half of the yourg children whose motherc are employed are cared
for by adult family rembers or relatives.

Refuting Conventional Wisdom, Thus far from being
widespread, paid professional day-care of the kind envisioned in
the Dodd-Kildee bill is used by only a small minority of American
families. Overall, only one young child in three in the U.S.
receives any form of paid day-care. No more than cne in ten
attends professiona. day-care centers of the sort that would be
subsidized in the Dodd-Kildee bill.3

Conventional wisdor presumes that those using day-care
generally are hard-preussed, low-income families. Again the facts
speak otherwvise. Some 83 percent ol children E"der five in
day-care are from two-parent/two-earner familiies. The median
income for such families in the U.S. is $38,346. The median
income of a traditional two- parent family with one earner, on the
other hand, 1is $25,803.3 Not surprisingly, most of the
benefits of the existing dependent care tax credit go to families
with incomes over $30,000 per yerr.® In addition, when lower
income families use day-care, normally they do not use
professional group care facilities of the kind that would be
subsidized in the ABC bill. They are more likely to use care by
a relative or neighbor. Mothers in professional joks are about
three times more likely to put thelr children in professional
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Patterns Of Childcare
For Children Under Age Five

[0 Mother 1s Not Empioyed X [ Mother is No* Employed

[0 Care by Relatves [0 Mother s Empluyed Part-Time
M informal Care by Non-Relatives IE Mother 1s Employed Full-Time
I Group Day-Care Center

0 Recewes Pax Day-Care
B Does Not Receve Paid Day-Care

SOURCE The Bure..u of the Census, U S Depar ment of Commerce, "Who's Minding
the Kids?" H~1sehold Economic Studies, Series P-70, No 9, May 1987 Data for this
census report were collected through a day-care survey cnnducted between
December 1984 and March 1985 Numbers on total chidren in specific age groups are
for January 1985 data provided by the Bureau of the Census
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Young Children Whose Mothers Are Employed

(By Age Group)
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SOURCE The Bureau 2f the Census. U S Department of Commerce, “Who's Minding
the Kids?* Household Economic Studies, Senes P-70, No 9, May 1987 Data for,this
census report were collected through a day-care survey conducted between
December 1984 and March 1985 Numbers on total children Iin specific age gruups aré

for January 1985 data provided by the Bureau of the Census
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group, care than are mothare in blue collar or e-~vice worker
jobe.

The Alleged flliortage of Day-Care

Another common myth about day-care ile that providere are in
chronically ehort eupply. Allegedly there ie a "market-failure"
tha~ prevente day-care from expanding to meet increases in
demand. The fact ie thera ie no evidence of economic bottlenecks
in day-care eupply. On the contrary, day-care ie one of the
faeteet growing eectore in the economy. Between 1960 and 1986,
the number of children in formal group care centers ekyrocketed
by 1,500 percent from 141,000 to 2.1 million. The number of
centere grew from 4,400 to 39,929. There are at leaet another
1.65 million unliceneed neighborhood day-care providers.

Confirming that there ie no material ehortage of day-care ie
the price of that eervice. Were there ehortages and conetrainte
in the eupply of day-care, piricee would increase eharply. But in
general the ccet of day-care, measured in conetant dollare, hae
etayed relatively unchanged for the paet decade. While the coet
of hiring a full-time eitter to care for a child in one'e home
hae increaeed, the coete of "family day-care® providere and group
care centere have remained conetant cr increaeed only elightly in
real terms over the laet ten yeare.

The Department of Labor in ite recent report on day-care,

, found "no evidence in eupport of

the contention that there ie a general, national ehortage of
available childcare."10

Day-Care and Regqulation

In the face of the hard evidence, why ie there a perceived
ehortage of day care? For one thing, many day-care providers are
eubeidized or non-profit and charge lees than the average market
rate for their eervicee. A great number of parents predictably
seek the lower-priced eervicee. The reeult: waiting liete.

Por another thing, government regulation often prevents providers
from eerving parente. All etates, for inetance, require
large-ecale group day-care centere to be liceneed. Thie may eeem
reasonable. But rore than half of the etates also requlate small
neighborhoed or what ie known ae "family day-care" providere
caring for five children or fewer. In eome etatee, if an adult
caree for even one unrelated cnild outeide the child'e home the
adult ie judged t? be operating a "day-care facility" and must
obtain a licenes.l

Restricting Supply. In theory, these regulations are meant
to protect children. In practice, they often are the product of
an arbitrary bureaucracy and have little or nothing to do with
tha quality or eafety of day-care. The major effect of zoning
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codee, build’ ig, and health requl ‘ione is, in many caeee, to
reetrict supply. Moet Americans would preeume tha‘ a ouee or an
apartment judged safs enough for a family to live i: ourcht to be
deened euitable !0{ a emall dav-care facility caring for five
Calldren or fevw: .12 But local regulatore disagree. Often,
building codes deeigned for reetaurante and orphanages are
applied to emall neighborhood family day-care providere, forcing
expensive structural changes that make it uneconomic to provide
day-care services.

In Texae, for inetance, neighborhcod providere can be
required to inetall three etainleee-eteel einke and a vent over
the stove. In california, family day-care homee have been
required *o install aprinkler eyetems and fire-retardant walls;
one woman, eeeking to expand enrollment in her eix-child day-care
home, wae told that zhe would have to inetall eeparate bathrooms
for boye and girls. And the bathroom! would have to be made
large enough to accommodate wheelchaire.l3

In etate after rrate, day-care providere have been cited for
abeurd or bizarre rrqulatory abusee. Among them:

*During the licensing process, one da,&-care provider wae
asnked to assess the center'es ‘'vulnerability to terrorist
z.ttacks."

*A center was required to develop "lesson plans" for
toddlere, detailing all activit.es for the entire ¢.y in
ten-minute intervals.

*Following = inepection, one provider received a etate
reprimand form etipulating that "all dolle ehould he clothed
during businese hours."

*In an annual liceneing -xamination, a fire inspector
required one day-care provider to :.nang a door to open outward.
The next year, another inspeccor required that the door open
inward. 1In the third vear, yet another inspector demanded that
the door be rehung to open outward. Corplying with each demand,
of course, required expensive carpentry.

*A building inspector required a desy-care center to
erect a six-feet high, 900~-feet-long fence around its property to
protect the children. Later that year, another inspector
demanded that the fence be iowered to four feet *o make .he
environment more “home-like."l

Ir the face of such costly
and arbitrary reu tape, moet family day-care providers take the
simplest course: they operate withcut a license in the so-called
underground market- The result: as many as 95 percent of the
nation'es 1.75 million neighborhood providers are unlicensed and
unregulated.ls Moreover, unlicensed day-care provided by women
well known withia their neighborhoods often 1is preferred by
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parante becauee it ie leee isperecnal, leas sXpéneive, a2-d more
convenient.

Advocates of inetitutional care for yeare have argued that
unlicensed neic:iorhood providere are uneafe and need etricter
government regulation. Yet there ie no eyetematic evidence that
day-care by unlicensed providere ie in general lees eafe and lees
healthy then care in large regulated day-care centere. Indeed,
the evidence euggeste the oppoeite. Nationally publicized caees
of alleged eaxual abuee in day-care, euch ae thoee involving the
Weet Point paycare Center and the McMartin School in California,
have occurred in large fully regulated da.-care centers. The
National child cCare etudy ehowe that emaller "family day-care"
providers are more attentive to children'e emotional neede than
are larger group cantere.

The moet eignificant threat to the health of young children
in day-care ie the epread of contagioue dieeaeces, Smaller,
generally unliceneed, neighborhood facilitiee Pcie lees threat
then do large, regulated facilitiee. Dr. Stephen Hadler of the
Centere for Dieease Control explaine that larger centere place
more children in contact with each other, thereby increaeing the
chancee of contracting eerioue infectioue dieeaees. Saye Hadler:
"The larger the center or the longer the oure, the greater the
chance [of infectioue disease occurring},»l6

' Reesarch on day-care and
diesase euggeete that children under age two ehould be placed in
facilitiee caring for six or fewer children. Policiee ae thoee
proposed in the ABC bill, which would tighten the net of day~care
regulations, driving many emall ecale providers out of bueineee,
and vhich would aubeidize primarily large professional day-care
centere, would undermine the health of Anerican children.

State governmente, of coures, have reeponeibilitiee
regarding day-care. gState legielatore for example, ehould work
to eneure that Pereons who poee health rieke to children and
pereone with criminal backgrounde ar¢ barred from day-care. And
etate lawmakere ehould prune the current thicket of unnecessary
regulatione impoeed on day-zare providers. However, adding a new
layer of federal day-care regulatione to exieting etate and local
rules, ae propoeed by the ABC bill, ie unneceeeary and
counterproductive.

DAY-CARX AND WELFARE

Another argument by day-care proponente ie that a shortage
of day-care facilitiee blocke ROther on AFDC from working. AFDC
mothere are guaranteed Paymente of up tvo $160 per month per child
to pay for day-care while the mother worke or ie in training.
The reaeone that mothere dependent on welfare do not work are
complex.i But the evidence indicatee that a Shortage of day-
care facilitiee or a lack of funde to pay for day~care hae
little affect on a welfare mother's decieion to werk or not to
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work.

The data from cont~olled experimente on this queation are
clear. The income-maintenance experiment in Gary, 1Indiana
provided free, hign-quality day-care to welfare mothers who were
working or in echool. Tt aleo provided eubeidized care to other
low=income parents. But only 15 percent of eligible children
were actually enrolled at the height of the progranm. Ir the
Seattle-Denver Income-Maintenance experimente only 3 percent of
low income mothere who did not work etated that lack of day-care
Vae a reaeon. While the experimente in both Seattle and Denver
provided day-care evbeidiee, uee of liceneed day-care centere and
homee among the coi.trol group increaeed by only 6 percent in
Seattle and did not increaee at all in Denver.

The evidence also demonetratee that when evisting day-care
arrangemente are dierupted low income mothers are quickly able to
locate alternativee. oOne satudy of low income mothers in South
Carolina ehowed that when their day-care center wae ehut down
nearly all the mothere continued to work in the eane job and
found altr;nativc care arrangemente for their children within a
few daye.l

Added experimental evidence ie available from the recent
#“anpover Demonetration Reeearch Corpcration (MDRC) etudy of
workfare programs in Arkaneae.? Unlike moet job gearch, work,
and training programs, over half the welfare mothere required to
participate ‘n the Arkaneae program had children between three
and eix yeay. old. The MDRC reeearch did not find that a lack of
day-care barred mothere with young children from participating in
the progran.

According to the Arkaneae officiale in charge of the
program, AFDC mothere who were required to participate were
encouraged to arrange for their own day-care. Formal day-car¢
centere were not available in many caeee, but this wae not an
impediment to participation. Moet mothers ueed informal care and
thie seems to have been preferred. Clarence V. Boyd, Manager of
Work Programs for the etate of Arkaneae, etates:

"We did not find that a lack of child care inhibited large
numbere of AFDC recipiente from participating in the
program..... We tried to encourage mothere to make their
own arrangemente. The mother ie beet able to determine
what care i! most appropriate for her needs and the needs of
her child.»?l

The available «vidence also clearly indicatee that when
welfare mothere do work they etrongly prefer informal child-care,
generally by relativee.22 Thie preference is echoed by the
population in general. The national debate on day-care hae
generally be.n dietorted by the fact that the profeseionale who
dominate public diecouree are inappropriately projecting their
own perecnal experience onto the reet of eociety. ~The child of
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a professional mother woriking in Washington D.c. is likely to
have a grandmother in Buffalo and a aunt in San Diego:; child-care
by a relative is clearly impossibie. But this is not necessarily
true for the rest of society. As noted, nearly half of the day-
care used in the U.S8. is provided by family members or relatives.
The death of the extended family has been greatly overstated. A
child's granumother or auvnt may no lonGer live in the same house
with the child but they may well llve in the sare neighborhood or
town.

Mothers on AFDC in the inner-city are 1likely to have
pt cticularly strong kinship networks in their neighborhoods. A
cl i1d's grandmother or aunt is often the ideal day-care provider.
These kinship networks are a strong, positive social resource to
assist families in escaping frc.a poverty and welfare dependence.
Public policy ought to seek ways %to strengthen these networks
rather than demean them as many day-care advocates do.

Igonically, while a shortage of day-care does not currently
serve as a barrier to AFDC mothers working, the so-called welfare
reform introduced by Congressman Downey and recently passed by
the House (H.R.364%) would in fact help to create such a
shortage. The bil’ vequires (in title II, sectior. 201) that each
state establish day-care regulations for all day-care providers,
including relatives, who are paid by mothers on AFDC. BY
restricting the use of the $160 AFDC "earnings disregard" for
day-care to regulatei day-care providers, the bill curtails the
child-care opportunities available to mothers on welfare.

Under the bill, modes of child-care-~- such as paid care by
relatives and care by informal neighborhood providers, which are
used with great frequency by the rest of society,-- would become
more difficult to obtain or impermissible to mothers on AFDC.
Such a policy is not only unfair, it is completely counter-
productive. If similar restrictions were hypothetically imposed
on all American families, we wouid indeed have something
resembling a national "“day-care crisis."

PROVISIONS OF THE ABC BILL

The }BC bill runs counter to day-care experience and
evidence. The objectives of the proposal are to reduce the cost
of day-cara, to raise the pay of day-care workers, to improve
quality, arnd to expand supply. In reality, the bill would reduce
day-care suppiy and quality while raising {ts price, and provide
subsidies to those who need them least.

The bill authorizes $2.5 billion in new federal day-care
spending. Even its proponents admit this is merely a tip of a
future iceberg of goverrwent day-care apending. Dr. Edward F.
Zigler, of the Yale University Bush Center in Child Development
and Social Policy, one of the nation's most eminant authorities
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on pre-school programs, estimates that a comprehensive program of
quality professional ch%%d care would cost butween $75 billion
and $100 billion a year.

Swalloving $2.5 Billion, Rather than giving the $2.5
billion directly to needy families, enabling them to purchase
day-care, the ABC bill proposes a "trickle-down" strategy,
filtering the funds through multiple layers of expensive federal
and state buvreaucracy in order ultimately to subeidize
government-selected day-care centers at the local level. Even
when the funds actualiy reach local day-care centers, there is
nothing to prevent them from being swallowed up by increased
salaries and supervisory costs.

At the federal 1level, the bill would create a "National
Advisory Committee on Child Care Standards® and an "office of the
Administrator of Child Care" in the Department of Health and
Human Services. A new bureaucracy would allocate monies among
states, ronitor and approve state "comprehensive day-care plans,"
and enforce extensive new federal regulations. At the state
level, an array of governmental ard quasi-governmental
organizations would be created and sustained by taxpayer funds.
These would include 100 permanent day-care commissions mand.ted
in the 1legisletion, new day-care planning offices, day-care
referral agencles, day-care inspectors and regulators, and a new
national network of training centers for day-care providers.

To be eligible for funding, each state would have to comply
with new federal ~-~ulations and provide 20 percent matching
funds. States woulu not be required to provide federal funds to
all day-care providers, only to selected institutions. which
organizations receive such aid surely will be determined in great
part by local bureaucratic politics.

d_New Federal Regulatory Empire

The bill would get "minimum" federal standards and
regulat.ons in day-care. Each state accepting ABC funds would be
required to enforce these federal regulations. Tha etate would
be allowed to retain its own regulations only to the extent that
they were more stringent than the corresponding federal
standards. Each state, moreover, would be required to hola all
its day-care providers to federal standards, not simply those
receiving federal funds. Thus the 5111 would attempt to bring
all 1.65 million informal, unlicensed neighborhood providers, as
well as the nearly 40,0C0 group care centers, under federal
control.

All day-care personnel,
including neighborhood providers, would be forced to receive at
least two days "training" each year in government-authorized
training centers. All states would have to set maximum
child/staff 1atios for group care centers ejqual to the current
nationwice median child/staff gtandards. Thus in half of the
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statee, day-care centers would be required to raise existing
staff levels, immediately eharply boosting cost per child
enrolled.

"Ninimun" federal day-care standarde also would bs developed
by the new National Advieory Committee on Child Care Standards.
Two-thirde of the menmbere of thie body would be eelected by
Congress and one~third by the President. These minimum standards
would establish additional child/staff ratio requirements, more
etringent educational and training qualifications for all
day-care workers nationwide, and additional health and building
safety regulations. The Committee also could eetablish faderal
curriculuvm requirements for day-care, although the bill does not
~equire that it do so.

The ABC bill ie structured to ratchet in future regulatory
expansion. 1In one bizarre provision, the bill 2'lows states to
increase day-care regulations, but once new stat regulation wae
is effect, the etate government would be barred permanently from
making it lese etringent, even if the regulation exceeded ideral
etandarde and wae found to be counterproductive. Similarly, once
the initial federal regqulatione were promulgated, the Department
of Kealth and Human Services would be barred permanently from
making any regulation lese severe~=- but the Department would be
permitted, year after year, to make the etandards stricter.

THE LIKELY EFFECTS OF ABC

An obvioue eoclution to alleged day-care shortages would be
to give families money to prrchase more or better quality
day-care for their children. Day-cares providers then could
respond to increased demand by expanding and improving their
services. Parents would be free to choose the day-care providers
who best met family needs.

Instead of thie, the Dodd-Kildee bill would fund bureaucrats
and day-care profeseionale rather than families. Yet bitter
experience demonstrates that bureaucratic subsidization of
services ie the least «rficient means of meeting public neede.
Example: Public houeing unite cost 40 percent more “o construct
than cocparable private eector units and often begin to fall
apart within a few monthe after completion.

While the ABC bill containe a minor provision allowing
statee to provide day-care vouchers, which would stimulate
coneumer choice, no state ie required to provide vouchere.
Vouchere are mentioned in only two paragraphs of the 63-page
bill. In practice, little if any of the ABC funding would reach
parcnts in the form of vouchere.

Why does the ABC bill fund institutions rather than parents?

The answer makes sense only in Washington's hothouse world of
making policy. Parents have no clout on Capitol Hill: by
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contraet, thoee who would be funded by the Dodd-Kildee
legielation (bureaucrats, Plannere, coneultante, requlators,
trainere, and etate gervice providere) are repreeented on
Capitol Hill by e well-organized army of lobbyiets.

Cost, Quality, and Supply. Total nationwide spending on
day-care, both public and private, ie about $15 billion per year.
The ABC would increaee thie epending by about 20 percent. But
because orf ite increaeed regulation and "*rickle-down" funding,
the ABC bill is likely to raise costs and restrict the eupply of
day-care rather than increase it, at least among licensed
providere,

Nor ie it likely that the regulations will raise the quality
of care. Higher etaff/child ratios would raise costs
dramatically. But the 1979 National Day-care Study commissioned
by the Department of Health, Education and welfare found very
little correlation between etaff/child ratios and quality.24
Operatore of day-care centere in California point out that etate
credentialing rules, requiring day-care workere to have completed
college course work in child development, significantly raise
ealary coste while barring many competent znd caring persons from
employment -- nearly all mothers and grandmothers are deemed
unfit to work in day-care centers.

Benefits PFew Children. The 54 percent of children ynder
five whose mothers do not work would receive no benefits from the
Dodd-Kildee proposal. Even among those children who receive
day-care, only a small number would receive assistance through
ABC. Funds that trickled down through the bureaucratic labyrinth
would be channeled primarily toward professional group care
centere. Children who receive =are from relatives or from the
millions of unlicensed neighborhood providers would be ineligible
for assistance; together theee two groups ~omprise roughly 75
percent of all young children in day-cure.25 Overall, no more
than one young child in ten would be lixely to receivs subsidiced
care under the ABC plan.

Reverse Robin Hood. The Dodd-Kildee bill would take from
the poor to give to the wealthy. oOver 80 percent of day-care
users are two-parent/two-earner familics. Two-parent/tv-- aarner
familiee have a median income which 1s nearly 50 percan nigher
than the income of traditional two-parent/single-earner families.
Under ABC, traditional two-parent/eingle-earner families would be
taxed to provide day-care subsidies for more affluent families
with two earners.

Though children of needy single working mothers also would
receive subsidized care, they are only a small percentage of the
children using day-care. Moreover, the medi“n income of single
mothere who work full time is $21,958 per anrum, After
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adjuetment for differences in family eize, thie ie only elightly
less than the median income of two parent/eingle-earner families,
which would receive no benefite.

T-ue, the ABC bill does attempt to eneure that gubsidized
care goes only to families with incomee below 115 percent of the
etate median for families of comparable eize. But such a limit
would include many families with high incomee. 1In California,
for inetance, a family of four with an income of $41,656 would be
eligible; in Maryland the limit would be $46,063; in New Jeresy,
$46,929. Moreover, two-earner familiee with incomee above the
115 percent threehold already receive billione of dollare in
day~care eubeidiee through the current day-care tax credit.

While ABC proponente make pronouncemente about aiding low
income familiee, the bill would not require that any epecitic
percentage of ite funde to be targeted to low income familiee.
The bill doee not even require etatee to report the portion of
ABC funde that actually reach low income beneficiariee.

The Assault on Religlon. Section 20 of the bill etatee that
a day-dare center in a religioue inetitution which raceivee any
ABC funding, either directly or through vouchere, is prohibited
from providing any religious influence on the children in ite
care. Thie meane that children could not eay grace over their
milk and cookiee. In any room ueed for day-care within euch an
inetitution, religioue pictures and images would have to be
turned to the wail or covered with eheete to hide theam from
children'e eyes. Any teacher or teacher's aide at a religious
echool would be barred from working in or aeeisting on an unpaid
baele in a care center located in the echool. Religioue day-care
centere receiving funde would be barred from favoring membere of
their own faith when hiring child-care workere. And all
religioue day-care centere, even thoea which refueed federal
funding, would be eubject to federal regulatione concerning the
educational and profeeeional qualificatione of day-care etaff,
child/etaff ratioe, and poeeibly curriculunm.

The effect of theee provieions would be to "sanitize"
church-run day-care centere of their religioue contant. cCentere
that refused to be fully eecularized would be denied federal
aseietance, and thue placed a%t a substantial econormic
dieadvantage and forced %o play « gradually smaller role in the
child care market.

Heavy Tax Burden. The long run picture ie even woree. The
backere of ABC explicitly envieion government-eubeidized day-care
ae the principal form of child care in the near future. Parents
who wiehed their children to be raieed in a religioue environment
would be barred from government aeeietance while being forced to
bear a heavy tax burden to eupport a nationwide eyetam of
eecularized day-care of the children of other parents.
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Even if the extremely offensive provisions of gection 20
were gtruck from the bill, the impact would differ little, since
federal programs must comply with the prevailing Supreme court
view of the separation of church and state. According to this
view, restrictions on religious activity are inherently 1inked to
any federal subsidy. Example: The Department of Housing and
Urban Development recently barred religious gervices in Salvation
Army shelters for the homeless which received partial HUD
funding. Similar restrictions have not yet been imposed on
religious institutions receiving Head Start and Title XX day-care
funds only because no litigation has yet been inatituted. with
the massive funding available under ABC, cases would not be lang
in coming.

Any program of direct subsidization of dayv-care, or even the
provision of day-care vouchers, ultimately will restrict the
activities of religious day-care centers. Such a Progcam will
tend to force religioue institutiona to sbandon the day-care
field by placing them at an economic digadvantage.

Penalizing the Inner Citv. cChurch-run centers in the inner
city would be the greatest victims of this no-religion policy, an
ironic result given Dodd-Kildee's profeesed aim of helping the
poor. While early childhood development strategies touted in the
ARC  plan are seldom of enduring benefit to disadvantaged
children, religious institutions and the strong moral values they
inculcate have an unchallengeable record in helping inner city
youth escape from drug addiction, illiteracy, and poverty. One
study of young black males in the inner city found that those
with strong religious values were were, ipfomparison to gimilar
youth with out relgioue values: 50 perceht lesa likely to use
drugs; 50 percent less likely to engage in criminal activity; and
40 percent less likely to drop out of school.26

REDEFINING THE DAY-CARK ISSUE

Even if the Dodd-Kildee proposal worked exactly as its
Proponents contend, it gtill would be bad public policy.
Families with young children currently uee four difrerent methods
to care for their children: care by the mother; care by
relatives; care by informal neighborhood providers; and care in
professional roup care facilities. Toward these four,
government policy should take a neutral position, allowing
parents to choose the approach they prefer. Uncle sam should not
subeidize one mode of child-care to the detriment of the others.
In particular, policy should not discriminate economically
again:t families in which a child is cared for by its mother or
relatives.

Thie is especially true eince there is evidence that care by
& mother is beet for the ph,sical health and psychological
development of small children. Young children in day-care are
much more likely to contract serioue in‘ectious diseases such as
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hepatitie, cytomegalovirue, and haemophilue influenza type b
(HIB), a bacteria that can cause pneumonia and lethal meningitis.
Dr. Jay Beleky, a leading authority on child development, warne
that eeparating an infant from ite mother may cause "insecure
attachment™ to the mother, disrupting the child's emotional
development and leacing to aggreeeive and unccoperative behavior
in later yeare. Thie doee not mean that parents ehould rush to
abandon day-care, but it doee call into yuestion any government
policy that deliberately diecriminatee againat mothers at home
wvhile eubeidizin §7tho entry of mothers with young children into
the labor force.

Federal policy already diecriminatee againet traditional
faniliee where the mother ie not employed; ABC would introduce
further diecrimination. Through tax credits and direct outlays,
the federal government provides between $5 billion and $6 billion
in financial eupport to familiee with children using day-care.
Nearly 40 percent of the cost of day-care nationwide is financed
by the federal government.28 ABC would provide an ada.tional
$2.5 billion in federal epending plue a half billion dollars in
matching etate funde. The federal government already provides
roughly twice ae much financial aeeietance to each young child in
a two-parent family ueing day-care, through tax exemptione and
credite, ae it doee to a young child in a traditional two-parent
fanily where the mother remaine at home--dsepite the fact that
traditional familiee in general have lower incomes.?9 1If the ABC
bill paseed, thie ratio would riee to *“ree to one.

The Real Problem: Families are OQver-taxed

American familiee do face significant policy-related
problems in trying tc caiee their children. The most important
problem is a tax code biased strongly against children. 1In 1948,
a family of four at the median income level would have paid 1
percent of its income to the federal government; in 1984, the
same family would have had to pay 17.5 percent. Eugene Steuerle,
a Treasur: Department tax epecialist, notes that between 1960 and
1984 the average tax rvrate for eingle persons and married couples
with no children did not increase, but for a mar.ied couple with
two children ¢ climbed 43 percent; for a Zamily with four
children, tax .atee increaeed 233 percent.30

The major cause of thie crowing anti-family distortion of
the tax code has been the eroding value of the personal
exemption. In 1948, a persoral exemption of $600 equalled 42
percent of average personal, per capita income, which was then
$1,424. Over the following 35 years, the personal exemption
lagged far behind as incomes rose and inflation soared. While the
1986 tax reform ie raileing the value of the exemption to $2,000,
this only partially offsets t.ie ercsion suffered since he 1940s.
To have the aame value relative to ircczc it hela {n 1948,
today'e pereonal exemption would have to be raised to $6,468.
Many women with young children now enter the work force when they
wauld preler not to because their family income has been eroded
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by exceeeive taxation.

CRAFTING A PRO-PAMILY POLICY

A policy daeigned to eupport the American fanily would begin
not by eubeidizing familiee that uee profeseional day-care while
further taxing familiee that chooes other child care methods.
Instead, poiicy would reduce the preeent oppreeeive tax burden on
familise with children. Such a policy would be baeed on eix
principlee:

1) Tax relief or fimancial support for all families with

children. This policy would not diecriminate economically
againet families where the mother remaine home to care for her
own children. Familiee where children are cared for by a mother,
a grandmother, or a day-care center ehould all be treated
equally.

2) Pinancisl resourcee directly for familiee with children
inetaad of funding for bureaucrate and eoclal eervice
profeseionale.

3) Tax reduction for middle income families and grants for
lower income families who pay little or no taxee. Any grant
eyetem must foeter eelf-eupport rather than dependency.

4) Use of the addsd income in any manner chosen by the
family. Thie could be to offeet the loee of income when a mother
etays at home, to allow a mother to work leee, or to pay for
additional day-care.

5) No federal regulation of day-care and no reetrictione on
the type .f day-care that the family could purchaee with the tax
rebatee or funde provided. runde could be ueed for day-care by
a relative, an unliceneed neighborhood provider, or a
profeseional day-care center.

6) The greatest reulative eupport for working class and
low-income families.

The etarting point of a pro-family policy wovld be to
restore the value of the pereonal exemption for young children
back to the relative level that exieted in the 1950e. iow
income, working familiee with children, -urxrently yaying little
or no taxee, would receive cash aeeietanca through = expaneion
of the Earned Income Tax Credit. The EITC ile a wage eupplement
which ye benefite ae a fixed percentage of earned income. 1In
traditionai welfare programe, benefite are linked co negative
behaviore, euch ae out-of-wedlock birthe, prolonged unemployment,
and marital dieintegration, The EITC operates in the oppoesite
manner: it rewarde eocially conetructive behavior, promoting
reeponeibility, work, and family etability, Only individuals who
work receive EITC paymente. In traditional welfare programs, the
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more an individual works, the more his benefits are reduced.
With the EITC, benefits are increased the more the recipient
works.

The Hatch Dav-Care B{ill

Ironically, the day-care bills (5.1678/5.1679) introduced by
Senator Orrin Hatch, the Utah Republican, <iolate all the
principles of a true pro-family policy. Senator Hatch accepts
the premise that there is a critical shortage of day-care and
that the proper response is bureaucratic subsidization of tne
industry; the Hatch proposal is basically a scaled-down version
of the ABC plan. Senator Hatch would provide $875 millisn in
subsidies to day-care centers over three years. Like the ABC
bill, the Hatch plan lays the foundation for future nassive
government subsidization and regulation of day-care. As
compensation for families that do not use day-c2re, the Hatch
bills would offer an additional personal exemption for six months
for mothers who remain at home with a new-born infant and an
expanded Individual Retirement Account (IRA) for homemakers.

The Hatch proposal violates the principles of a true
pro-family policy in the following ways. First, rather than
rectifying the existing bias in policy against traditional
twvo-parent/single-earner familiaes, the Hatch bills would
intensifty it. The assistance provided to the average family
using professional day-care would be far greater than the
assistance provided to the average traditional family. By
establishing separate programs for families using day-care and
for traditional families, the Hat.h proposal invites future
discrimination against traditional families. Second, while the
Hatch bills do not call for federal regulation of day-care, they
would promote expanded gtate regqulation, including professional
credentialling of day-care providers. Hatch funds would go only
to licensed facilities; thus, as in the ABC bill, no more than
one young child in ten would benefit.

Third, the Hatch bills practice "Robin Hood in reverse."
The bulk of benefits would go to upper-income/two-earner
families; low-income traditional families would be taxed to pay
for subsidized day-care for more affluent families. When they do
use day-care, low-income families are unlikely to use the
professional group care centers gubsidized by the Hatch plan.
Fourth, a major portion of the Hatch fund!ng goes to bureaucrats
and pro.essional service providers rather than families and
children. Fifth, by subsidizing only regulated day-care centers,
the Hatch plan establishes the principle that the governnent,
rather than parents, should determine what type of care is best
for children. A true pro-family policy would provided added
revenue directly to families and allow them to spend it as they
see fit.

The Toddler Tax Credit
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Pro-family principlee ere embodied in the "toddler tax
credit® eoon to be introduced in the Houee by Representetive
Schulze of Pennsylvanie. Hie bill would provide a $750 direct
tax credit to familiee for eech child under eix; thie ie roughly
equivelent io raleing the pereonel exemption for young children
to $6,000.3 In addition, the Eerned Incr.e Tax Credit would
be expanded for low income familiee with young children.

The Schulze bill would:

1) Frovide families with incomes over $13,000 a tax credic
of $750 for eech child under age eix to be applied egainet
federal income and eocial eecurity taxee. If the value of total
tax credite exceeded tax 1liabilitiee, the balance would be
refunded in caeh.

2) Provide families with incomes below $8,000 per annum a
ceeh refundable "“earned income tax credit for young children”
(EITC/¥C). Thie EITC/YC would provide a wage eupplement of $15
for each $100 earned by the parent for the firet child under age
eix in the family. For each additional child under age eix in
the family, a wage eupplement of $10 for each $100 earned would
be paid. Thue a family with two young children earning $8,000
would receive $2,000.

3) Reduce for families with incomee between $8,000 and
$13,000 the EITC/YC rate incrementally from 15 percent for the
firet child under eix and 10 percent for each additional child to
5.7% percent per child.

4) Replace the exieting dependent care tax credit for
children under eix with the "toddler tax c.edit." For children
over eix the exieting dependent care credit would be continued.

5) Limit eligibility for the EITC/YC to familiee with
working parents. Familiee in the Aid to Families with Dependent
Children program would not be eligible for the EITC/YC. AFDC
faniliee would continue to be eligible for direct government
paymente for day-care up to $160 per child per month.

Approximately 18 million young children would be eligible
for tax relief or caeh aeeietance under the Schulze bill. The
program would be phaeed in over a five-year period. During the
firet three yeare, federal outlaye under the Schulze plan would
be about $250 million per annum compared to $2.5 billion under
the ABC plan. The Schulze plan would provide approximately $2.25
billion per annum in tax cute for familiee with young chiidren
during the firet three yeare. By the fifth year, tax relief for
American families under the Schulze proposal would exceed $7
billion per annum. After the fifth year both the tax credit and
the income levele ueed in determining the EITC/YC payments would
ba indexed against inflation. Overall, the policy would help
remove the anti-child bias in the tax code.
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CONCLUSION

Most women will spend many years in the paid labor force.
1hs choice of whsther a mothsr, particularly a mother with young
children, should or should not be employed .ust be made by ~ach
family. The government should not bias that choice through its
outlays and tax code. Tha govsrnmsnt doss bias that choice as
long as it taxes families in which a mother remains with her
children to provide subsidized day-care to families whers the
mother is employed. Similarly, in familics where the mother is
employsd, the choice as to what type of day-cars is most
appropriate shculd bs mads by the family, and not. by government
bureaucrats.

3 - The Dodd-Kildee ABC bill
Jiscriminatss against families where the mother makes an gconomic
s.:rifice to remain at home and care for her childrsn; by
contrast, ths "toddler tax credit" treats all families with young
childrsn equally. The ABC plan funds bureaucrats and social
service professionals; the toddler tax crsdit funds familiss and
childrsn. The ABC bill would assist, indirectly, no mors than
ons child in ten’ the toddler tax credit would assist dirsctly
all working families with ycung children.

Ths ABC bill would crsats a nsw social welfare bureaucracy
but would do 1little to aid families with children. A trus
pro-family policy would begin by sliminating the
anti-family/anti-child bias that has crept into the federal tax
code ovsr the last three decades. Such a policy would strengthsn
families by recognizing that Amarican parsnts, not federal
bursaucrats, are best able to determine kLow money should bs spent
to meet their family needs.

Can ths U.S. afford the toddler tax -redit? The answver is
yes. The simpls fact is that American families are over-taxed to
provide billions fro wasteful spending. Congress must decide
which 1is more important: children or subsidies for surplus
chsese. FEven after its full implemsntation in 1993, the toddler
tax crsdit would reduce federal revenues by only one half of one
percent per annum. But at this minor cost, the government could
provide support vitally needed by young children and their
parents.

Notwithstanding the pressure of Gramm-Rudmann guidelines on
the budget, it is worth noting that both the Reagan
administration and Congressional liberals have proposed
significant new domestic spending initiatives costing many
billions of dollars per annunm. Even the proposed Reagan
administration budget for next year, I am informed, contains
roughly nine billion in new domestic spending inititatives.

Congress should coms to the aid of American children by
restoring family income through tax reduction rather than setting
ths foundation for massive new federal spending through ABC
style programs.
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APPENDIX
Mother’s Employement and Typc» of Childcare
for American Children
Table 1 Young Children whose Mothers are Employed by Age Group
(numbers ir thousands)
Age ot Chiid Chlidren with Toial Children Percent with
Employed In Age Group Emloyed
Mothers Mothers
Under Age One 1,385 3,683 37.6%
One and Two Year Olds 3.267 7,084 46.1%
Three and Four
Year Olds 3,516 7,158 49.1%
Total: Under
Age Five 8,168 17,925 455%

Table 2 Childrer Under Five and Mother’s Employment Status

(numbers in thousands)
Empioyment Status Chiidren Under live Parcent of All
Chiidren Under Five

Mother is Not Employed 9,757 54.4%

Mothe. is Employed

Part-tiume 3,108 17.3%

Mother is Employed

Full-time 5,060 282%

Soweufor'l‘abluludZ:TheBumuoflheCcmm.U.S.Dep(.ofCommcrce.'Who’sMindinuheKids?'
Household Economc Studies, Series P-70, No 9, May 1987  Data for thus census report were collected through
a day-care survey conducted b D ber 1984 and March 19d5. Numbers on total children in specific
mgoupcneforlmury1985:dnupwwdedbytheBuruuo.MCcmu.
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Table 3 Type of Day-care Arrangement: Childres Under Five

Type of Child Care Number of

Chiidren in
Each Type
of Cars

Mother 18 not

Employed:

Care by Mother 9,759

M other ‘s Employed:

.¢ ., Relative 3,920

Mother is Employed:

Informal Care by a

Non-reluuv: 2,298

Mother is T:mployed:

Care in Group Day-

care Facility 1,948

Sources. Same as Tables 1 and 2.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Totad
Chiiciren
Under Five

17,925
17.925

17,925
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" %

21.8%

12.8%

10.9%
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Mr. KiLpeg. Thank vou very much.
Mr. Rosenberg.

STATEMENT OF MARK ROSENBERG, NATIONAL CHILD CARE
ASSOCIATION

Mr. RosenBERG. Thank you, Mr. Chairraan

It's always difficult to be the last witness in a long Congressional
hearing, because the members are tired and the staff 1s tired and
the press is gone. Even th~ court reporter is heginning to nod off
But I'll try to keep it brief and informative.

I represent a sector of the chiiu care industry which has not been
heard from very much in these hearings. You did hear from Mrs.
Holloman who gave some excellent testimony from the standpoint
of the proprietary provider.

But I probably don't fit your image of what a child care provider
looks like. I probably fit your image more closely of what a K
Street lawyer looks like, and that's because I am a K Street lawyer.

But I'm also a child care provider. My wife and I own two day
care centers in suburban Maryland. We've been active in the busi-
ness for a number of years, mv wife for about 10 years.

It's important to recognize the interest and concern of the pro-
viders—the people who are really out there giving this day care
service every day. You've heard a lot of testimony from academics
who've argued about what is proper child care and what are the
proper ratios, and have done a lot of studies about child care. But
the pruviders are the ones who are out there prov:ding that service
every day.

Proprietary providers like my wife and I are out there providing
service, having put their own personal money into those day care
companies. Many of them have been involved ir day care for many,
many years.

I think it’s important to recognize that this is a sector of the in-
dustry that’s very, very important

Now, the indications that we have in the data are that 50 to 60
percent of all child care, perhaps even a higher percentage, is pro-
vided today by the proprietary day care sector What’s important
to recognize is that this is a great change from where it was 10 or
15 years ago. At that time, only about 20 percent of the care was
proprietary day care

Most of the increase in day care actually being provided is from
the proprietary sector, over the last 10 or 15 years. These are
people who simply got 1into the business of providing day care be-
cause they were in non-profit day care, as my wife was before, or
because they we:e educators.

One of our active members in the NCCA, for instance, was a
former superintendent of schools in California. She retired as su-
perintendent and got i .to private schools and day care. These are
people that had been involved in related areas of endeavor, and
they've gotten 1nto child care because they wanted to provide a
needed service.

I think that as we go forward 1n National debate, we have to rec-
ognize that it’s iryportant to make sure that this very important
part of the indusiry is dealt with in a vray that encourages it to
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provide the services that it is alieady providirg and which it would
like to continue to provide, and not to do something in the context
of a day care bill that would discourage that proprietary sector.

Now, we support a Federal leadership role in day care. I want to
be very clear about that. I'm going to tell you a lot of negative
things about the ABC bill, but I want to be very clear, Mr. Chair-
man. We very much suppoit Federal interest and a Federal leader-
ship role in day care. As providers, there is no one more interested
in the development of the day care industry and services than the
people in the NCCA.

Our concern is that in some of the bills, particularly the ABC
bill, we're heading down a road that’s going to be ineffective, very
costly, and which would discourage, rather than encourage, the
provision of more services of day care.

Now, we have three basic concerns that I'd like to talk about
today. First, we're concerned that the ABC and similar bills will
substantially increase the cost of child care to the point where it
will become unaffordable to a number of parents.

I’d like to refer you to a recent study of a National magazine
that covers child care issues that came out just this month with a
studv of the ABC bill. They concluded that this bill will cost $1.2
billion to parents. We're not talking about the cost to the Govern-
ment. This is $1.2 billion cost to parents who are not subsidized.

The reason for that is simply that the minimum standards that
this study believes would be mandated by the ABC bill would raise
the cost to all day care centers to a point where they will simply
become unaffordable to a lot of middle income parents.

The second basic concern that we have is that this will create a
costly and unnecessary level of Federal regulation and bureaucracy
that will impinge upon the rights of the States to regulate this im-
portant function.

Now, remember. The question is not should day car. be regulat-
ed. Unless we disagree with our colleagues from the Heritage
Foundation, I believe that day care should be regulated, and tightly
regulated. I know in the State of Maryland where we have our day
care centers, we have the fire inspector, the sanitation inspector,
the environmental inspector, and the program inspector. They’re
very, very tough regulators, and they come in and give us a very
thorough job.

I believe that day care should be regulated. But the question, Mr.
Chairman, 1s at what level would there be most effective regula-
tion?

I know that you were listening to Mr- Ballenger, and I was very
impressed with her testimony in terms of vwhat North Carolina is
doing to regulate day care.

Now, regulation among the States may differ, but the reason thir
may differ is simply a conscious choice in those States to have a
different kind of regulation. What works for us in Maryland—a
very tough regulatory system—may not be avpropriate in some
other State.

That’s the basic concern. The issue is not do we regulate, bat do
we introduce an unnecessary and costly level of Federal regulation
which we think would simply raise the cost of daycare for every-
one.
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Now, a third concern is that we believe there are elements of the
ABC bill, principally the cost factor, which would result in the dis-
placement of several hundred thousand children from licensed cen-
ters, which are regulated, to basically unlicensec and unmonitored
family day care homes.

Now, I've got to say that I have mixed feelings about family day
care. My wife ran a famly day care in our hoine for about 4 years,
and I thought it was an excellent level of quality. Family day care,
in my judgment, can be quality day care. There's 110 question about
it.

But we have to face the fact that monitoring family day care is
almos: impossible. The cost 1s really prohibitive to have even a
minimal monitoring of family day care. Therefore. our concern is
that the day care center providers—by raising the cost of the day
care centers, the families will simply be forced out of center based
daycare into an unlicensed kind of situation. There is the uncer-
tainty of whether it is of even a minimal level of quality.

I think those are our basic kinds of concerns. The question again
is not regulation, but the most effective level of regulation. I was
very interested in hearing the discussion among the two North
Carolinians about what had happened in the change of regulations
in Norih Carolina, and I'd like to make one point on that.

We were told that the standard for infants had gone from 9 to 1,
which I would certainly not support, to 7 to 1, and that infant care
rose in the State

Now, the point I would make to you is that 7 to 1, whether this
is appropriate or not, is a level which allows for an economic deliv-
ery of infant care, in my judgment. Even at 6 to 1 you can economi-
cally deliver infant care, and therefore that standard being lowered
and there still being infant care simply reflects that economically,
infant care can still be delivered at a 7to 1 or 6 to 1 ratio.

The problem, though, and I take this from my personal knowl-
edge, is that 7 to 1 infant care cannot be delivered in anything
other than the most subsidized day care. It simply can't be deliv-
ered. | know that personally because in Montgomery County, we
have one center where the regulations for infants stipulate 3 to 1.
Other than three Government supported. heavily subsidized cen-
ters, there are no infant care centers in Montgomery County

If you live in Montgomery County and have an infant, I'll tell
you, you have a problem. It's very, very difficult to find infant care
in Montgomery County.

We're trying to convince the State that if we want to increase
infant care, we've got to have a different kind of standard. The im-
portant thing is that Maryland made its judgment about 3 to 1.
That was a judgment made by the legislators in Maryland.

Some people think that is because legislators i1 Maryland think
that women ought to stay home until their ~xildren are two
anyway. But the judgment that was made in North Carolina again
reflected the judgment of people in North Carolina about what was
appropriate in North Carolina. I think that the thing we have to
understand is that those people in those States, like Mrs. Bal-
lenger—who is an excellent State regulator of day care—and
others throughout the country are in a better position to make a
judgment about what are the proper standards within that State

RIC 336

IToxt Provided by ERI




332

Our concern is simply that a Federal bureaucrat— and I'm a
former Federal bureaucrat, so I can say this—is not in a position to
make a judgment, and does not have the kind of knowledge to
make a judgment about wvhat are the proper day care standards in
various areas of the country.

The other thing is that we’ve heard a lot about the fact that the
ABC bill will phase in stardards, and that’s all well and good. But
if those standards don’t work, Mr. Chairman, if they're set at a
level that would discourage proprietary child care from expanding
as it can, then a 20 year phase in isn't going to make any differ-
ence.

The important point is that the State regulators are in the best
position to make those kinds of judgment.

So, to conclude, Mr. Chairman, I'd just like to say that my asso-
ciation, which represents 23 State organizations and thousands of
proprietary day care centers, people who have their own money on
the line providing this service—we’re very supportive of a Federal
effort with respect to day care. This should be a Federal leadership
effort. But we think that effort ought to go in a different direction
from the ABC bill.

That ought to go into studying some tax incentives—most of my
practice is in the tax area, so | admit to a bias in that area. But we
think there are many more effective ways of delivering better
kinds of services without having a regulat~ry situation which is
going to be costly and unnecessary and which ultimately is not
going to provide more and better day care.

Thank you very much, and I'd be pleased to respond to any ques-
tions.

[The prepared statement of Mark Rosenberg follows:]
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defivered n the United States. As the only national
assoclation of proprietary child «care providers, NCCA s
unlquely  situdted to participate 1n the policy debate
concerning pending federal Jegislation on cnild care. NCCA
supports Federal efforrs to 1mprove the yuality of child care
and to 1mprove the delivery system. As child care providers,
we pbcileve tnat Federal leadersnip 1n the area of child care 1s
long overdue and we welcome that leadersnip effort. We believe
tnat tne Federal role 1n ch1ld care must be carefully crafted,
however, to support increased capacity rather than to
discourage 1t. NCCA velieves that tne proper goal of Federal
chitd care policy snould be to encourage and promote parental

rights and choices about cnild care.

We are deeply concerned that a number of child care bills
vpeirag  considered, particularly HR 3660 (the so-called ABC
3i1ll), will have disasterous effects wpon the cmld care
delwvery systen and ultinately upoin aur children.

specifacally, we believe that MR 30060 will

() Substantialily 1ncrease the price of child care to a
point where 1t will become unaffordable to many parents. (a
nationail magazine tnat covers child care 1ssues has recently
estimated the costs of tne ABC Bill to narents wi1ll be over

$1.2 b1llion 1n additionat tuition fees.)
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(2) Create a costly 2nd unnecessary level of federal

regulation and bureaucradcy that will i1mpinge upon the rights of

states to regulate this 1mportant function and will staifle

innovation 1n the child care industry.

(3 Result 1in displacement of several hundred thousand
children now being cared for 1n chi1ld care centers, with the

result that those children will have to seek care 1n unlicensed

and unregulated family day care homes.
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UNNECESSARY AND COSTLY FEDERAL REGULATION

Tne ABC Bill would set up a new and costly federal
Dureaucracy to supecvise child care. fhe 1fony of this
Sttuation 1s tndat cnild care 15 already one of the most h.ghlv
feguiated 1ndustries 1a the United States today. In e.ctv
state, a cn1ld care center (generally defined as a center
Serving ware  than si1x chiluren) 1s reguited to bhe licensed
uader 4 mplea set of neatth and safety regulations. For
exdmple, 10 our centers 1n tne State of Maryland, we are
Inspecifed by a4 fire inspector, a sanitation 1nspector, an
eivironmental 1nspector, and 4 proiram  1nspector These
laspections are exftrewely ri1goruu., 4> they snould be, and tney
dre 1atended to 1nsure tnat the cnild care berng provided 1s
safe and of an adeguate gquatity. Yader tne ABC Bi1ll, any state
tnat  accepts a >inile dollar of  feleral support  will Dbe
tequicezd to meet 4 set ot "minitmun chitt care standacds'. In
effect, tne federal government will take on the task  of
legistating 4 minimun set of standaris to be followed ta each

state,

\nyvite wio dus foltowed tae nistory of federal f2pulation
i tne pdast severdl decdades will be understandably concerned
ddout 4 new federal regulatory  amechansm., In effect, tnis

federal regutatory necninisim will Ssuperoe b rhs roeg

[
3 Leeaal

Wiy

autnorities of tue states, by fequlfing  tnat those minimunm
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srandards be wet 1f anv federal support 15 to be given to a
~tate Tne anmiiity of state to respond to  the needs aal
desire. of 1ts own citizens offcernlng 1ts regulation Hf chnild
care  will  pbe  sycrificed to  an all-encompassing fo .cal

tegutation,

Ine aced tor Jditfereat standards among difterent stites can
be 1llustrated oy siaple anple In 4 southiern state like
Florida, wnere cntldeen gt v to be plaving outside during
ALl seosons ot tne wveatr, 1ndoor floor space per child miagnht
CdsLly beoLet at g level tndat woul! be less than the amount ot
LIVOL SPace neeessaly 10 a4 asctfern state, The ao1l oy of
Shates 1o respond to thelc particulac aeeds uand to faerr Jwn

paients an regutating cnrli care 1 Liportant to  the proper

development ot the  uld care systen

e ob tir Justy dtions used o aaadiated federsl (a1l
Aty ostanlecds 1S tae aftlesdd NLihe tacnover awnn: chr 1] care
statt wllie Loaitow S roa ay persanal exprrieice tnat turnover
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sreliminary findings of that studv, wnicn 1., ongoing. NCCA 1s
concerned avout statf fturnover, but we belleve that the causes
of turnover are far mote complex tnan has been presented to

date,

Anotner justitication lor the ABC 311l 1> the supposed lack
of way care facilities, Again, tnls so-cdalled "problea" 15
more compiex  than supporters of tne ABC Bill nave portrayed
1t.  As a stuiv released by tne Secretary of Labor last week
indicated, there 1s no snoctage of .ay car» facilities aside
from sowme spot snortages. while more cnild cate centers will
tadeed be aeeded 1n tae coming vears, tne proprietarv scctor,
WIlLN as been aalnly  respoasible for the tnzrease 1a cnild
cate facilities, snourd and can be encouraged to supply taerse
tacilities, But tne ABC Bill, wnilch will ra.se costs ani add
aniecessaty  reguletion,  will nave  tne opposite eflect, by

discodrdaging owner > Lrom openlng ew faciiities

SHTET To Ul GULATED FAMILY DAY CARE HOMES

ne  wational  Carld Care Assoctation believes thit  the
dlitimate etbecr of tae ABL Bitl will nr ¢ pusn g large anmber
ot uldrew 1n License ]l day care cenaters 1nto unlicensed aed

unteguiated lawlly dav  cdare nowes The Child Care Review has

extimdted tnar 766,000 cildien will 1a fact be d splaced from

Q B
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chiid cdare facilities as a cesult of the 1ncreased cost, These
chr Jdren 4are Likely to be cared for 1n family dav care homes

wnicn otten cndrge less tor tnear Servlces

Il want to make 1t clear that family home dav care 1s not
fltcessasily poor guality care. My wife ran a4 familv dav care
nome for number of yedrs 1n odr home and I know that this care
C€dit be ot vers rian quality.  Bur we must fdce the fact that
most of tnese homes 1 o unlicensed and even the ones that are
licersed are subject to extremely minimal standard: There 15
Slmply No wWay o dssure thdt the level of quality dssdrance
taal Us present 1n licensed cnild care cemiers will be p.esent
1n family Jddy care homes, A Auaber of studies Nise shown that
rucrdents ot cnlld dbuse, while extrenpe!v rare 1n a licenseld
cni.d care ceater, are relativesy mgh 1 famly day cire
nome s I oKnuee that we na e all read  the sad stories of

cuildren who nave  beon durned or 1njuced an accrdents 1A

unlilensed and unregulated famply Jay care nowes.  While family
ddy cace nomes will pProdbivly continue to be a portant of rthe
Jiv care delivery svstem, the ARBC Bill, by forcing tove
chatldren 1nto tnat siad of Cite, 1s bLikely to decrease rathet

thar 1nceredase tae leyvel ot tne quality of day carce
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ALTERNATIVES TO THE ABC BILL

As> I said when 1 pegan my testimony, tne Naticnal €£nild
Care Association supports an 1ncreased federal role 1n cnild
ddy care. But tnat role must b arefully shaped to avold the
>er1ous problems> that I nave outlined above. Wnile we suppor*
certain elements of tne ABC Bill, sucn as tne increased funds
available for training of day care professionals, we simply
taniot suppoi. tae gencral approach of that bill, which 1s to
mandate standards which will ultimately be extremely costly and

wnicn wil!' create an latlexible federal systen of day care.

Tnere are a nuwrber of alternatives to the creation of this
kind of 4 cumpersome and 1neffectlve system. For exanple,
olock grant programs administered tnrougn state agencies using
voucners to assist low-income families 1n obtaining Jay care
would De an extremely effective way of delivering that care.
By aliowlag tae parents to cnoose among day care centers tnat
divcept tnose vodchers, the parents would be given the ultimate
responsidllity ot cnoosing the dppiopriate day care for their
€' dren. As Secretdry Mclaughlin s recent report points out,
there  dare a nunper  of  federal programs already providing
support to day care. We believe tnat an examination of how
these  existlug programs can be 1mproved snould be c¢.aducted

oetore we ewbarh on 4 new and extremely costly program,
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Agotacr  efticient way of Jeliver 1g additional Jdav care
Sesoutels to families 1n need would be to awend feletal tax
credit for ontld care, Ihe curtent credit illows up to 3200 of
tax credit tor day care expenditures.  while the percentage of
the ctedit s gradually lowered as family 1ncome 20es dp, even
an extreaely nign o oancome  family  can henefit fron the credit,
for excaple, 1a out center dn Betnesda, ‘faryliand, we nhave Jual

protessional couples wlth extremely Nign 1ncomes who henef1t

directly frow taat credit Ap alterndative would be to cap the
1neoe ot tne parents who could use that cretlrt at atly B
ad titional fonles  could  tnea be used to  g1v2 a  higher
priciinta,e credlit o to lower ancode fadilies fa addition, the

Coodit woulbd ey o he oaade retuwdanle soosucn tagt 1 bos-incone

Leitly tnar nas o tac Lramility could recerve abdi?ronal fants

to nelp pay tor the urgeatty eeeded onidd ocare By eliniiating
th adminlstotlive eapase 1n felivering that SuppoLt,
aiditional  oneil o ocat funds coull be slrver L diroctly o oto
1oa=tnenue rarililles  without the  neeld for expeasiv:  anl

LAD IS b alaiasttative proceduces and barcauci s

con TN

L vat ot NEll e Association s o oaposed il of

1

oAl Mlsin s op ople whooare ploviaan ot Taiority of oo d

ol 1t . countia. GUATS b st comnltte ! to o the
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nighest level of quality day care. Our members also believe,
nowever, tnat affordapility of day care 1s a key 1ssue and that
altfordabrlity must not ve sacrificed If day care cannot be
detivered at a reasonable price to middle-income families, then
tnose families witl simpity be forced 1nto unlicensed and
unreguldted a4y care facilities that will ultimately provide 2
maen  lower yguallty ot care. While NCCA weicomes the iederal
leadersnlp role 1n cnlld day cdre, we believe that the ABC Bill
and slrlldar blils wi1ll create costly and bureducratlc svstem®
that will altiwdately fa1l to deliver Jday care to those most in
need. A number of alternative methods arc avallanle, however,
10 order to deliv r dav Zare services effect.vely to a greater
nunber of middle-1ncome Americans NCCA wHuld be pleased to
Wwork witn the Subcomm:ttee 1n  helping to design 4 truly
el.occtive leglslative response to tnis neced,

Taank you verv mu n, and [ would be slaf to answer an

Gqdestions taat tne fendr o5 may have,

=
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Teo [ UoNY OF THE NATIONAL CHILD CADE ASSOTINTION
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Attacnnont 1 - Position  Paper of tie Natlonal o Tnill Care
Yssocldation

Attacadaent B - Sunmary of Studv conducted by Cnild Care Review
Attacrsear C - Postition  Paper of Texas Tileensed Cnyld Care

Ass>uttdation
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Statt Tarnowvet
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NATIONAL CHILD CARE ASSOCIATTAN
POSITION STATEMENT

April 17, 1988

The Natioral Child Care Association 1s comprised of grassroots, swall
business entrepreneurs, exercising the right of free enterprise. We

are committed to the ideal of all children having access to responsibly
regulated, quality child care services while prcviding an exgerience that
1s safe, healthy and productive. We believe in the importart roles played
by public, private and sectarian programs. We know tne vaiue 0f Litenibea,
monitored child care as the foundation for achieving and miintaining
appropriate standar s. We value the "Parert's Right To Chocsze."

The NCCA agrees with the recent {(4/15/88) findings of the U.S. Department
of Labor. This report by Labor Secretary Aann McLaughlin states that there
1s "no evidence in support of the contention that there 1s a general,
national shortage of available child care.” She also emphasizes,
"Despite all of this activity and interest one things has not char,ed--
the primary responsibilaty for child <a-~ r-sides with America's parents

NCCA supports the underlying purpose of the prornosed child care bills to
broaden th» availability of child care, improve the calibre of that care

and assist low income families in meeting 1ts cost. However, we sincerely
believe that mechanisms already exist {spending 6.9 billion dollars annually.
to achieve these goals. These include, but are not limited to:

* a1d For Dependent Childr n (AFDC) * Title XX

* Head Start * Job Training Prog.am Act (JTPA)

* USDA Child Care Food Programs * Small Business Admin.stration (SB3)
* Department of Education * Department of Defense

2 L]

Tax Credits Alternative Payment Voucher (APP)
The Ch1ld Care Review Magazine reported in 1ts April/May, 1988 1ssue that
the A B C {Alliance for Better Child Care, Kildee/Dodd) legislatior will
cost parents nearly 1.2 billion dollar. more in increased tuition paywents.
various specific programs listed 1n the latest Labor Departrent report
viable mechanisms enhancing services for Jow income families without crea-
ting another "infra-structure

It 1s the time for ACTICY AND PRACTICAL SOLUTICNS, but 1t isn't as easy
as A B C!

NCCA would direct your legislative attention to recssess and reform these
alreaiy existing mechanisms A clean-up effort t¢ eliminate administrative
waste and to rejguire a ~ore exacting match from t e states and local govern-
ments will result i1n the ability to serve more ctildren. Three examples of
states (Californ:i:, Arizcna and Teras) are curre.t models using the APP
(Alternative Pasment Projram) Voucher to deliver baaly needed child care

se sices 1n a cost-effective and efficient syst:m.

The Small Business Administration loan program shoulld be expanded to in-

clude special low interest loans that w1ll encouragc the growth and
develogment of more child circ progra-s In :3id1tion, child care centers

Q i
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should be i1ncluded 1t Lthe SBA "Incubation Program” for those areas where
there 1s a dire need for child care The came corsideration should be
given as 1s offered to other small businesses in designated economic
impact zones

The state of Alaska, another public/pravate model, utilizes government
funding for staff compensation, increased staff, health and nutritional
needs of children, equipment, staff training anéd parental invol™ “~ment

The 20% ceiling on Tax Credits should be reduced for higher 1lnccme

brackets. Credits could then be redirected to benefit lower 1ncome
families or even nNOssibly refunded This Measure would be "Fevenue
Neutral "

The negative 1mpacts of the proposed legislation are

* Anti-proprietar;y

* Anti-sectarian

* Anti-family

* Anti-.tates rijhts

It creates another bureizicracy that 1s urrecessary CCNswminNg enoIrous

amounts of money intended to be spent serving chiliren It 1s a badge*
Y 3 oEZe -

buster and a deficrt-raker!

Historically, NCCh re-ber are the pecple who adririster the services,
compete in the rarket rla-e, gererate revenue, while prosiding 2 valuable
human service. We are tr> helping profession who ¥nows the real stor; .
we bring you the truth!

Every state Fas 11c.nsing laws, rules and rejulaticns for c-11d care
exi1sting 1n plLace NCCA contends that states are ragt abl2 to resulate
their own 1ndastries becalse they are nore directly €amillar euth local
custcims, oplnions, trenis, de—apds and ecoromic ccnli.tlo.s

Finally, the Mat:onal Ccr113 Care Ascociation fanzs that D.r2i.iracg=
bairl.ing federal leg.slation TS NOT THE AWSVER FOT THE SATION'S CnILDREN

A%ND FRMILIES
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FEDLz AL CHILD CAPE BILL WILL RAISL TUITION COSTS ALD DiSP .ACu C I ORFN Ih LICENSED CAFE

METAIPIE, LA == A 32 5 bali.on federal child care H.ll t' a3t 15 supposid to i1morove
the af oruwadility ard availavality of licensed child care ~141 act.ally cost parents
1ea 1o $1 2 biulion .1 lncrease. fullio  pav~ents 11d dasplace vver 735,000 cn.iidren
row 1n lice sed facilities, according to a study conducted by 2 aaticnal child care magazire
Cnild Care Reviecs in Metairie., Louisia a, reports in 1ts april/Yav, 1988 1ssue
that the Act for Better Child Care {or the ABC Bill) would also nave the effect of
closing 12,500 chi1ld day care ceaters or 20 3 percent ot all the l.censed facilities
ncw 117 operat.on because of th. cast 1ncreases the b.ll would mean to non-subsidized parents
Siznmificantly, the proposed legislation has received string congressional support
The nouse sers.on (H.R 3660) has 128 cu-sponsors, ini the Sen.te vsersica (S 1885) has
22 (5-sponsats
The magazine repert  aat the federal standirds mandates .n the ABC Bill will raise
the cost of licensed care and displice children bvcause e¢hild care 1s such a labor-
intensive industrv. With staff costs already account.ap for 51 perceat (or $27 18) of
the parents' weeklv tuition rate, federal standaras whicn would increase staffing
«ould ralse parents' tuition* by S6 76 per week per chald, the mazizine reports
The ¢hi1ld Care Pevles stuly says the cost i1mpact would be gr:atest on pirents in the
south The parents 1a ten southern states. the report claim,, will pa, over 7Y percent
of the total tuition 1ncrease and w~1ll account for 8% perceat ot the children displaced
s1znifacantl,, the two states w:.ch lead the nation 1 1vairlsble licensed child care,
Texas and Florida, «ill be harde,t hit by federal statfing stanlards., according to the
report Texas parents can expect an average increase in tui®ion wosts of $1B 41 per veek,
and Florida parents can expect an increaue of $16 11 per week
The reason for the disproportionate impact on the south, the migizine reporcrs, 1S
that 44 percant of all licensed child care slots are in Il southern states and those

states would be mo.t affected by the ncs staffing requirements mandited in the ABC Bill
[y
P O Box 578 « Metane Lowsiana s 70004 0578 (504) 831-9662

CHILD CARTE PRESS RELFASE
FOR 1M:DIATE RELEASF
E IE CONTACT Davad Piersen
\.- v ' » (504) 831-96n2
|
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ATTACHMENT €

Texas Licensed Child Care Assoc'ation

POSITION STATEMENT

The cnsic in Amenca s Lhid care—1rom the sheer magn tudv o the number of children invewved
(16 000 000 Cr 1t 4reN Carreptly Pave mothers N the work force) tathe stgaenng costs —is wellknown
And as the $0€10103 €1 prafile 01 our famities change the nue 4 r qunty care will Crily grow

iths ume tor act on
BLt the answers are not as 15y as ABC

Reprecpnts g 700 member centers—withwell over 40 000 hconsed momtur-d child care spaces—
Texs, Licensed Cr 1d Car Associatoniscommittedtc the cealchalla’ cur children having access o
respans biy regulated cn'd care senices—pronding an Lxp snence that s sa‘e healthy and
preductive We beneventhe —portant rotes playe by FunuC NavaTe and sectanan fac iies Andin
the vaiLe o! | crrsnd monitored care as the foundation for actueving and Ma.ntaining approprniate
stand. rds

Qur auiri3ns an the proposed legisiation refle L’ our commMitmen.
YEA

/TU‘CA s pports the underlying purpose of these bills 15 broaden the avulabihity of chid care
improy > the calibre of that care and ass st low income famil 0510 meehing its cost

'/TlCCAGDD‘alldSm"?Ocuson \rnovative tocally concenved app 2aches to chid care withineach
state (S 2173

Virtually all states have established child care stancards—and indee are the most able to
assess the icensing and regulatory standards appropnateto that state s needs toimplement
a1d to enforce those standards

Fadaral g dennes could be urnecessanly duphcating and detnitely wouid be burdensomely
¢ xpensiee— (e reasing the annual costof care treman dwerage of $8321051430 (estimated per
chidy gependinzonage (Infantcare—the mnsturgently neededlodny—wouldbe the hardest
Mty TH S inturn would mean even more need for fe 3rral assistance o low income ‘amines
Fortrermore m e parents would be forsed  unlerground —puting therr chudren an
sutslandird unn guiated chug care stuations an ou'c)ne which uadnrmines the e tire
purpsse of the s siathion

/T LCOA end 505 d b Jad-based vouLher §ystem which w o L alivw pare 1 510 che ose from any
heasnd and mandared i, they wish for th e cinidren {HR 1572y

\/TLCCA acorowes of the proposed  structuning of the Child and Depen tent Care Tax Credit
program ncreast 1tax reheffor lowsncnme famihes—and other tax referms that would more faily

antefhioentl, noe 1t cemment fesources to help *tose who e ed the Bt rnont {HR 1572)
/TLCC»‘\ boofo TN oo for mcreased funde g for po ity proytams specifinylly progrims
Like Bdoaggrart o e o pred Do the hap Hcap, 3 ¢ R MA e

\/ TLC s an e Eoban Che g obgrantsioothetrpn nge e o mghotty me mhors and child . re

att vl et P ! B oo an (S ReA
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NAY

X TLCCA paints 10 14 N o 5o titme types of centirs roea’ e 1o e 1ty Ary
legislaticn mes’inciude tor pratt Conters asLbstntitand vitas oy rent ot the chd foae ndastey VAt
Indeed fac:' ies with religious atilnat 295 Nave 3 place inthesc programs with wutenm pie AL TR VA I
state separat.on )

In the history of fegerally mandated <ocitl programs again and again tor profit businusses and
instit sticns have played a significast role in delivering _ducts and services 1o the inth naded
recipients Food stampsare redesmedat for profit stores subsidiesgoto tor profit farms Medicare
1s paid to lor profit goctors and hosi'als the Gl titl pays for tuition to for proft {and rceed
rehgiousty athiiated) schoors Ineach case the ultimate goals— trom pro .na quabty heatth care to
the elcerly to prowmidine educational oppd-tunites—are enharced by th strengih of the fur profit
sector of saciety

X TLCCA 15 opposed to the inclusion of fauuly day €are homes in 1 G sinbon with the stated purpose of
supporting  Qualty child care 1S 1+35 H 3660}

Nationwide family Cay care homes require itthe art 1 1ards for carevers or faciliies and are
largely unmenitered

X TLCCA notes with _trong disigreemen (he double $73nd rd ‘or chidcare centersan fomidy d1y can
homes {S 1885 H 3660,

This amounts to ro less than discriminition against many of Amencas chifdren The farlure to
establish standards and provice sufficient moritoring of tamly day care homes end ingers heal*hard
happiness

In Texas we have found thata chugnafamily day care homes thirteen imes mare likely to te the
vchim of a reportable incident thanan a licensed facihty

A double stAandard S Inexcu»able

In this legistation for example S 1835 clearly spelis cuttwo entrrely differs nt sets of requirements for
center-based lamily day care—mandating leve's of qualdicatons training and background for
personnel appropriate child staft ratios etc for centers wh.le covering only the number of chlgren
and mimmum age of caregiverinhome settings Andtheseare the very home settings that go virtua'ly
unmonitored —until a tragedy occurs

TLCCA Postion Check'ist
Act tor Belter Child Care Chuld Care Development Act Chutd Care Act ot 1987
S 1885 DL S 173RWN HA 1572 Johrs
HR 0 Ki'ges
\/Purr, & betrrand mc aviane /»' (790 B o atimore vinhe /f‘u'[‘ cpobe erateman 1L e
RIS (T AT L Y s chodraste vy A oncar i, T E I TR Yt

KExw < att gt \/r conctlorpe b ociates XK coman o

S st et caieens tan
-

Por Pty

\/’; VostLr rnnQ e 3ot /
:

ot A, "
tytandTorsumers ! 1

Car Tae 0 g

‘/l Lt g e JEAN

B
3 Lihon and ent LRI
prog s /r Hton ang ent cement 't
S e
JCiectur n et amity iy At e X SR N PRI NS T Xira Aot fam I, 4y cinr N
X it [}
D N A .
TLCC s nrges v ar At ctinn P ee s and flaw 15w s the byt tleanfent ol the proy osed

legimh o Make the anit ng ot ourcbinsene pront o ued truly 5 far Amenca s foture

TEXAS LICETISED CHILD “ARZ ASSOCIATION
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ATTACHMENT D

Frelaiminarvy Faindimas
Ong=amna Survey

CHILD CARE STAFF TURNOVER

Apral, 1383

Tarrant and Johnsan Counties ©f Texas

A 40, otaff turnover figure 1s being used t.. 1ndict the child -are industry’s

‘tuality . f care. The nclusions drawn and used as the bases for legqis.ative
re-c_mrendations do ot add up in the eyes of child =sare admnistrators.

Frem ur vantage point, we can see the effect these re: ~mmendaticns will
have :c the «ost of care to parents.

wWwe d. n:-t dispute the fact that child care staff receive luw wagec.
Admin, stratars have felt child care must offer other, 1ntangible but

1mportant, advantaaes te motivate staff to remain an the child care field.

Qur qQuesticns are: D these advantages 2ffset, at least partly,

the 1.w wage child care 15 able to pay? what portion of the J0% turnover
figure 1S due to factors not unmique to child care?

100 Questicnnaires have been distrabuted to date
31 responses have been received.

1 resprnse was not able to be used.

All g responses were from staff presently employed in the child tare field.

Aue range o« f respindents 17-67
Average number o f years 1in Lhild Cure .37

Classes tauaht 18 m.unths thru 11 years

(Drrs tor'n guest: . nnaires were not uced 10 these preli anary

findings.)
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Queasti o

D oantanaable advantages o ff,et, o least partiy, oho vage
tild care 1s able to pay’

Cucstien to staff:

tiat, 1n the v rder of amportante, y_ur recs o f v ote a0
1 the chald care field
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Farld tare wiaff are not an the rooesor no for Dho e,
Sl otare staff ¢ et antangible rowertds S e rhete e v haad Caro.
Tue st o
B t EIAPER SU NN 24 LIur e ke v v [ . s e ot
vortien f tuen vor o aa doen . [E- PP holu NE

' PRI S CE A A U TS Vaad wro ’
L. TR DL, annweiret Y6

o Cuara L .
. B ru teer [ o . ' v -~
foar o flt b

LA [T L -




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

352

13 roespondents answered maybe.

--muat between the age of 17 and Zu

-—average number of years in child care vas j
~~10 were full-time

--3 gave wages as the reason they might leave

29 respondents answered no.

——most between the age of 17 and 27

--average number of years 1n chiid care was 2.7

--14 were full-time

--5 gave wages as the reason for leaving

--10 were go1ng 1nto other child-oriented fields

——Z were going to stay home with thesr ch dren

--10 were goi1ng 1nto other professio s or « wemmitted

Freliminary findings 1ndicate:

Seme child care staff leave because of wages. €% that answ. ed this
survey said they were definitely leaving "because of wages".

At least S0% of turnaver 1s due to students who are using child care
as a part—time Job and/or as training to further their careers.

25% of staf{ surveyed had left the child care field ‘turnover) then
returned at a later date. Feascn given most venyoyed the work”.
.

S0% of staff surveyed had left at least one center‘bef@ve (turnover)
to go to wo-k at another center.

This survey 1s ongoing., Would ycu lile to participate”

For a cupy of thas survey send a stamped, sel f-addresed envelope to:

SUFVEY, SLEASC

o/ Jean Lattle
471-A W. Parw sd F-ag
Hurst, Texas 76053
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Mr. KiLpee. Thank you, Mr. Rosenberg.

1''t address mv first question to Ms. Mankin.

Do parents generally use resource and referral programs if those
programs are available?

Ms. M NKIN. We find in our experience that they do Our growth
rate has heen phenomenal. We can record nothing but an upward
curve in the number of people who use that service.

Principaliy, there's an invisible market out there of providers
who can’t afford or who choose not to advertise. Through this serv-
ice, which does not recommend but only refers, they can be found.

Mr. KiLpEE. Some earlier testimony suggested that -esource and
referral agencies provide negative informat on to parents concern-
ing for-profit child care providers. Is that the case in Delaware?

Ms. MankIN. Absolutely not.

Everything has a different quality, and we're very proud of the
quality of our service. We're very careful in how we build our data-
base.

But more importantly than that, we're cireful in our consulta-
tions. We don’t hand out a computerized list, we do personal, one-
on-one, 25 minute minimum interview with every parent who calls.
We help them define their needs, their interests, their ability to
pay, the type of service that they’re looking for. We then go beyond
that point to work with them and help them become informed co".-
sumers and teach them how to develop rapport with the center. We
show them how to eval'.ate a center or family care. as it may be,
how to monitor that care.

In the end, the parent is responsible for his or her +n choices

Mr. KiLpee. The ABC bili requires tnat funds be .pent for re-
source and referral programs.

Assuming that we do pass a Federal bill, do you think that wo d
be a good utilization of Federal funds?

Ms. M .NKIN. Well, I can’t agree with that.

Ve have our own demonstration model ° Delaware that we're
doing with private sector funds so well I happen to beli~ve that if
we can do it—we are known as the first state for a lot of reasons—
then other people can do it too.

Mr. RoseENBErG. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I could comment on
that question.

Mr. KiLDEE. Sure.

Mr. RoseNBERG. .re in Montgomery County also have a non-
profit organization called the Child Care Connection by the way—a
good name.

1 think that the di..erence that someone was commenting on
before, with what is happening in Delaware and in Montgomery
County is that the referral service is an independent service that is
simply funded through private funds in your case, and 1n Ment-
gomery County thraugh memberships. People have actually jo'ae<
the Chila Care Connection.

Therefore, it doesn’t have any kinds of b'ases. We try to elimi-
nate any bias. I think that the concern that was expressed earlier
was that if referra' services wvere funded directly by Government
funds, and perhaps controlled by elements that frankly have a bias
against proprietary child care—and there are elements in this in-

ERIC 355"
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dustry that have :his kind of bias—the  vould be that kind of
lack of referral.

So I think that there’s a difference in the kind of thing that’s
happening in Montgomery County—an independently funded refer-
ral service—and the kind of referral service that we'd be concerned
about in the ABC bill.

Mr. hi.pee. Well, the ABC Liil icguired that there be, where one
does not exist, a resource and referral system. That system would
have to assist the parents and not serve any other programs.
Would that be advisable, then?

Ms. MANKIN. When the Government assumes the responsibility,
you rob the private sector of the initiaiive. I just bel.eve in the free
enterprise system stron:ly enough to believe that we can and
should let them do their part in this tremendous job of child care.

I you abandon that responsibility under mandated Federal law,
then you lose the private sector clout and credibility cn the child
care issue.

Mr. I:LpEE. Dr. Hartman, could you address the tax equity jues-
tion that was raised earlier and raised again today?

Ms. HartMAN. Yes, I'd be happy to. I remember your question,
Mr. Tauke, about the 2cuple that both husbands are each making
$20,000. In the ane case, the wife wants to go out, and let’s say that
she eazrns $12,000—I think you're giving her even worse wages
than she would have gotten on the average—she would then get
$1,900 in child care tax credit, you estimated

I don’t know hovw accurate that is, but I don’t choose .o dispute
that. She would also get some benefits from the A%C bill.

Well, she’s also probably going to be paying about $2,400 in
income tax. I think that’s the part that was left out of the equa-
tion.

So, what you're saying is that to some extent, ihis helps a wife
who wants to go to work to have a little bit lower marginal tax
rate than her husband has.

Now, because she’s putting out $2,400 in taxes and getting cut
about $1,500. He puts out the same thing—-20 percent in taxes, and
he doesn’t necessarily get any of it back, since he wouldn’t have
gotten it had she been al home. That’s all that's happening there.

I think that you have to look at it—we've heard an awful l¢*
today about how discriminatory against the traditional family ou.
Federal incom¢ system is. Actually, the opposite is true. We have
income splitting. With one couple, if they're earning $20,000 and
it’s all earned by the man, and another cougle are carning $20,000
but they’re each earning $10,000—actually we’d probably have to
move this up « little because of the earned income tax credit.

The difference between one family where he earns all the money
and the other family where they beth earn half the money but the
total iy the sarne—our tax system gives lower taxes to the family
that keeps the wife at home. That’s through the income splitting
provision.

Now, before the tax reform bill, we had a working couple tax
credit. As I understand it, that was taken away in the tax reform
“jll. And so, the dual earner couple—what do we call thom?
JINKs? Dual income, no kids?

35
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They really did get clobbered in the tax reform bill. In fact, the
standard allowance for dependents was 1aised to $2,000 per depend-
eLt, and the tax reform bill—I haven’t done my 1987 taxes yet, so I
don’t kiaow these things. That's because they owe me money, and I
always file late, since I like to give money to ‘he Federal Govern-
ment for no reason.

Basically the arguments that we’ve heard about how discrimina-
tory the incom.2 tax system is against the traditional family is kind
of like fighting the battles of some time azo. They gained a lot in
the Tax Reform Act, and it’s been the working ccuples that have
felt discriminated against in these 1ast 10 or 20 years. They did
start to go on the offensive and get things like the child care tax
credit to get themselves not so discriminated against.

Another classic example is Social Security. You take a couple
where all the money was earned by the man, and another where it
was earned equally by the man and the woman. That second
couple where it was earned equally, will possibly have paid more
Social Secuiity into the system in tueir hifetime, and will get less
when they retire.

Another way in which the system actually benefits the tradition-
al family ic that rising systems, policy systems tend to lag. These
social changes have been very recent, and most of our pubiic policy
has not kept up with it. To sort of argue that this bill would do
something terrible here, I think is kind of ridiculous. Basically
-what the case is, is that everybody pays taxes and everybody gets
:ax breaks, and you hope that overall people with more money are
paying more taxes.

I mean, I don’t think I am going to fezel real happy when—if—
President Reagan and Nancy decide to buy that mansion out in
California from that group of friends who bought it for them, and
they get to take all that interest off their mortgage as a tax deduc-
tion. Yes, there is an upper limit on it, but that is still an enor-
mous tax break for them that I, who earn less money than taem,
am pay.ng for.

These are just some of the issues about tax equity. Everybody
gets breaks, everybydy pays taxes, but actually with respect to
working couples versus traditiona! couples. if you want to call
them that, in general the tax system favors the traditior ai couples.
It is not the other way around at all.

Ms. MANKIN. May I comment, piesse?

Mr. KiLpgk. Certainly.

Ms. MaNKIN. It is surprising to me that nobody has pointed out
that there already exists a tax break within the present internal
revenue code, in terms of “cafeteria” benefits. There is a voucher
system available under the ‘“cafeteria’ benefits system to employ-
ers, whereby employees can take pre-tax dollars and apply then. to
a variety of b ‘nefits, including child care. In some cases I think we
are reinventing the wheel here. I know of at least two major em-
plr ers in Delaware who are taking advantage of this system, and
I’ becomes a part of their marketpiace recruitment and retention
ot the work force, to offer this benefit as a “cafeteria’ benefit to
the worker, and that exists in our present Tax Code.

Mr. Tauke. Would the gentleman yield on that point?

Mr. KiLpEeE. I will be glad to yield.

Q

o
o
=

-




356

Mr. Tauke. I acknowledge and agree with much of what was said
by both of ti.e witnesses who just testified in response to the chair-
man’s question, but I think it mi-ses the point that I was attempt-
ing to make, and that is that .here are a lot of people in real life
out there who face the question of whether or not one f the par-
ents ought to stay at home and take care of the children. If you
have a fam  with, let’s say, $20,000 .i income coming from one of
the spouses, ithat isn’t easy. It is not easy for them to make a
choice for the other parent to stay home.

If they do make that choice, they get nothing. There is nothing
that comes their way in the form of assisiance to help in caring for
that child. But if they make the choice not to stay home, then
there are a variety of things that come their way in response to
caring for the child, including the tax credit which we have talked
about, incluaing the “cafeteria plan” mechanism which you have
Jjust mentioned, and now we would be adding a third benefit tc it.

I guess my poi.it is, is it really equitable or is it even good social
policy to say to the parents, “If you both leave and go out and earn
m.1€y, we are there to give you lots of help in doing that by giving
you various mechanisms to take care of your children. But if you
decide that one of you wants to stay heme and watch the children
and maybe care for them the first year or the second year, then
there is nothing We are going to do notihing to help you.”

That is what bothers me about the current dependent care tax
credit and some of the other mechanisms in the law, all of which
are good individually, but when you look at them in the overall
scope of Federal policy, you sit back and you say, “Is this really the
right direction? Is this the kind of incentive that we want to give?”

Ms., HARTMAN, Well, the major incentive we give them is income
splitting. No other advanced industrial country in the world gives
married couples that incentive, that I know of.

Mr. TAukk. That is true, except that the choice in this case isn’t
%o take the $20,000 and divide it between the two or keep it with
the one, so the incc e splitting is interesting but it is not particu-
larly relevant to the choice that they make, because the choice
isn’t if one is going to make $32,000 and the ¢ her one can stay
home. The question is, if they both work, they have an income of
$32,000; if one works, they have an income of $20,000. If they both
work, they get th.: extra benefits; if only one works, they don’t.

So you really give many couples great, great economic incentive
to do what they don’t necessarily want to do. It is in part because I
have had some parents :alk to me about this, because of the
choices they have had to make. This goes back before this bill. This
€oes back to tF> dependent care tax credit issue.

Ms. HArR™AN. Nell, I am actuc y not opposed to subsidizing
that choice if we want to. I jusc think that it is somewhat of a mis-
representation of the syst *n to somehow persist in believing that
they arz not getting anything. We are encouraging t at traditional
family form in various ways, and this tax reform sdded to that tre-
mendously by increasing the deduction for the dependents’ allow-
ance, so we have just done an e..5rmous thing to encourage—to
make that choice more possible. /ow if you wan* to throw more
m. ‘ey at it, hey, I don’t objact, but there is also the problem of
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those who are out there working and need the child care subsidy,
so let's throw some money at that. too

Mr. Rector. Could I speak to th's” I think chat first of ail, to say
that raising the personal exemption tc $2,000 has done a tremen-
dous amount to address this 1ssue is reallv not very factual The
reality 1s that in the 1950's we had a tax code which sheltered and
protected families with young children, not just famihes that were
using day care. We had very high personal exemptions, that meant
that really families with two kids below median income did not pay
taxes.

Now that policy of protectins; families was 1nadvertently eroded
because the personal exemption was not raised or was substantially
unraised for * /o or three decades. Now if we want to get back to a
policy—and we all can agree that families v/ith young children face
particular economic pressures—if we want to get back to a policy
that strengthens those families, the first thing we need to do is sub-
stantially reduce their taxes, and raising the personal exemption to
$2,000 doesn't even come close to that. As I said earlier, if we
wanted to get back to the type of pro-family tax policy we had in
the 1950’s, you would have to take the personal exemption up over
$6,000, which is roughly equivalent to what the Schulze toddler tax
credit does for children under age 6.

Again, the question is not so much the fine points of tax equity
but a question of whether, in crafting a pro-child care policy, we
want to recognize that we have a wide variety of families and that
in particular we have a very large number of mothers who are
making a considerable economic s: ifice in order to make the
social contribution of remaining home to care for their own kids.
Do we want to have a policy that treats those families as if they
did not exist, or do we want to have a policy that basical'y is going
to try to provide financial assistance to all families with young
children?

The reality of the sitnation still remains unchanged It is that
the predominant familic that are using day care in the United
States today have far greater financial resources than those fami-
lies that are not using day care, and it seems inenuitable to begin a
policy that is going to tax the traditional family in order to provide
even additional social subsidies to these more affluent families.

Ms. HartMaN. I would like to just question one fact in your
paper. It just happens that the last year and a half [ spent at the
Census Bureau as an American Statistical Association Fellow, and
I worked with the survcy of income program participation: data,
and I have been very puzzled by a number of things in your paper:
for exariple, the notion that 83 percent of children under 5 in day
care are from two-parent, two-earner families, an. then this par-
ticular report with the green cover is cited. There 1s nothing in
that report that cross-tabs family type by type of day care, so you
might have added some other data to get that—

M:. RecTor. | said the figure was 83 percent of families ucing
day care are——

Ms. HarTmMaNn. From two-parert, two-earner famihes, and this
report 1s cited. It is not in chis report

Mr. RecTor. It is
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Ms. Hartman. Well, it doesn’t cross-tabulate the data that way,
but just to give you a counter set of data, also from the Census
Bureau, from 1977—and you emphasize that because on average
these two-earner couples have such high income, then if we support
day care centers, we are supporting people with high income—an-
other Census Bureau data set said that in 1977, 40 percent of those
who used center care—-and that was actually the report that did
cross-tabulate income by whether or not they used center care,
there is actually nothing in this report on family income at all—
had ramily incumes of urder $12,000. Now just take that 1977 and
convert it to 1984 dollars, and you get $20,000, so that says that 40

rcent of those families that are using center care earn less than
¥§0,000, which is way below the average income.

I think that another example of data that is slightly off, is that
all of your figures on what percentage of mothers work outside or
work inside the home, is about 10 percent lower than all of the
ones in this other Census Bureau report. Mrs. Schlafly also gave a
figure that was about 10 percent lower than what is in this other
Census Bureau report, and I think part of it is that—I have strug-
gied for several hours while I was waiting to figure out what it
was—]I think basically two different data sets were combined, t
survey of income program participation whick uses a numerat’ ,
and some other censas data which uc s a denominator, and it
makes your numbers very low.

Basically I don’t think it matters a lot. The only reason it has a
little bit of ideological importance here is that these 10 percentag:
points one way or the other—I mean, who cares about 10 percent-
age points one way or the other—just hapnen to at this particular
point in history tip the balance as to whether it is the majority
who stay home or the majority who are out in the work force. Just
about everybody’s data says it is the majority who are out in the
work force, and somehow today we got a lot of da‘a that said the
oprosite.

So I just wanted to say that, based on my many years of experi-
ence with this data and my one and a half years spent out at the
Census Bureau, I think that you might want to ask the Census
Bureau to just clarify which interpretation they think is the more
correct.

Mr. KiLpee. We will do just that, as a matter of fact——

Mr. Recror. if I .ould address thzt, without exhausting, there is
another factor. I did check with the author of the “Who is Minding
the Kids” report bzfore I combined those data sets, and they said
that this was proper or should not cause problems. Ancther reason
that the data we have provided is slightly different than the con-
ventional statistics is that we are asking the question, “How are
children cared for?” That is a different question than asking moth-
ers with children, are they employed? The reason for that is that if
the mother has two kids under the age of 5, she is less likely to be
in the work force.

So if you suaply concentrate on mothers as your unit of measure,
you get a diffcrent picture, buc the reality remains that whether
we quibble over a few percentage points or not, ti.at the majority—
75 percent—of children under age 5, or we could say 72 percent or
something, are cared for either by their mothers or by relatives.
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Roughly only a third of children under 5 have any type of paid day
care whatsoever, and if you look at children in full-time care, only
17 percent of these children under age . are cared for full-time kv
nonrelatives during the work week.

Now this seems to be very different than all of this stuff abou.
how the traditional family is disappearing, is obsolete, and so forth
and so on. The reality is, that is largely unreported, is that current
mothers are working a considerable ecoriomic sacrifice in order to
remain ai home with their kids. They are making a very great
effort to do that, and I don’t think the social policy of the Federal
Government should work to discourage that.

Mr. KiLpeg. Thark you. Just one concluding question: You men-
tioned, Dr. Hartman, this issue bulletin written by Mr. Rector,
which criticizes both the Dodd-Kildee bill and the Hatch bill, al-
though the criticism of the Hatch bill 1s in a footnote and mine is
in the main text, but I would prefer to be in the main text. Do you
have any nther comments on any of the—

Ms. HarrMan. I don't think I was referring to that briefin,
paper. I was refirring to the written copy of the testimony.

Mi. Recror. It’s virtually the same.

Ms. HartMaN. Oh, all right. I mostly just focused on tue num
bers, which-—vou know, that is the trouble with statistics. You can
argue about them forever. Mainly 1t is also a difference in interpre-
tation. I meen, it is looking at the glass half empty or half full. I
loock at the :remendous changes 1n women's lives over the last 10
or 20 years, and I would emphasize how many are going out to
work, how many are choosing that road to economic security. how
many feel they have to do it, how many want to do it. I really do
think tha' it might be worth clarifying t} 2se numbers just ~n that
point.

You look at the same set of statistics and say, “Well, maybe a lot
went out, but 1cok how many have stayed home and lcok how hard
they are trying to do that.” I think in general our social policy has
suprciied _hat choice, ard I think here is a group of Congressmen
and women who want to support those that have made the choice
to work or fee! ey have had to. and the childrer need some help
with that chc .., so I applaud them for their efforts I think that it
kind of redresses a historical imbalance the other way, but that is
just the way I look at that glass, and you look at it the other way.

Mr. Rector Congressman K..dce, if I could make one more com-
ment before we close, on this question of unregulated day care cen-
ters, we hear a lot of pejorativ: comments or. i. mily day care pro-
viders that are not licensed. In fact, if one simp:y sat in this room
and got information from the way they were depicted today, we
would have to assume that they were all cretins and monsters #-1d
people who leave babies on concrete floors, and so forth and so on.

I think that is extremely insulting to what I estimate to be the
1.6 million nice women in the United States who take carc of
young children in unlicensed environments My sister was an unli-
censed day care provider for many years. I know many, many fami-
lies that—in fact, I know more fanulies that use unlicensed day
care than use licensed day care. They know, they have personal re-
lationships with the women that are providing the care. They
share supper with th »m, and so fortn and so on
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Now it is interesting that, as you listened to all this discussion,
there was no social science data provided. There were simply a
few—after 10 years of lobbying against unlicensed day care, you
can produce a few anecdotes showing that unlicensed day care is
bad. You can also produce large numbers of anecdotes, such as
those concerning the McMartin School in California, that show
that licensed day care is very bad. I think +hat social policy that is
based on anecdote is usually not very good social policy.

We do have one study that I am aware of comparing licensed to
unlicensed day care. It is called the National Day Care Home
Study, and this was a study of over 800 care providers. That report
concludes that family day care in general is—this would be small,
noncenter care—is ‘‘stable, warm, and stimulating. It caters suc-
cessfully to developmentally appropriate needs of the children in
care, and the parents who use family day care report it satisfactori-
ly meets their child care needs and that the cost of this care is rea-
sonable.”

The study did find some differences between licensed and unli-
censed family care providers, but they were minor. For example, a
regulated day care provider spends 13 percent of their time t ach-
ing to young children; unregulated day care providers, 12 perce: *
of their time. A regulated family provider spends 47 percent o:
their time in direct involvement with the child; the unregulated
provider works 42 percent in direct involvement with the child.

There was no indication in this study that unregulated care was
in any sense dangerous or harmful to children, and the overall con-
clusion was, “The observers were consistently impressed by the
care they saw, regardiess of the regulatory status.”

Unregulated care-givers actually had fewer children per adult
thar those family day care providers who were regulated. Regulat-
ed providers had four children per adult; unregulated, 2 8. Many,
many of these so-called unlicensed day care providers are women
that are nome taking care of their own child and are taking care of
maybe one other child in addition, in a very familial envi.onrent.
In fact, there are many reasons to believe that that type of envi-
ronment might be better for the childrer.

Ninety p.rcent of the parents with kids in family day care in
genera) said that th~ needs of their childrer were met, and 75 per-
cent said that the children had a loving; relationship with the
family day care provider. I don't have the exact data to compare
that to group care centers, but it would be a very interesting com-
parison. Moreover, three times as many of the parents felt that
they would like to have more kids in the family day care center, as
said that there were too many in the center.

So I think that there s been a general misrepresentation, as
well as the representation that most American families would
prefer to have children in centers as opposed having the children
cared for by relatives. The data on adult preferences does not indi-
cate that, and that is one of the reasons why we have a very high
level of relative care. This is particu'arly important with regard to
low-income families and families on welfare, where when families
on welfare do work 6C percent of the time the care is provided by a
relative
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Of families on AFDC, a quarter of them have another adult
female in the house, more likely a grandmothner or aunt, and this 1s
a very strong positive social resource that we do not wish to dis-
courage the use of. I cannot understand why we would want to dis-
courage the use of an aunt as a day care provider, but all of this
talk of regulating and licensing and certifying aunts as day care
providers in order to make those families eligible for ary type of
economic assistance is clearly only going to discourage that, and 1s
going to become so cumbersome that in fact those families—which
are a majority of families which do have extended kinship net-
works available to them and would like to use them—are not bene-
fited by this policy and are discriminated against.

Mr. KiLpee. Thank yeou all for your testimony. You have been
most patient We have been here for eight and a half hours. You
have helped us a great deal. The legislative process requires that
we have the input from pecole who are particularly outside ‘he
Congress aad outside the legislature, who see things with a differ-
ent perspective, and you have helped us a great deal in that. We
will keep the record open for two additional weeks for any addi-
tional data or testimony that you might want to put into the
record.

At that, we will stand adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 6:30 p.m., the subcommittee adjc-irned.]

[Additional materiuls submitted for the record follow:]
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STATEMENT OF
ANN D. McLAUGHLIN
SECRETARY OF LABOR
BEFORE THE
SUBCOMMI'PTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

April 21, 1988

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

I am pleased to have this oppcrtunity to submit this
statement to you today on the subject of child care. I commend
ycu for holding these hearings and for focusing attention
on this important subject.

As you know, child care is a subject that over the last
year has received a great deal of attention. More than 100
bills in Congress, hundreds of major newspaper and magazine
articles, dozen of studies, and a variety of forums have clearly
communicated widesr -ead concern that a crisis exists and is
spreading in the ar lity of America's par~~.¢ to find child
care for their children. The weight of public opinion is
widely perceived <o call for Federal intervention.

Because of child care's growing impcrtance as an economic
ard workforce issve, on January 15 of this year, I appcinted
a Labor Department task force to examine the problem and what
is being done to deal with it. On April 15, the task force
{ssued its report. 1 believe the repoirt addresses a major issue
and I would ask that the full report be made a part of the
hearing record. Child care has to do with the dramatir changes

in the workforce that have occurred over the past several
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decades. The overall participation of women in the labor
force is increasing. By the year 2000, it is estimated that
over 60% of womea will be at work. Approximately three-fifths
of all ~ew entrants intc the labor force between now ard the
year 2000 are pected to be women. And, a little more than

a decade frem now, women are projected to account for almost
half of America's labor force.

The most dramatic change 1s among women with pre~school
or school-age children. In 1950, only 12% of women with children
under the age of six worked. Today, S57% do. And, of all
mothers with children younger than 14, almost two-thi "ds are
in the workforce. Of course, it is important to note that
not all of these mothers work full time.

Clearly, chily care is a workforce issue -- an issue
with serious impiications for the health of the Amer ican economy
and the well being of American workers and their families.

It affects the supply of our labor and the productivity of
our industry.

Child care enables working parents to balance their work-
force responsibilities with their child-rearing responsibilities.
It enables employers to compete and to retain produc.ive workers.
It enables parents to stay in education and training programs
or raturn to them.

Our child care task force found that abou’ one fourth
of the 64 million American families are families in which

the parents work, and the children are 14 years old or under;
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importantly, most of these families have found child care.
The child care issue cuts across all demographic lines. For
example, among working parents with cnila care needs, Sixty
percent have an income of appi. imately $25,00C. It affects
two-parent families as well as single parents, the middle

class as well as low-income. But the speciric needs and problems
of various grovps differ significantly.

For low income working families, whether single or dual
parent, affordability can be a major concern. Many working
parents, regardless of income, express concerns about the
access to, and quality of, day care for their children. To
still others, the concern is a lack of variety in child care
options.

These differences underscore the need for flexibility
tn responding to the demand for diverse child care arrange-
ments. We often try to look at problems in the aggregate,
because it's easier to believe that sweeping solutions will
solve the problem. 1It's the "one gize €its all® myth. And
that's the wrong approach, particularly with child care.

f believe the Labor Department task force has provided a com-~
prehensive picture of the child care issue. 4de are still
looking a. other related issues Such as liability.

It is clear that developing effective child care approaches
requires tlie commitment and cooperation of business, labor,
community and religious organizations, government at all levels

and first and foremost, parents. Employer-provided child
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care has indeed grown tremendously. Unions increasingly see
child care as an important labor-management jssue. State

and local agencies provide a broad range of child care services
and activities, and often are at the forefront in developing
innovative arrangements. But what many are not aware of is
that the Federal government currently plays a major role in
funding child care -- funding for Federal child care assistance
programs, and the Head Start program, totals So.9 billion

in FY 1983. The rederal child care effort is desiuned and
targeted for various purposes, from helping taxpayurs through
tax Subsidies, to breaking the cycle of welfare dependency
through jobs programs, ‘0 child development through food and
education programs.

In sum, the task force report leads us to several conclu-
sions. First, we need to recognize that the child care situa-
tion is not one problem but man; problems. Different groups
have different needs and no single initiative -- legislative
or otherwise -- can address all of the concerns and all of
the needs.

Second, real child care problems may exist, but there
is not an across-the-board availebility crisis of pational
propor .ons. The perception might exist, but the reality
is one of spnt shortages of certain kinds of child care, and
shortages of a sufficient variety of child care options to
meet the needs and nreferences of working arents.

Third, child care is not the responsibility of one insti-
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tution in our society or one level of jovernment. The primary

responsibility belongs w'th parents. But employers, organized

labor, and State and local governments have a significant

role to play in ensuring the adequate p ovisior of child care.
Fourth, the Federal government already is making a signifi-

cant contribution to providing child care.
Given this, what additional steps sh 1d we as a Nation

be taking to address child care? There are some thinge that

we in this countiy can do now to ‘ncrease ‘1€ provision of

a fordable and quality child _are while maintaining the flexibility

needed to meet the diverse ~ds.
Employers should be encouraged to adopt po’ ol
and practices -- such as flexible work practices
and child care assistance ~- that helg working parents
meet the dual res- nsibilities of work =nd family.
Employers and unions shov'd be encouraged to work
together to achieve th>se objectives.

[} State and local governments need o Jdisaggr -ate
the child care prol lem and carofu) 'y examine the
Aifferential needs in local areas. »'l levels of
government need to examine hov the substantial re-
sources that are devoted to child care are utilized
and whether they be used to address the differential
shortages that exist in some areas -~ for example,
¢hild . 2 may not be available at night, and infant

care, sick child care, anG after scnool care may
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be in short supply. State and local jovernments

also need to examine their regulatory policies and

rules governing child ~are, to make sure that they
facilitate a flexible market response to changing
needs, and contribute to filling the gaps in the
provision of child care.

Quality child care is ‘mportant. There are several

ways to improve the quality of care. We need to

build public understanding ahout child care and
increase the information available to parents, who
have -he greatest incentive and are in the best
position to determine the giality of care. we need
to foster nonregulatory approaches such as training
of providers and private acrredit: ion similar to
the af~roach we use with our education system.

At tie Department of Labor, there are a number €.

thinys we plan to do within our existing resource

level that will direc.ly or indirectly impact on
the provision of child cz--.

-- We will conduct a comprehensive revies of all
Departmental laws and regulations t> esvaluate
their impact on werk and the family.

-- Through existing Department of Labor programs,
such as JTPA and “he Job Corps, we will encourage
increase use of existing funds for child care

options under the provisions of currw.nt law.
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-- The Department will provide leader:hip 1n addressing
the ch11d care 1ssue by arranging opportunities
for the interchange of ideas among business,
unions, and government at all levels.

-- We wisl establish within the Department a repository
of .he best c 114 care practices of employers.

-- Drawing on these models, we will provide technical
assic.aauce on child care to labor and management.

-~ We will recognize employers and unions who develop

innovative approaches to chi1ld care and publish
and promote 1anovative practices.

- We will study the relacionship between child
care and worke. productivity.

-- Finally, we w1ll maintain the pepartment of Labor
child car~ center as a model and wOrk te ensure
that cur regional employees also receive child
ca-e asslstance.

Mr. Chairman, I would now like to turn to your bill,
H.R. .660, the "Act for Better Child Care Services," which
is commonly referred to as the ABC Bill. The bi1ll seeks o
establish a program, run through the States, of grants to
child care programs, with priority to those serving low income
children. A sliding fee schedule would be used, rew:cing
copayments based on ervices provided and farily 1income.

The bill also would also establish Federal child care

standards, and require States to plan for and 1mplemen. the
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improvement of licensing, regu.ating, monitoring and enforcing
of child care programs. Funding for the ABC bill wouid total
$2.5 billion in Fiscal Year 1¢98.

Mr. Chairman, I believe .aat these hearings, and the
groundwork that the Labor Department ‘ask force nas done on
this issue should go a long way in helpirg to develop the
most appropriate responses to the issue. I have been looking
at the bill in Ligh. of the task fcrce report, and am concerned
that we not take precipitous actions that vill create additional
barriers to the piovision of cild care.

. would like to express several concerns I have regard’ng
your proposal. First, as I have indicated, signiiicant Federal
resources already are available to assist low .. 70oderate
income families to obtain child care. 1In light of this fact,

I think we must ask ourselves if 1t is prudent to create a
large new Federal program of the type envisioned before as%ing
if current expenditures can be better utilized. ;%w,

Second, the bill would establish new Federal standards
governing the provision of child care. Giver the findings
in our report, it may be that such standards are neither necessary,
nor appropriate. Ctates generally r2gulate child care through
defining minimum standezrds for the h:alth and safety of children.
There are other ways to improve th: quality of child care
without rer~ulation, including increas2d pa-entai involvement,
the education and training of ~hild care p oviders, and pr.vate

accreditation. As I have indicated, child <are needs and

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




the types of child care that are availalle vary greatly.

Federal standards to addres uch a multifaceted problem probably
would not be responsive to hese differences.

Third, the bill would create a whole new infrastructure,
at the Federal, State and local levels to oversee the delivery
of child care services. We must ask ourselves whether 3 Federal
infrastruc-ure would kill the vitality of solutions teing
developed at the local level. Could such an infrastructure
possibly meet tue diversity of needs and p.eferences of paren.s
and children? It may only thiow up additional barriers to
flexible child care arrangements.

Fourth, .he b1ll emphasizes center-based caild care.

Our work points out that more flexibility is needed to rzspond
to dynamic local markets, reflecting the vast array of child
care arrangements selected by parents, 1including the use of
relatives, family day care homes, and church-based groups.

The emphasis on ceé-ter-based care may Create more rigidity.

Fifth, the bill does not envision a role for the employer
community. The majority of parents who need chi1ld care are
work ‘'ng parents. Business has much to gain from more active
invelvement 1n the child care issue. Trose employers who
provide child care assistance demonstrate recruitment and
product ity gains. Employers are beginning to look closely
at workers' multiple child care needs and increasingly play
a key role 1in p.oviding child care assistance. We need to

encourage employers and unions workirg together to play an
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even stronger role.

As tne primary Feaderal agency charged with pro.ecting
the welfare of workirnj people, the Labor Department has a
natural interest ir child care. In the coming months, I wil.
continue my efforts to focus public attention on the work
force implications of the child care issue and w.ll dJiscuss
it with my colleagues in the Cabiret and with the Congress
to assure that we work together to achieve our mutual goals.
Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement.
At this cime, I would be pleased to answer aany questions that

you or other Subcommittee members may have.
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Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, thank you for this

opportunity o tastify abyuut the Pederal role in child day care.

In proclaiming Nat:ioial Chilo Care Awareness Week, President
Reagan said that public pol.cy on day care “must increase and
strengthen, not narrow and dilute, the variety of chiid care
optiona open to families. It must help ensure that child care
se1 .88 as un adjunct and buttress to parental guidance and love:
that 1t reflects as far as possible the actual rreferences
cf parents for the personal care of their precious offspring:
and that it is inherently flexib'=, to aveid the establish.ent
of pract ces or programs that defeat these endr and undermi-e

either the well-being of children Or the health of the economy.”

The care of chrldren i1s of sital concern to all Americans.
Ir. establishing public policy. government at all levels must take
into account the needs and preferences of parents and their
-~Yildren. The National Committee for Prevention of Child Abuse
has pointed out that "all studies indicate {nhat the Xey tc quality
[child care] lies in the match betwesn the caregiver., tke ch .,
and the family. All the most wonderfu' equipment. nutritious
merls, and stimulating progr. es will not provide a quality ch:ild
cars arrangepent if the family's valu2e conflict with the
carsgiver.” Gowsrnment must not substitute its judgment for that
of parsnts. Instead, Federal policy should seek to strengthen
fanilies by trusting parents to make decisions concerning the care

of their children.
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Many parents who work outside the home require child care
services. In FY 1988, th~ Federal Covernment will spend an
estinated $5.7 billion on child care and an additional
$1.2 billion for child development through the Head Start
prooram. This represents a substantial increase over the roughly
$2.7 billion 1in estimated Federal expenditures in fiscal year
1980. The Federal gosernrment supports child care through tax
credits for 1individuals who incur chiid care expenses in order to
be gainfully emploved and income tax exclusions for individuals
who receive employer-provided day care. It also provides funds
to States for child -are programs under the Social Services Block
Grant, the Job Training Partnegshxp Act and the A1d to Families
with Dependent Children, and other programs. A total of fifty
different Federal programs and tax provisions support child

care.

Among several offi~es within HHS, the Office of Human
Development S:rvices (HDS) has taken particular interest .n
the ijgsue ot child care. The Social Services Block Grant 18 a
formula grant program providing services for low-income persons
aimed at preventing dependency. among other goals. Although
States have cunsic rable leeway in how they spend their grants.,
all but four hav« 1ndicated that Federal funding i3 being devotel
to child care. States spend about $1.1 billion p=r year for
child care, of whicl! about $660 million 1s from the Social
Services Block Grant, while the - st 1s {rom State funds. 1In

addition to the Social Services Block Grant., *IDS has

~2-
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undertaken 3 number of child care initiatives. The
Mministra*ion for Children, Youth and Families 1s conducting
research and dssonstration projects on the relationship of child
care to job-related problems such as absentseism and job stress,
on developing new models of employer-supported child care
programs, and on helping establish commu.ity child care systexs
which 1nclude employers as a major source of support. HDS has
recently funded two national stu'ies on child care. One of the
funded projects will enable the National Associatiun for the
Education of Young Children and the Urban Institute to produce a
"National Study of Child Care Supply. Deaand and Economic
Importance,” providing an analysis of how child care markets
operate and how they respond to the realities of work and fasily
life in America today. We have also asked the National Academy
of Sciences to analyze and discuss . range of child day care

policy options.

For over twenty years, we have shown our dedication
.o providing comprehensive child development services to children
from low 1ncome families through the Head S*art progranm.
Although Head Start is no* a child care program, this prograam
provides high quality, comprehensive edication., health,
nutrition, social and other services primarily {o disadvantaged
preschool children three years of age and older. We continue
to seek innovative ways of serving youna children, with the
1involvement of their families, through i1mpruvement of the Head
Start program and through coordination of Head Sta:rt, public and

private day care p-n ders, and the public school systems.
3=
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The Chi1ld Development Associate (CDA) prograr, which 1s
operated 1n association with the Natioral aAssociation for t
Education of Yound Children. provides nationally uniform
ccedenti1als for chyld care. Thirty-cigh* States and the District
of Columbia have incorporated the CDA into their child care

licensing -equirements.

Sound public policy must recognize that parents ard not
government must make the decisions corcerning the carc of
their children, that reqgulation of day care providers 1s
the responsibility of State and loca' _~vernments, ani that*
partnerships between parents, employers, prcviders and government
can helo expand the range of child care optious available

to parents.

Government cannot solve the child care problem. 1Indeed,
Federal policy that 18 too narrowly conceived can make nmatters
worse. Government must take 1ntc account the needs of all
parents with younq children, not just the needs of those who work
outside the home. Many millions of children do not require day
care outside the home becuase a parent cares for taem. In fao*,
according to sus uata, 54.4% of children under age five have
mothers at home. Federal policy must not neglect the nzels
of such parents or overlook the contributions they make to our

nation's economic growth ar to 1ts future.
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wWnen parents join the work force, they should select the
xind of care which best meets the needs of their family. About
one half of children under age five not in their mothers' care
are cared for by relatives. G.oup ay care centzrs care for only
a small percentage of children under a3® five whose Bcthers work
outzide the home. Family providers are an :mportant and too
often overlooksd source of lay care. Many parents find that
family day care homes are more affordable and offer more flexible
hours than day care centers. Government policy should not
promote center~based day care over fami'y day care, but rather
should assure that parents huv; the broadest possible range

of options “rom which to choose.

Such options should include day care provided by charitable
organirations, including relic.ious institutions. Churches
provide services to a great number of children, particularly
ponr children. All levels of governmen. should encourage *this
practice. We object to many provis.ons of the bill, H.R. 3660,
currently under consideration by this committee. But perhaps
the single most egregiou -ovision of H.R. 3660 is section 19
which eaplicitly prohibits e expenditure of Tederal funds for
“sectarian purposes or activities.® The bill elsewhere defines
“gectarian® as " lvancing or promoting a particular religion
or religion generally,” and requires churches that directly or
indirectly receiv. assistance under the act to remove
‘all religious symbols or artifacts” from rooms where children

are cared for.
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Churches are an important source of ¢ 11d day care. Many
pParents want their children to be exposed to -eligious training

and values. Government sho 1d not discourage thi: choice.

We also believe that the administration of child care
programs should remain at . he local level, because 1ndivaidue
States and communities are best suited to determine the neeis ana
Priorities of the Cltizens. States, not the Federal
government, shou develop child care standards. The Federal
gover..ment should not supplant State licensing standards a;d
enforcement activities by promulgating regulations. States
should not., for example, be required to follow i1nflexible Federal
procedures for public hearings, data collection, reporting,
licensing, inspections, enforcement and inforration and referral
Programs. Moreover, a community focus -~ rather than control
by the Federal goverrment ~- respects the cult ral, ethnic,
regional, and philosoph cal diversity in chilad rearing that most

Americans consider so important to maintain.

Finally, we believe that the Federal Gos.rnment must
continue to develop partnerships among Federa:, State and local
governments and the private sector, while continuing 1ts current
fiscal support of chiid care. Such partnerships can help expand
the range of optiocas available to parents who seek child care

services for their children.

Q. 355

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

R



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

379

These three principles ~- parental choice, State and local
administration of day care programs, and ths development of
public-private partnerships -- must shape Fed.ral policy on child

care.

H.R. 3660, while 1t seeks to increase the ava.ilability of
center-based day care services, does 50 at the expense of
limiting parental choi~e and increasing burdensome and costly
Federal regulations. We oppose this bill because 1t entails
additional Federal spending for purposes that can best be
achieved through existing Federal program authorities, along
with increased participation of State and local governments

and the private sector.
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INSTIEUTTE FOR WOMENS POIICY RES ARCH
P00 20th Strect NW Suitc Tod
Wohingtan X 063
(2023 THS S0

SUBr TEMENTARY STATEMENT BY
HEIDI HARTMANN

kefrre the sub-cmmittee on Haman keo wur..
Sammittee or Educatior and latbor
U & House of Represontat.ves
April 21, 1esg

May 5, 148s

In testimcny betore this Subcommittee on April 21,1uug  rcth
Robert Rector and Phyllis €-lafly stated that the Abc il
(HR 3660), 1n supporting ctrs1ld care, discriminates agilnst
"traditional” tamilies ‘families who do not use chiid care
because they have a mother uat home). They further stat>d that
families with both parents working are better off than thoce with
only one 1in the labor market, so that legislation that supports
crild care represents a “reverse Robin Hood" policy because 1t
woild tax tne poor (the traditional families) and give tc the
rich (the dual earning parents) They also srggested that
federal income tax policy, especially the child care tax (re 1.¢,
discriminates against "traditional" families Mrs <Shlafiy
turther stated thit 1t 1s only the wives 1in better-oft fearilice
that work 1n the iabor market

how valid are these claims”®

Are mother-at-home families discriminated
against 1n federal policy?

Any claim that supporting child cire "discriminates® against
traditional families has to be examined i1n the cortext of
federal policy more generally Although Shlafly, Rector, and
others claim the tax system discriminates against mother-at-home
families, actually the opposite 1s true. In work by the Urban
Institute and ot'ers, the federal incore tax system and the
soclai serurity syst. m weres shown to be supportive ot the
traditional mother-at-home family at the expense of working
wives (and single people),

! See Chapters 7 and 8 in The Subt.e Revolution, ed FRalph
E. Smith, The Urban Institue, washiagton, D.C., 1979

1
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In the in “re tax system, *he 1ncome <plitting provic.cn
benefits tiidit.onal tar lles (or anvy family 17 which ore *jau™c

{0es nhot work for moneyd In most Furofean countrius, there .
no 1nccme splitting allowed The tax rate for two-¢ rner Jr iple
was, shown to ke higher than for single earner coupl” , ard e

than for single people, <0 much So that 1t wculd have paig man,
two-earner couples to divorce Because of this 1neguity the
special deduction for married couples 19 which both work wac
instituted The child care tax credit also redressed the
inequ.ties these couples faced As a result ol the recent tax
retorm, the teueral 1ncome tax System now benefits traditional
families ~ven rore. The 1ncrease 1n the allowance for Jdependent«
(the personal exemption) to $2,000 kenefits the traditional
tamily more, because women who stay home have more childrer than
those who work 1n the labor market. Tax reform also eliminyted
the special deduction for the dual-working married ¢~ iples wortr
$6 p1llion 1n 1988 The revenue losses caused by increasing the
personal exemption to $2,000 average $27 billion yearly (U §
Conqress, Jeint Committee on Taxation). These tigures ire larget
than the revenue losses that result from the chi1ld care tax
credit ($ .5 billion 1n 1988) Recent €estimates of the revenue
lost because of 1ncome splitting are unavaillable, but 1re surely
relatively large

It should also be remembered that working wives are pilying
1ncome taxes--the child care credit 1s a return to thren of sore
of the tanes they pay because of the costs of working outside the
hore and because the tax system financially diccaurages rather
than encourages thelr employment. The child care tax credlt
makes the system a little less discouraging.

In secial security, the system provides large benctits to a
married person with a de.endent cpouse Couples 1n which both
have woihed all their lives and single people pay the benef.ts
for those dependents For example, married men do not pay nore
than single men with the same 1ncome, though they (and thei:
wives! will receive much more 1n benefits. Couples 1n which both
hav. worked most of their adult lives do not usually receive more
1n social security benefits than those in which only one member
worked, though they have paid more 1in soclal security taxcs

Evaluating the impact of any one provision can only be done
in the context ot the whole. On the whole, are traditioral
families suffering grave 1njustices as a result of federal tax
policy® The clear answer is no. They benefit in mary ways
Those suffering the injustices are stili the vrorking couples,

As the Congress '.nows, 1t 1s difficult to design “road
soci1al policies--such as income taxes and Social security--in a
way that 1s fair to many different types of families and to
1individuals 1n a varlety of situations.

2
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Are mothers 1n better-off families more
likely to work outside the home?

No. Except for families near the poverty level, women
whosae hisbands have lower inccmes are mere likely to wor}
outsidz the home. The more the husband earns the less likely the
wife 15 to work outside the home-

Earnings of Husband Percent of Wives
with Farnings

less than $15,000 ©5.9
$15,000-$19,999 72.3
$20,000-$24,999 71.7
$25,000-$29,999 71.1
$30,000-%$34,999 68.8
$35,000-$49,999 63.5
$50,000-$74,999 59.3
$75,000 or mcre 46.5

Source: U S. Bureau of the Census, Money Income of Householas,
Families, and Persons jn the United Sta-ep 1984 Current
Population Reports, Series P-60, No. 151, I»ble 22, p.7%°

Most women work out of economic neces:ity.

Not only do more wonen work in the paid labor forre when
their husbands' 1ncomes are lower, wage-working wives contribute
a higher proportior of family income for families at the lower
end of the income distribution. The avrage wife contr .ites
approximately 30 percent to her family s income, but wives of
husbands who earn between $10,000 and $15,000 per year,
contribute over 40 percent, and at very low 1ncores, wives
contribute even more. Leow2r income families depend more on the
wives' earnings than do families at the uppe- end.

~“hus while earning additional :ncome 1s a choice for many
women--1n the sense that their husbands could afford to support
them 1f they preferred, for many others--the vast major:ty--it .c
a clear economic necessity.

2 see Francine D. Blau ard Marianne A. Ferber, Chapter &
1n The Economics of Women, Men, and wWork, Prentice Hall, 1986,
and U.S. Bure:u of the Census, Money Income of Households,
Families, and Percons jp the United Sta" s: 1984, Current
Population Reports, Series P-60, No. 151.
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Famllies with Yyoung children are not as
well off as parens with older children
or families with no children.

Familles with children under s1x are poorer tnan other
families. These families thevefore especially neod have two
parents 1n the labor market .o raise their standard of .1ving
Young parents have an especially high 1ncidence of poverty. As
noted 1n my testimony, 40 percent of families that hate children
uncer Six, where the parent 1s under 25, are poor.

As the family 1income data above show, children under s1x are
poorer than other children. If their parents, mother and father
or mother only, are already working outside the home, good
quality, aticrdable child care can help them get a good start 1in
life Improving the child care t,.ese children now have 1s
crit cal.

Does subsidizing child care amount to
subs1d1z1ng higher income couples?

No. Rober% Rector's testimony states that "over 80 percent
of young children using day care come from affluent two-parent/
two-earner couples.” This statement 15 based on data from the
May 1987 Census Bureau report, who's Manding the Kids?, (Current
pPopulation Reports, Series p-70, No 9), which show that of those
children under 5 years of age with wage working mothers 81.3
percent have mothers who are married with spouse present.
Several points should be noted about this statement.

First, this 1s not that surprising. nearlv Jercent of
children under 5 live with two parents and jur 1t as many
married mcthers work as do single mothers.? ' those using
child care w1ll be about the sane proportion.

second, these data refer to all children 1sing all types of
ch1ld care (not only day-care, which usually ccnnotes 3
particular type of child care, namely an organized group
facility). Because single mothers are more likely to use child
care centers “han married mothers, less than 80 percent (78
perccnt) of those ch1*2.:-n using child care centers have two
earning parents

Third, no data 1n this publication report the use of child
care by family 1ncome In othe. words, Rector's statement that
these children come from "affluent" families 1S not supported by

3 gee the statistical appendix of The An
88, ed Sara E. Rix, Nnrton and Co.. 1987.

5
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data He 1s basinc Y1s claim that they are affluent on the fact
that, 1s noted above, families 1in which the wife works in tha
labor torce have higher average family incorme

Fourth, Rector also assumes that all those rothers who are
"married, spouse present' have husbands who are working This i
not necessarily true. The Census Bureau found 6 m.llion wiver
who earn more than thear husbands, 4 million becaise tne
husbands were not emplcyed full-time year-round, were 111,
disabled, or retired

The tendency to l:lel families with two earning parents
"affluent' 1S growino. {n the Executive Summary of Child Care A
Workforce Issue. the recentlv released Department of Labor study,
the "74 percent of maii ~2 working parents with children under 14
{who] have a family income of more than $25,000," are, in the
next sentence labeled "upper i1ncome " Upper inccme used to be a
term that referred to the top 1/4, or perhaps the top 1 1 of the
income distribution It hardly makes sense to reter tc the t-p
3/4 of an income distribution as "upper income " Yes, surely
these famllles are better off than single parent families. fut
they are not on the average affluent, nor are the najority of
them affluent.

Part of what 1s going on here ts “money 1llusion "
Inflation over the past 20 years has approximately tripled the
average family money income. For some, $25,000 in family incowe
may sound like a lot. Certainly, the $46,779 cited by Mrs
shlafly as 115 percent of the median family 1income 1in
Connectilcut does Certainly, these incomes sound like 50 ruch
more than the atounts today's fifty year-olds had fer thelr
families in 1967, when they were (perhaps) y»ung parents. But in
1967 dollars, $45,0C0 amounts to less than $15,000 and $25,000
amounts to less than $8000. Today, $25,000 1S less than the
median income ror all families and less than the average nale
worker earns workKing full-time year-round.

To lampoon this as a b:ll for yuppies 1s to pliy upon
people's money 1llusion--what sounds like high family incore
today 1s simply not so A bill that helps the botton half of
the i1ncome distribution, or even the bottom 57 % petr~-ent (<ince
the bi1ll illows states to provide assistance to familtes with
1ncomes up to 115 percent of the state's redian familly inco~e) .
not a yuppie bill

4 guzanne M Bianchi, "wives Whn Farr More Than Their Pu bande, "
al Demographlc Analyses, CDS-80-9, U S, Bureau ot the Crrour, 195+
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TESTIMONY TQ THE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES
OF THE
EDUCATION AND LABOR COMMITTEE

OF THE
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Chairman Kildee, Congressmen an. d.stinguished guests. | am Dactor Sally faith Dorfa an
Chair of the Special Cominittee on Maternal/ Chi’d Welfare at the New York County Medical
Socety | am a specralist 'nobstetrics and gynecology as we'l as publ ¢ healthipresentine
med cine | am nleased to have the opportunity to address you today and speak .n support of the
Act for Better Child Care Services

The following s a tetter the NYCMS has already sent to those New York legislators who
wer2 not supporting the il as of March 16, 1988

"As physicians, we are very concerned atx ut the we'l-being of our nation's fari.'es We
believe that the federal governme, t must enter into 3 child-care partrersh'p and are v rit.ng to
ask that you make child-care a top priority by supporting the Act for Better Chi'd Cart
Services. (S 1885, H K 3660)

A growing number of working famil.es are also dissatisfied with their cnild-care
arrangements and say ch..o-care problems adversely affect therr work Ina Fortune magazire
st. dv of 400 parents with childien younger than 12, child-care dissatisfact.on was the most
renable predictor of absenteeism and unproductine work time  Even well-to—do families
struggle with child-care 1szue Ve see the effect of stress on families 1n our waiting roums
every day

One in four of our children 's poor Over h.!f Fe children hivirg in fema'e heaced
households are poor The parents of these childrer must have access to child care in order to
escape their poverty and provide their children w1 h a decent standard of hving But the high
cost and himited supply of child care make it all bit 1mpossible for low-income parents to
secure the child care that they need The average annual cost of child care — $3.000 per child
—15 47 percent of tne median income of a single mother with 3 child under age six  According
to the US General Accounting Office, about v0 percent of Aid To Families with Dependent
Ch.ldren (AFDC) recipients were pruvented from particip ting .n work programs because they
could not find child care

While the lack of affordable child care has a negative impact on the economic well-being
of parents and their children. the uneven quality o care has devastating implications for our
nation's future Ovur half ¢ our babies now have working ri01vers  Thace childran nged high
quahty child care to develop properly, to be prepared t~ do well in schoo! and to lead productive
adult lives

The Ac* for Better Child Care Services would move this country toward a responstole
child-care policy It 1s an snvestment in our future, one we can not afford to defer Farlre to
invest pow jeopardizes tae health. safety and economiz serurity of our childrer and the future
ot our nation  We urge you 1o supgr he Act for Better Child Care Services ”

1 preser* you with this letter because 1t states some of our concerns quite concisely but |
woild like to add a few emarks -
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The child- care 1ssue 15 one 1 which social political psychological and health issues are
inextricably urited The poorest segment of our soG.ety s our children  The recetly publi.hed,
Child and Adolescent Health Profile New York State 1985, states that poverty 1s the single
most powerful predictor of poor health among children and that 1t 1s associated with poor
nutrition, sub<tandard housing, disruptive social environment, and lack of health information
Unemploved o underemployed parents are less ikely to have health irsurance and
consequently poor children are not Iikely to receive preventive care or immediate trees ment of
heaith problems They are therefore more Likely to fall 1tl, suffer adverse consequences from
illness and die than children with greater ecoromic resources

It follow s that emplovment increases the family's income lesel and tmproses chicren's
access 10 health insurance coverage Uremployment conversely in addition to leavirg the
family umnsu-ed, has a destructive effect on family stab hity leadirg to dinorce or inother
cases stress which may result in child abuse 3nd neglect  The Cluld und Ade'escent Health
Profile a'so states that children's economie well-beirg a~d therefure the'r bealth s strongly
related 1o household composit101 and that.

“InNew York State 1n 1980 children hving in famihes mamtained by sir ele mothers were
@+ times more likely to he living be'ow the paverty threshold than were children ining with
married couples, and over twice as likely as those hving with single fathers (CCF, 19§8) "

As stated previously, about 60 percent of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
recipients are presented from participating 1n work programs hecause thev canot find ch,ld
care If those mothers were able to work or recene training to srovide them with skil's so that
tiey were employable, 1t would not only save the morey now Pa. 10 them 1n assistance, 1t
would help "o build a social structure 1n whieh we can develep educated, bea thy people — and
we needhe hy, educated r 2ople to support a democratic systern  As someone SUL L our
future 151 ‘me very smal; hands

! have focused on the effects of luck of child care on poor children, but those who are able
1o afford the best 11 c™uld care have umilar prob'ems Good care 1s hard 10 find. One of the
reasons for this Is economic —- park'ng Jot attendants are paid more than child-care workers
The ABC bil] addresses the 1ssue of compensaton for child-care staff as well as other jssues in
3 way which would improve the quality of child care for all families For example, states would
be required to review and update their hicensing standards periodically 1o meet min'n.um
federat standards in key areas such as staff-child ratio, group size. health and sifety ard
prental involvement  runds would also be prosvided to hrre and tram an cdequate nuanber of
nonttoring staff to assure programs complv with the stardards and child care staff wouid be
required to have 15 hours per year of in-service traiming  Funds wold also be made available
te states for local resource and referral orograms which would help 2! parents find quality
cote

Thiewould Peip 1o reliese the stiess t at evep well-ro-do famit es feel whep they gre
vrebie to fund rel ~hle qualiy T care and meet al' of the r ot respons b (v Sk Siress
can alsadestros fam Iy relat.o, crip”and wdversels affect te pscho'opical & se'opent of the
ch'd which can lear to subttance ghuse s de or other mamfesiat of s of poor se'f mage as
well as child abuse

Thedalogue whi~h s taking place around e child-carr1ssue ut thie matent 's (veny it
25 1MPOITant @s the one concerr.ry unt ersal access 10 education 1n 1of ferconiin Ures and will
determine eur future placs as o natior 1n the world Health and wel'~ber ¥ are necessary
societal bulding blocke  Un'ess we ,ealize that the care of our children s a puh''C and not a
provate responsibility we will fali behind the ¢ ther industiial zed patione who undere |, nd that g
RALION'S ETeatest resoure e 15 1t e sof tware -~ 11§ prople

Thark vou for th s oppat L 1y 1o eddress vau
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May 20, 1988 WASHINGTON OC 20006
202 347 7417

The Honorable Dale Kildee,

Chairman

Subcommittee on Human Resources
House Education and Labor Committee
320 Cannon HOB

Washingtor, DC 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

The International Ladies' Garment Workers' Union ap-
preciates the opportunity to submit a ctatement for the
fLearing record on H.R. 3660, the Act for Better Child Care
Services. The ILGWU strongly supports this comprehensive
approach to child care policy in the United States. We
believe this legislation is an excellent step forward in
helping to meet the needs of working parents and their families.

The enactment of H.R. 3660 1% a priority for the ILGWU,
and we loc' forward to working with you for swift passage of
this very important till., On behalf of the ILGWU, I want to
thank you for your leadersnip on this 1ssue and for your
unwavering commitment to help America's worlers.

Respectfully,
~ . -
A AL oL Ocase

Evelyn brow
Vice President and
Legislative Director

Enclosure

™\ EVELYN pusrow BALAARA WARDEN

@ LEGRUATIVE DRECOr SOAMNT CBATIE MO
L]
GENERAL OFFICEF 'c arcamwir
:u"‘w &Lm! ' Ezmmwm;om WIS N K T s 0

GENERAL EYXECUTIVE DOARD #OKAID LMAN KICHOLAS BOKANNO SAMUEL $1TE SUSAN (WE  CLAFORD DAPIW [VELTN DUBI™W SHM FINE XSPM FISHER ‘SALVATORE GLARDIKA JOL WS MAN
MATTS JACKSON 1R K KOUNYCE BARRARA LAUSMAN 10U MONTINELRO PETER NACASH [DF . ROMAEY GARALD BOY ANTMONY KU T ALL WIY DW SOK (DU PRESIDENT [MER TUS
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It should come as no Surprise to learn that the

International Ladies* Garment Workers' Union strongly

supports H.R. 3663, The Act for Better chiid care
Services, introduced by the distinguished Chairman,
Representative Dale Kildee and cosponsored by many of

his House colleagues. The ILGWU is largely a union of

working women and working mothers, with a long and

distinguished history of pProtecting our chiliren.
Because 85% of ILGWU members are women who are low-

and moderate-income workers, our union has played

a leading role for years in the fight to =nact child
care legislation. More recently, the ILGWU has gained
child cave benefits in colle~tive bargaining contracts
and has established child zare programs for our own
ILGWU members as well.

In 1987, the ILGWU joined with more than 100

organizations as part of a broad coalition committed to

the enactment H.R. 3660, a comprehensive approach in

federal child care legislation to help working parents

o G
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and thei: farilies. Ycu can be assured that the ILGWU
wi1ll help wcrx for swift passage of this very i-peor+art

ball.

\

H.R. 3660 . . e first major piece cf legislation :n
more tnan a decacde designed to expand the availabirlity of
affordable, high-quality child care in the U.S. The bill
would authorize $2.5 billion 1n federal funds (with a 20
percent match 1n stite money) to help low- and moderate-
1ncome fanilies pay for care, strengthen basic federal
health and safety standards, including perscnnel
qualifications and staff-to-child ratios, and increase

parents' involvement in child care.

By all accounts, the United States 1s in the midst
of a terrible crisis in child care services. The statistics
on the crowing number of families in this country where
both parents or a single parent work outside of the
home have been documented very prersuasively over the past
decade. The ILGWU believes that there is no point to aryue,
as some do, that a parent should be at home with his or her
children. The fact is that for nany families staying home
is not financially possiole and for o.uer3, 1L is not the

option svlected bty the parent or parents. As a nation, we

ERIC o
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must be realistic about the changed ecorcmic and social
circumstances for Americ fam:li1es and commit a much greater
level of federal investme - to assL o that children of working
parents -- and all children -- have a2vailable to them the

kind of affordable, Guality child care services which your

legisl® ion encourages.

Within our owr union and for some of our ILGWU members,

we can highlight modest gaias in quality child care programs.

In 1983, for example, after a petitior-drive by

3,000 immigrant garment workers in New York City's Chinatown
who were desperately in need of child care, ILGWU

Local 23-25, together with emplovers in the garment incustry
and the New York City's Agency for Child Development, opened
2 neighborhood day care center for the children of ILGWL
members. ‘The Garment Industry Day Care Center of Chinatown
began and remains a cocperative effort of government-labor-
business and was the firsvy public-private day care center

in the city for workers in a particular industry. The ILGWU
hampioned the cause of its workers, and we now have a
thriving caild care program providing high quality care

for 80 children between the ages of 2 and & years. Parents
for the most part are Chinese-speaking immigrant garment

workers, and the main language at the center is English.

o G
ERIC g
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The Chinatown day care center spends akout 5100
each week c¢o meet the costs of caring for a child. Approx-
mately one-third of that cost is paid for by union-employer
contributions. The children's parents pick up about 10%
of the costs, and governme.it pays the remain.ng share.
Parents' contributions are based on a sliding fee scale,
depending o. 1 family's ability %» pay and carn range from

no fee to $55 a week per child.

The ILGWU krew that the Chinatown proiect was a
success. Recently, we were pleased tc learn that the
Cor.;jressional Caucus on Women's Issues in its Child Care
Challenge Pioneer Award program for .ongstanding commitment
to child care recognized our guality program and awarded

a certificate to ILGWU Local 23-25.

While the ILGWU can and does point with great pride
to this model child care program for our members, we are pain-
fully aware that hundreds of more children of garment workers
are on waiting lists and need the services of a day care
program like the airment Industry Center. Instead zf being
able to serve these children, we must turn them and their

families away.

El{lc -398
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A recent New York Times article written about the
Chinatown Center called it a "haven for 80" {children] and
went on to say that the need for day care for the children
of Chinatown's garment workers has never been greater at
the same time that funding sources are more difficult to
find. "...the assistant director of the Cchinatown Planning
Council, a private group that manages the garment industry
center, said the day care shortage is so severe that
mothers occasionally bring their children to the center
even though they are not epruiled; they have novhere
else to go." Day care slots are so tight in Chinatown's
16 public and private centers, that ILGWU parents '"who are
turned away must s-ramble to find relatives or friends, or
well-recommended strangers, to Jook after their children.
€mme children are simply left home alone," according to

the Ceuncil's director.

A New York Times editorial as well (see attached)
credits the five-year project for its serious, purposeful

work.
This ILGWU experience is instructive. We Lave

been an active partner in establishing a small and effective

program, using public and pr.vate money, to provide quality

3465
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care and educational advantages for children of ILGWU

parents. At the same time, thore Aare Lhousands more ILGWU
parents and children whose need for sirilar programs 1S unmet.
Their situation represents the larger argent national need

for affordable, quality child :are. The lack of access to
this kind of care for America's children and families requires
a national commi.ment to develop snlutions to the problem.

H.R. 3660 takes a signiticant step .n that direction.

The ILGWU strongly supporte the scope and Objectives
of H.R. 3660 and has made enactment Of The Act fcr Better cr-1d
Care Services and ILGWU priority. Ycu can count on us to be

there in this legislative effor=-.

Thank you for considering the views of the ILGWU on

this matter.

409,
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THE NEW YORK TIMES

April 1, 1988

Fair Chance in Chinatown

The Asian chikiren who acend the Garment 1n-
duery Duy Care Copter in New York's Cnaiown

MMWJmm.m; and po-
mnmmmmmnmum
they’re § years old, though, those kids taken
crash courmw in America, Not
Engtish (the more prececious

407%

C::' children at the Garment lnf.\uuy-y Day
Care Center ire strangers in a strange 50 are
all America's poor chikiren. The difference s that

former are getting Introduced to the United
States. The latter, some of whoss families havs been
here for generations, may never get to know it. No
8¢ many of them don’t get those wall-inten-

andin a way
It #ould De ansy to make too mueh of cae day-
cars center that seres ) children, on a shoestring
at that. And the centar is not yet five years old #0 it's
00 8570 t0 kK5:ow how its alumni will turn out. One
thing’s cartain now: They’re gatting a chance, a fair
chance, that many other yamng Americans need.

§
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Women. -

ij NATIONAL #.230CIATIONOF - - — -
2oy VVorking v o
@

Testimony 1n Support of
The Act for Better Chuld care
HB 3060
House Committee on Education and Labor
Subcommttee on Human Relations

Submitted by ©toS, National Associetion of Workine Women
N0
138

VidY et o

a5, Nanenal Association of W orhing Women 15 pleased to provide
restimony 1n suppor. of the Act for Better Child Care  9to5 1s an
orgemzation of women othice workers vath over 14,000 members 1n all 50
stutes  Office and clencal work 1s the single largest job category for women
n tms country, accounting for one out of every three jobs Our members
ind therr cc workers desperatety nzed help 1n locaung, paying for. and
Ay tae quality of care proviaea for tnerr chudren while tney are at
work

The riee of 1ndusar.l work 1 the early part of this century brought
sbout the collapss of the extended famly Consequently the most pressing
socnal need in the 1930 was for the clderly vho no longer were hkely to
hive with thew chiloren  The government responded by creating sccial
ecurity

The recent nse of tie low-pud service sector has created the need for
pan-wage carnec farihes and ushered women into the workforce
\ohers are not at home cny more  The most pressing social need of the
1690s will b for Jald care and working fanuly policies

Profile of a working mother

The <ituation ot ons 9toS member tlustrates the need of the many
Hausands of low mcome workiny women who will benefit from the
passace of this il

Kay 15 the mother of & tour yedr old  With ten years wn her current job
and 2 two year buuness degree she earns just over $10.000 per vear [Her
Jdaugn.er 1s enroiled o of onlv two government subsidized programs 1in
Greemville, SC - On her wncome  hay wannot atford any other program

n -3
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"If my daughter's program were cut and she lost that place, I wou'd
have no choice but to quit work and keep her at home,” says Kay "Then
who would pay the rent?”

Like most low-income working mothers, Kay is very concerred about
the quality of care that her daughter receives "Our public school system 1s
based on a Lelief that chaldren from every background and income deserve
an equal education,” says Kay “Educanon doesnt begin when a child
enters first grade My daughter deserves the same chance as a child
whose pa :nts can afford a2 Montesson pre-school I want the same
quality program for my daughter that every parent does -- but I have na
choice of where to send her  Dav care auality should not be based on
family income "

Families Need Help

1 ¢ss than 10% of families today have a father in the workforce and a
mother at home with the children Women must work today to help their
families survive Two worker families have lower average :icomes today
than a single worker family of 15 years ago. But child care costs eat up 2
major share of mcst families’ earmngs. Eighty percent of women earn less
than $18,000 per year, and clerical workers average just $14.000 annually
On these salanes, easily a quarter of take-home pay goes for the chld care
expenses for just one child

Famihies are not geting much help from their employers In spite of
recent media attention, only 3,000 of the nauon's 6 million businesses help
thewr employees in any way -- that 1s one half of one percent,

The states, with a few notable exceptions, are not filling the gap In
1985 ncarly half of the siaies (23) were providing fewer children with
chiid care assistance through Title XX than they did m 1981

Our nation can afford the ABC bill

In this era of deficits and budget tightening, every elec ed official must
take a close look at the cosi of new legislation The Act for Better Child
Care wouid cost $25 billion 1n 1ts first year But this cost “hculd be put
into  perspective

In 1987, the U S devoted $410 billion of the budget to military
spending  In 1938 a special, one time request was made for an additional
‘less than six' Stealth bombers, at an estumated cost of $2 5 billion, to
replace planes which had crashed While we do not question the need to

403
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defend our country, we would certainly argue that canng for our children
1s of equal importance For the price of six arplanes, the ABC bill can
provide assistance to an esumated 10 milhion children who are in need of
daycare.

Our nation can not afford the alternatives

Lack of decent child care nften forces low income families onto public
assistance programs A single mother simply can not afford to take a job
when she has no one to help with her current ‘job' -- caning for her
children

* Nearly two-thirds of welfare participants in five state studies say that
difficulty with child care arrangements 1s the main problem in secking and
kezping Jobs

* 76% of women who have given up ;ob hunting cite child ca.* problems
as the reason

* A 1982 Censas Bureau study found that over one n three non-working
high school drop-outs would go to work 1f they would find affordable child
care

The ABC bill is good economic policy as well as essential
family policy

Investing 1n decent child care for working parents provides benefits to
all  parents, children, employers and taxpayers

* In Ohio, every $1 spent on child care saves $4 in welfare program
costs.

* In Colorado, state subsidies for child care amount to only 38% of the
cost of providing one unemployed mother with AFPC and Medicaid

* A .982 National Employer Supported Child Care survey found that 95%
of corporations offering child care programs reported measurable bepefits
cluding drops 1n absenteeism and tardiness, and increases in
productivity, ob performance and morale

* Long-te m studies of the effects of Headstart and other pre-school
educational programs on low-income children demonstrate ihat these
children are more likely to graduate from high school and less likely to
commit crimes or get pregnant during their teenage years

We can not turn back the clock to an era when a husband’'s wages
enabled his wife to stey home to care for their chiidren Kay and the
thousands of mothers and fathers like her need help to maintuin their
families and jobs Families, businesses and state governments can cach
play a role But the enormous task of providing quality, aff-rdable care tor
our nation’s children is one 1n which the federal government can and
should play a part

4n4
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Polls show a consensus amon
federal gcvernment 1s to

Job of canng for children whese parenss must work

g voters that an appropniate role for the
provide support and coordination for the critical

The Act for Better Chld Care will

go a long way to meeung both the
social and economic ot our country.
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MANUFACTURING
= GAREAESE=

INMERIGALS
StrenctH

STATEMENT ON
CHILDCARE PROGRAMS

BY
DIANE J. GENEROUS
ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, EMPLOYEE RELATIONS
NATIONAL ASSOCIATICN OF MANUFACTURERS

SUBMITTED TO
EDUCATION AND LABOR SUBCOMMITTEE
ON HUMAN RESOURCES
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

APRIL 21, 1988

NAM

National Association of Manufacturers
1331 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Sulte 1500 — North Lobby
Washingtc «, UC 20004-1703 (202) 637-3000
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The National Associa’.on of Manufacturers s a voluntary business asso-
ciaticn of more than 13,500 corporations, large and small, jocated in every
state Members range in size from the very large to the more than v,000
smaller manufacturing firms, each witi fewer than 500 employees. NAM
niember companies employ 85 percent of all workers in manufacturing
and produce more than 80 percent of the nation’s manutactured goods.
NAM s aftliated with an additronal 158,000 businesses through its
Associations Council and the National Industnal Council.

4017
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Over the past year, the availability of childcare has
generated national attention as the rapid entry of wome.. into the
workforce continues. Given the ongoing national debate on
childcare and the abundance of federal childcare initiatives
pending in Congress, the National Association of Manufacturers
believes that before proceeding with a tederal legislative
solution, there must first be an evaluation of existing
federally-iunded childcare programs at the national, state and
local levels in the public and private sectors; and there must
also be cooperative efforts o educate the business community and
the general public on existing childcare programs and options.

The NAM outlinec five concepts that 1t believes are crucial
to any federal childcare legislation, and must be addressed as
the congressional debate continues: flexibility in the workplace
to facilitate adapting to chang ng e¢employee needs; focus on local
level decision-making; maximizing involvement and cooperation
between employers, -mployees and communities; liability concerns
associated with provision of childcare services; and federal
budgetary realities. These suggested guideiines were issued
February 1988, and are incorporated in the NAM's policy on
corporate programs for working parents, which states in part that
childcare benefits may comprise an important component of
employer-provided benefits.

As Congress continues to craft childcare legislation, we
urge them to bear i1n mind that the NAM cannot support any federal
childcare measure i1ncorporating legislative mandates which would
require employers to provide speci.ied childcare-related
benefits.

The NAM suggests that a thorough review of existing federal
programs be performed to determine whether federal dollirs are
being spent 1n a cost-effective manner. There has also been
significant growth in private sector programs addressing
childcare needs, although the number of firrs actually offering
direct childcare assistance remains rela*ively low. It 1s
apparent that many companies believe on-s.te childcare 1s the
only option available in assisting employ<es with childcare
needs. Education aimed at increasing private sector awareness of
the variety of workplace options that can be helpful tc working
parents will play an important role in stimulating greater
corporate jinvolvement in childcare assistance.

Evaluation of existing programs and education as to existing
options should be the prelude for consideration of any federal
childcare measure so that Congress can target its limited fiscal
resources where they will do the most good. The NAM encourages
Congress and business alike to continue to explore the many
diverse alternatives for assisting parents in meeting their
childcare requirements, and we hope co continue to work with
Congress as 1t proceeds with childcare legislation.

ERIC 403
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STATEMENT ON CHILDCARE

PROGRAMS

BY
DIANE J. GENEROUS
ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, EMPLOYEE RELATIONS

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MANUFACTURERS

SUBMITTED TO THE
EDUCATION AND 1ABOR SUBCOMMI(TEE ON

HUMAN RF<77JRCES

APRIL 21, 1988

The National Association of Manufacturers is pleased to
submit this statement to the Education and Labor Subcommittee on

Human Resources on the issue of childcare.

Changing Demographics

Women now comprise 45 percent of all workers in the United
States, and over 70 peicent of women between the ages of 25 and
34 are in the workforce. Labor statistics consistently show a
steady increase in the number of mothers in the workforce,
reflecting that neaily two-thirds of mothers with children under
fourteen are working and over half of all mothers with children
under three are working. As women with children continue to enter

and remain in the wurkforce in record numbers, the question of

ERIC '
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who 1s taking care of these children 1s being raic 1 as a

national 1ssue.

NAM Response

In 1986 the NAM Board of Directors adopted an official
policy on corporate programs for working parents, recognizing
that social and economic forces have dramatically altered the
composition of our workforce. This policy statement recommends
to employers that as they adapt to the new workforce
demographics, they must seek to accommodate working parents by
offering as broad an array of benefits options as 1s economically
viable. One such option specifically suggested was child and
dependent care programs, including on-site of near-site daycare
centers, daycare subsidies, and childcare vouchers. 2°° ' tional
options included alternative work scheduling, part-time work
where desired and flexible banefits plans that include daycare

benefits.

Guidelines for Childcare Legislation

In February 1988, the NAM reaffirmed 1ts committment to
encouraging employers to address what has become an increasingly
significant concern for working parents: finding quality

childcare at an affordable price.

The NAM has not endorsed a specific legislative measure,but
included 1in 1ts February 1986 statement on chiidcare lejislation
a list of conceptual guidelines which ve strongly commend to the

drafters of federal childcare initiatives:

-2-
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-Flexibil y for euployers adapting to the changing needs of
the workplace;

-Decision-mak- j focused at the local level;

-Maximum participation and cooperation between employers,
employees and communities;

-Addressing liability concerns associated with childcare;
and

-The realities of federal budgetary constraints.

Of paramount significance to any federal legislative
proposal addressing chi.dcare :s the recognition that employers
mru3t continue to have the flexibilicy that enables them to
efficiently respond to the benefit requirements of their own
wo-kforce, bs it direct or indirect childcare assistance or none
at al:. For example, at one point in tiwe a workforce may be
comprised of older workers who have no need for a childcare
benefit option, but five years later employee turnover may yield
3 younger workforce with a preference for childcare benefitg. Any
legislative mandate of a childcare bei. it would be strongly

opposed by the NAM.

Because childcare needs vary from state to state and even
community to community, the NAM believes that decision-making on
program gpecifics should be centered at the local level wiare
officials will have a first-hand knowledge of childcare needs.
The involvement und cooperation among all eatities
concerned, i.e., employers, emplovees, community groups and local

government, ;5 also fundamental in achieving a guccessful

-3-
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childcare program and should be encouraged in »ry federal measure
intended to enhance dayca.e. This ‘‘bottom-up approach’’ would
maximize input f.om those most affected by child care policies--
parent and child. (A national regulatory scheme would ignore
regional variations in childcare requirements and the NAM does
not support comprehensive federal regulations to standardize all

daycare prcviders.)

Liability exposure and difficulty 1in obtaining affordable
insurance coverage are frequently cited by companies as obstacles
to implementing any type of childcare assistance for employeer.
These concerns must be addressed in any federal childcare measure
that seeks to encourage greater private sector participation in
meeting chilcare needs. One example, 1included in a pending
proposal, provides for limited tort reform for childcare

providers and would defray insurance costs with a liability pool.

In conjunction with any effort to address employers’
liability concerns, the business ccmmunity should be educated on
the various childcare assistance options available in addition to
on-site childcare. Smi.ll compc.les 1n particular are much more
likely to offer childcare benefits 1f the liability concern is
lessened. Some in-house company surveys have even shown that
employees preferred other arrangements or options instead of
childcare at their worksites. Alternatives include employer
provided childcare vouchers or subsidies, discounts, or salary
teduction plans which allow parents their choice of childcare

arrangements. Some employers are electing to support or sponsor

.4-
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community programs which their employees could use.

Current Federal Programs

Federal childcare legislation must also be guided by the
reality of budget constraints, which militate in favor of an
examination of existing federal programs and their effectiveness
before embarking on newv programs. Almost $7 billion in federal
spending goes to childcare and related services, including H~ad
start. Tax credits, exclusions, and deductions account for $4
billion out of the approximately $7 billion in federal spending
on childcare. The sing e greatest source of federal support is
the Child and Dependent Care tax credit, estimated at about $3
billion, and available only to those required to pay income tax.
Lost revenue from this credit has tripled over the past six
years. Workin: Darents may also exclude from their income a
certain amount for employer provided childcare assistance.
Combined with other deductions available for childcare, this

totals approximately $1 billion.

Federal spending for the Head Start program is currently
$1.2 billion, up from $735 million in 1980. Additional federal
spending includes the Social Service Block Grant under Title XX
of the Social Security Act, allowing states to direct funds to
various sccial services; and the Jobs Training Partnership Act

programs providing training for daycare providers.

Department of Labor estimates show that with the %4 billion

of federal childcare assistance being taken in the form of tax
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credits and deductions, low income families who do not pay taxes
receive perhaps half (maybe less) of all federal childcare
dollars. A thorough review of how these federal dollars are being
spent, and whether existing federal programs are effectively
meeting childcare needs to ths extent possible, would allow for a
federal childcare 1nmitiative to have maximum impact by targetting

+pecific croups or needs,

Corporate Response

Tn assessing the childcare issue, it is important to note
that although only 3300 corporations offer childcare assistance
programs, this number reflects a dramatic increase from ten years
ago when only about 100 firms provided comparable assistance. Of
significance is the fact that this growth in childcare programs
priceded the availability of any hard d-ca establishing the

cost-effectiveness of provid.ug childcare assistance.

A recent Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) survey (conducted
over che summer of 1987) measured c>'ldcare benefits in business
establishments with moce than ten employees., Not surpris-agly,
the BLS found that large egtablishments are much more 1i’ ' to
offer childcars benefits, with 5 percent of firms over 250
employeas sponsoring daycare centers and 9 percent assisting with
childcare expenses. Overall, 2 percent of companies provide
employees with on- or off-site childcare and an additional 13
percent directly address childcare needs by assisting with
expenses (3 percent); providing information and referral (S

percent); or counselling services (S percent). Flexible work

-6-
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scheduling 1s the predominant means of accommodating emplcyees
with 61 percent of companies offering at least onz of the

following options: flexible leave, job sharing, or flexitime.

Conclusion

The NAM believes there 1s no single program or incentive
that will be an effective solution for all parents or business
operations. Statistics indicate a growing trend on the part of
companies to address the childcare needs of their employees.
Education will play an importaat role in ensurinc greater
availability of quality childcare. The more knowledgeable the
business community becomes as to the wide array of options
available to assist employees with child care, the easier it w.ll
be for companies to address childcare requirements with creative

and innovative solutions.

The NAM will continue to work with 1ts member companies to
explore how business can play an active role in assisting parents
wih daycare needs. We urge Congress, just as we urge employers,
to review A broad range of diverse approaches as 1t seeks to
provide assistance in support of working parents who require

childcare.
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DRC

DISABILITY RESOURCE CONSULTANTS May 3 1988
15 Wasders Drive

Hiagham, Masaachusetts 02043

(617) 749-6416

House Education and Labor Sub-Committee on Human Resources
320 Cannon Office Butlding
Washington, DC 26514

RE ABCDay Care Bill Testimony
ABC AND THE SPECIAL NEEDS CHILD

Dear Chairman.

If 1t please the commattee, [ request my written testimony be entered 1nto the
record [believe theresa different and very important perspective to add to tae
debate on the ABC ball and hope you will consider thistestimony which, necessarily 1sa
bit technical 1n nature I submat this tesumony out of concern for the situation ol
special needs children and the significant problems this bill generates

I would like to point out atthe outset that "special needs” or “handicapped”
children as defined under federal statute ( ‘Education for all Handicapped") are not
merely the multi-handicapped children 1n wheelchairs we so often envision when the
subject arises They include all children with any special, educationally-related needs
This covers a very wide range of disabilities and needs both 1n description and severity

Since the government will not be able to discrimsnate, there will bave to be
legistation, "Day Care for all Handicapped” which will include all children with any
special care-related needs The purpose of thistestimony 1s to relate the problems we
are facin g 10 special education 8s relate to the problems certainly to arise 1n day care

DRC advocates for children with mild to moderate special needs under federal
and state special education statutes We are non-profit volunteering most of our
services pro bono to famihes who could otherwise not afford advocacy for their
children We are independent. not connected with any care-giving or other
institutions ¥hatsoever Most of our chients are minonity Although we do not handle
severe and multi-handicapped cases we 2re well acquainted with the educational and
day care situation of children with various levels of special needs It is unfortunate but
advocacy 13 essent:al 10 most casesto ensure the child will receive that to which he s
entitled Prevate, voluntary organizations such as the F:deration for Children with
Special needs trains parents to advocate for their own children All of us however
only reach a comparative few

Care for children with special needs outside the home falls 1nto two categories
Ecucationallv-related intervention which 1s mandated and publicly supported (special
education, early-childhood intervention) and day care [f parents need day care
outside of whatever euucationally-related services they may be receiving because they
work or need respite the amount of day care needed will dependon the parents
schedule and the smount of tyme the child spends 1n the special education setting 1f
any Notalj children with special care needs have special education needs and quahify
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under regulations for special education or early childhood 1ntervention Few quanfy
for “extended dav” or institutionalized care The child's special needs must directly
affect education 10 order to quahfy for mandated 1nlervenion or services Therefore a
chid may need very specialized care but not qualify for or need special education
interventioa

All parents of special needs children face particular problems in obtarning
appropriate (or any) day care 1f they must work outside the home If they de nat work
outside the home they may require support services and respite such as specialized
part-ime or occasional day care The problems in finding appropriate educational
placements and day carz for children with varying types and degrees of need vary
greatly Also, special needs children may need day care well beyond the age normally
required It can be very difficult to find anyone o care for such children. especially
those who have commungratins & & - ot pve vases vas v vumpunents

There 15 a derth of special day care, special pre-schools, reguiar pre-schools
which accept any special needs chuldren. and special after-school day care other than
family day care. privately hired care-givers at home or family members Thus the
problem isfinding appropriate pre-school and school educational placement as well as
day care The lack of appropriate education opportunity for children with special
needs, pre-school as well as school-age. 1s 8 problem which should be addressed and
solved and cer.ainly should have a bigher priority than day care Federal and state
legistation mandating appropriate education was only astart The reality i1sanother
matter  We are very serously concerned that the federal government s considering
day care funding before 1t has even approached sat,>factory funding of special
education One may well wvonder how the fedecal goverament can consider funding day
care at all when the condition of education nationally 1s so critsical Localitiesare being
tinancially crushed by the cost of mandated special education which leaves less and
less for regular education The answer s certatnly not to stop educating special needs
children The answer may at this time not be to dyvert funds to day care esther

Funding 15;ust one 1ssue There 1sa lack of train~d and qualified special care-
giwvers and teachers There 15 a lack of facilities and providers especially 10 non-urban
areas There s a lack of competent evaluators, physical and occupational therapasts.
andall the other support services To say that some special needs chaldren fall
through the cracks’ 1s absurd The fact 1s they are pouriag through gaping holesin
the system This fact 1s supported by a great deal of evidence which I will not at this
time recite since the focusis day care The point s that the problems remaining
unsclved 1n special education are indicative of the problems we will face 1n providing
day care to special needs children  Much of “special education” today 1s merels
warehousing with some autractive window dressing The exceptions are n.tabie _ud
serve to expose the rest The latest knowledge regarding "what works in spe-:al
education 1s not being widely applied The long-term results of this failure are zreater
dependency and expenditure, higher incidence of sociopathic behaviors 1n
inappropriately treated ctuldren the wasting of potenual and human misery The
bottom line 1s, day care (unless specifically designed as a benefit to the child) 1s for the
convenience and sometimes necessity of the parents Special education 1s a right for
children and a necessity for society Itisalso s moral imperative

Although the lack of appropriate education for special needs childrenisa
problem, the lack of day care for special needs children 1sn't as greataproblem f[he
lack of special day care 1s due 1n large part to lack of demand and/or the
1nappropriateness and cost ineffectiveness of group day care for that population
especially 1n the early yearsof life It can be 1nappropriate as these children require a
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high degree of individualized and specialized care and attention Iam not referring to
a play group or other part-ime group interaction which 1s entered 1nto specifically for
the benefit of the child

Uader ABC parents will receive no help unless they wra thesr child over toa
public or non-profit group day care center The essential question 15 what «f such a
setting is inappropriate for a chiid? And wkat provision 18 there for families who can
not find an appropriate “center” for their special needs child given a group setung 1s
appropriaste? Whatis to be done for those children who are best not 1nstitutionalized,
who are best cared for by their parents? The combination of excellent special
education vorking with loving parent/nustusare «c tha mact hanaficiel for enacial
needs children Yet under ABC parents will be penalized financially for not
instwuonalizing 10 centers, whether full or part ume, as that is the only way to
receive help

Day care 1s care 12 foco parentss. 1n place of parents It 1s easily disunguished
from education or “"sckool " The objective 1s not specifically "education ' but physical
care But what of nurturing, affection. 1nteraction/ socialization and training? ABC
reflectsan empty and superficial euphemism “day care” The educational emphasisin
ABC s certainly not appropriate for all children asit umplies a formal aitempt at early
childhood “education * It does nc: follow that because disadvantaged chi'dren benefit
from learning-readiness intervention ALL children benefit from formal "educational’
intervention Thereisample evidence to suggest the opposite If ABC mandatesan
educational component or emphasis. what will be done about special needs children
wbo wonld require special programs as the center's programis inappropriate? And
what of children whose families educational and child development philosophy differs
from that promulgated by the bill or the available day care center?

Since nationally. about I5% of the student population 1s designat..d "special
needs’ and receives special education services (the figure 1s chimbing higher with
earher dentification and parental awareness). we can get a notion of what we will
have to provide in terms of specialized day care Since the school population served by
special education only 1ncludes those who qualify under the education definition we
can expect the special day care number to be much higher as it will include ALL special
care not just that which s educationally related Children who require particular
behavioral appruaches will have to be serviced Now they are simply not accepted or
expelled from day care or pre-school

How will the governmeat determine who wall need or qualify for special day
care and the description of that care? Appropriate placement 1n all cases 1avolves such
factors as1dentsf'cation of childrcn with needs. evaluation. determination developing
the child's individvalized education (or care) plan 1ncluding description of setting
(environment. student/teacher or care-giver/child ratio). peer group appertainent
services required, teaching/care-giving style or method vs the childs need. specific
training of providers, location, opportunity for appropriate degree of “mainsireaming
of interaction with "normal” children, and length of service Itisimpossible to give a
fair degree of detaal here but suffice 1t to say the process 1s complicated. expensive and
very difficult for parents, children and providers It would require a bureaucracy to
handle the process including appealsand due process and resolve conflicts or
disagreements between parents and centers over issues ranging from education and
discipline to toilet training

We have followed the testimony during the committee hearings We did not
hear any testimony regarding the day care of special needs children The ball 1gnores
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which may be most appropriate for a child The b3l also 1&nores the case of ch,ldren
whs qualify for instiiutionalization or part-time placement but who are cared for by
the family 1o the child s (and state s) best interest

Stnce 1t was finally recognized that children were pest cared for at home rather
than 10 18<tit sions AND home care with some support services was far more cost-
effecuve than 1astitutionalization (no doubt the overridin g 1ssue) we are seeing rap:d

Perhapsthe most onerous and €Qreg10Us provision 1sthe seclarian prohibition
vhich would disqualify all day care with any rel1gtous connection or overtones from

817en by religious institutions [t 1s difficult 1g pelieve that the drafters were aware of
th sfact and drafted thss bill as currently written regardless If such 1s the case [
wculd have to seriously question the humanity of such :ndivicuals and their

Caring for special needs children 1s not something one undertakes for monetary
compensation as the salaries and even profits i1nvoived are not anywvhere near
sufficien’ to the task and realistically could never pe Those who undertake and
Support such care are mottvated by higher concerns and convictions often reiigious
To disqualify such care-givers of require that they strip themsejves of all religtous
expresston that which mottvates them 1n the first place not only flies in the face of
reason but I believe the spirit of our Constitution It 15 because there are such caring
tndividuals in many religious faiths that ther. s any available day care and education
for special needs children at all | refer your attention tn Cambined Jewish
Philanthropies Catholic Charities and many other examples
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The alternative is for federal, state and local governments to pick up the entire
tab for the day care of ALL special needs children regardless of degree of special need
or qualifying under statutes for special education stthe “going rate without the
generous contribution of religious persons, orgasizations and institutions The
government could not duplicate hovever the humanity of these persons by replacing
them with merely salarieq euployees The salaries, if that 1sthe motivation, would
have to be substantial indeed 1f sufficient providers could be found In any event we
can not buy what our current care-givers offer 1n terms of love, concern, and
convizion There are some children who are so afflicted and require such a level of
difficult care that 1t would be impossible to find persons to care for them at all 1f 1t were
not for the few who are motivated by higher concerns

I would also like to point out that all children but especially special needs
children benefit from and often require aday care situation which closely replicates
the home situation For instance, a child who requires patterning and behavior
modification should receive such intervention similar to the kome style In thys way
the child learns behaviors, relates to his home life and carries over famihar practices
anc behaviors It would be not only unfair to the child snd family to deny ther. *h
right to pattern the child according to their individual practice, often based on behef
but con fusing and detrimental to the chald to do otherwise Therefore parents should
be encouraged to. not prevented from obtaining day care services according to its
similarity with home sty.e To choose day care based solely on clinical pediatric and
pedagogical criteria 1gnoring setling. teaching/care-giving style and practice and
similarity with family 1s counter to all current professional research and thinking and
common sense

Certatnly. many of the 1ssues raised for speci- 2dschildren could be applied
toall children In fact. it hasbeen said that ALL chilu, .a are special and have special
needs We concur The attention afforded the care and education of special needs
children, the research and practice has served to enhance the understanding of the
needs of all children The flo~ . . thy. ball as applied to special needs children should
po1at out the flaws asappliedto all children However, as the needs of special children
are magnified soare the flaws 1n this bill The essential flaw 15 the notion that by
funding one particular type of day care (public or non-profit group centers) ve can
meet the needs of all or even a majoruty of children ard their parents This sumphistic
notion reqiiresthe attempt to fit all chuldren 1nto round holes even though some may
be square pegs Those who can not be molded to fit are simply tossed out The result s
umformity, conformity, mediocrity. lack of pluralism. diversity of e*anicity. belief.
practice and thougt * and 1ntolerance for individual differences ar 4 a population of
discounted misfit _utsiders

Special education legislation, indeed all legislation regarding persons with
disabilities and special needs, minorities anu persons subyect (0 1ntolerance and
discrimination has led (o the s*ructure of tae system being modified to meet the needs
of such persons and allowing such persons free access to alt public ife The ABC bill
goesin the opposite direction of public yustice All those who would not want to be
economically disadvantaged. required to finance day care for themselves. pay taxes for
others while others are publicly financed. would have to conform to the rigid and
simplistic criteria and provisions of thys bal! as :mplemented at the local level As has
been pointed out, this applies to all considerations 10 chotsiug care 1o Joco parents for
children. cultural. ethnic. pedagogical philosophical, nsychological. emotional
religious, environmental and sumply parental convenience and preference Thisisa
replay of the historical situation 1n regular education which we are so desperately
trying to recufy However. it is far more profound as we are not simply dealin g with
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It ts1nterestng to note that one of the often stated arguments against syrpathy
for the ydea that parents should *.ave the r1ght to public support of their children's
¢ducaticn 1n other than public schools 1s that parents have the children for mcre
hoursthan the schools and can supposedly provide the religious, philosophical,
cultural and whatever other pracucesare \mportantto the family 1n that after-school

When considering legislation which profoundly affects children we cag not
make gross errorsas children are not stauc, Wwaiting 10 limbo for mistakes to be
corrected They experience the effects of those mistakes and develop accordingly
Furthermore. 1n creang a new infrastructure and dismantling the ensting support
systems, correcting essential errors 1s difficult of pot impossible If the (ederal
government can only write day care funding legisiation wherein access to day care
requires the abridgement of fundamental rights (free exercise, self-determination,
parental prerogatives and so on). the government should refrain from enacung such
legistation For practical reasonsthe ABC byl 15 grossly flawed For philosophcal
reasonsitisan aaathema However, day care subsidy and support can be accomplisted
without the problems clearly articulated by those who tesufied and those I have
attempted to convey The mechanisms have been described such as through jncome tax
credits and the encouragement of publicly-provided day care centers through seed
money 1in areas 1n which there 1sa need and where tax credits alone would not injtate
creation of day care options Contrary to popular prejudice. minor ty varentsare as
willing and able to mak= sound choices for their children as non-minofity families,
given the opportunity They do not apprec:ate ponufication from above, paternalism,
or lack of right to choose what 15 in thesr children’s best interest

Sincerely,

s ﬂ Nlnvstad

Susan ] Marshall
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THE CARE OF "a"

The following 1s & brief case history to demonstrate the problenms
wvhich will be encountered 1f the ABC bill 1s enacted as written, without
parents having the option of chnosing day care which 1s appropriate for
their child and family. We chose 4 case of a child with slight special
needs to demonstrate that problems will not only arise from children with
profound needs.

"B" could not easily be left with care-givers, even those wvho vere
familiar with the chill and vho vere consistent and regular over a long
period of time. The difficulty btegan a about age 1k months and continued
through 5 years of age. LIvery seperation, regardless of how brief was a
traumatic experience for mother, child, and care-giver. Often the parent
had to be called back as the child's state elevated into hysteria.

"B" vas placed in pre-school at age 3 1/2. There was some doubt as
to whether he -could remain as he was not fully toilet trained, a require-
ment at all pre-schools. The program was a 3-morning per week play school.

Situations arcse such as the child running out of the school attempting
to seek the mother. He dxd not consistently cooperate, preferring to play
during "gquiet time," talk and play during "story time," and run rather wild
during "free plny" periods. He did not want to paint or draw, learn howv %o
vrite his nane, and generally wanted to 'do his owa thing"

It was doubtful "B" would be allowed to remain at the school. How-
ever, the parents were willing to participate in the daily progranm, helping
"3" to adjust. This di1d not allow the parents to use day care (pre-school)
in the manner intended. The following year was not much better. At L years
of age, he went i1nto a 5-morning program. The first year there were 11
children to one teacher and an aide plus the parent. The second year there
vere 16 children, and aide and the parent. Cther parents were participating
and they wvere able to take turns assisting the several children in the school
needing individual attention. The school wes a non-profit cooperative pre-
school.

Although "B's" problems interfered with the pareant's plans and his
"behaviors" were not well adapted, he was not the onlv child having similex
difficulties so the parents and providers (all certified teachers directed by
a head teacher with a graduate degree 1n earl; childhood education) did aot
see his problems as something which needed other professional intervention.
"8's" home was structured, he came from an upper-income intac. family with
experienced paren.ing and there vas no indication his problems vere environ-~
nental or parent 1. Jenerally everyone thought he would grow out o® 1t.

It was discovered somevhat later that "." had a neurclogical condition
wvhich affected both his motor skills and perception and therefore his be-
haviors., He was quite bright and that masked what would have been noted as
difficulties in a child not so gifted. Later, ne was placed i1n a small,
structured learning enviornment in a program which nrtched both his motor/
neurological needs and cognitive abilities., This progranm was piivate and
expensive. There was no such progran available 1n public schools. He con-
tinued 1n this program and did very well with only slight problems. The
pre-school setting was inappropriate and probably detrimental. It lacked
the structure and other interventions he required. However, 10 appropriate
program would have been available anyway. He would have been better-off

at home in a one sn-one situation with less stinulation. S
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The town of Yalton, MA 1s considering zoning ordinances centrollang
family day care providers. Taere 18 concern that such regulations would
lead to fever providers. A letter to the reglona nevspaper gives insight
as to the desireability of family day care. ‘lany parents prefer to rlace
their children wath families rather than €rour centers as thevy can choose
a family which closel) replicates their own hene life, beliefs, style, and

practice.

BT el el Lo b S a .

Day care issue , B 1

From the Patriot Ledger llay L, 1983
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CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING

Donald E Ledwig
President and
Chief Executive Officer

May 10, 1988

Honorable Dale £. Kildee
Chairman, Sutcommittee on
Human Resources
Committee on Education & Labor
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

It has come to my attention that the Subgommirtee on Human Resources
conducted a hearing on the issue of child care on April 21, 1988, I wculd
Tike to offer for inclusion in the record of your hearing a description of a
major new effort launched by the Corporation for Public Broadcasting and the
public broadcasting industry to focus attention on the critical need for
affordable, quality child care n America.

PUBLIC TELEVISION OUTREACH ALLIANCE

The Public Television Qutreach Allyvance {(PTOA), which 1s funded by CPB. 1s
one of the most successtul public service awareness projects ever developed
by public broadcasting. The objective of PI10A 1s to provide the research,
leadership, compelling programming, and the support materials that enable
American public television stations to conduct locally each year one or two
outreach ~ampaigns directed against major social problems facing this
country. Previous camaigns have dealt with issues such as substance abuse,
illiteracy and AIDS.

CHILD CARE AMERICA

This year, public television stations voted child care as their top choice
for the next outreach project topic to be produced by the Public Television
Nutreach Alliance. In response, PTOA announced CHILD CARE AMERICA, a
national multi-media campaign. CHILD CARE AMERICA underscores what any
young famly with two parents working outside the home, and single parents
raising children already know: affordabie, quality child care for preschool
children can be difficult, 1f not impossible to find.

1111 t6th Street NW

Washinuton DC 200% 2() . N
§2021953 3278 Years of Qualin Programming
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Honorable Tale £ Kildee
May 10, 17R4
page two

President Reagan designated April 10-16, 1988 as the "Week of the Young
Child " PTOA. PBS and the National Association for Education of Young
Children (NAEYC), worked in conjunctisn to plan an array of original events,
using public television programs, public radio programs and local and
national documentaries 1n an unprecedented effort to educate communities on
the 1ssue and to help them focus er solutions. The campaign was initiated
by the documentary "Who Cares Fc* The Children?,” hosted by Rhea Peariman
(star of the television show "Cheers"), which ai1red nationwide on PBS on
April 13, The one-hour special defined the urgent child care dilemma and
showcased some of the most innovative and successful solutions around the
country to providing quality child care

PBS, together with local public broadcasting stations, expanded the
recognition of CHILD CARE AMERICA's national awareness and community
outreach campaign with special programs and segments, on a national basis,
that explored the child care i1ssue. A sample }ist has been enclosed.

Further, many Tocal public television stations produced documentaries that
focused on the need for quality child care in their communities aid offered
examples of various solutions that have been developed These local
programs also provided needed information on child care referral services,
support groups. local coalitions and related outreach projects As examples
of local programs, copies of "Paid to Care,” which covered the Washington
Metro area, and "Chi1d Care Crisis A Maryland Report,” have been provided

CHILD CARE AMERICA BUSINESS TELECONF_RENCE

Following the success of "Who Cares For The Children?,” the American Express
Company joined with PTOA and public broadcasting stations natronwide to
underwrite a national business teleconference, on April 14th, during the
"The Week of .he Young Ch1ld' to brief executives on the critical need for
child care options for employeces The one-hour *eleconference focused on
the different child care considerations facing employers today, such as
financing, facility Jucations {on-site or off-site), time-sharing and of
course, the benefits of child care to the company in terms of lower
absenteeism and higter productivity among emplovees. Businesses and public
television stations around the country jJoined together to take telephone
calls, hold discussion groups and answer hot-line questions following the
special  Additionally, many public television stations recorded the
teleconference to be used n upcoming community events A video cop, of the
teleconference has been provided

ERIC 1
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Honorable Dale £. Kildee
May 10, 1988
page three

CHILD CARE AMERICA - PROJECT GUIDELINES

Realizing that generating awareness of the child care shortage crisis 1s
only the beginning of the search for solutions,PTUA, with CPB support,
produced a resource guide entitled, “CHILD CARE AMERICA: Project Guidelines
and Resources for Community Organization and Outreach Activities * This
book 1s designed to help individuals plan activities and events that:

(1] increase awareness of the importance of qual.ty child care
through community activities and public television
progra ming,

0 increase community fnvolvement 1n child care 1ssues through
the formation of formal and informal local groups and
coalitions, and

[} foster continued involvement on the part of the community to
aidress child care .roblems and find local solutions.

These guidelnes provide information on building a child care coalition and
gwing 1t power, providing information with which to address businesses and
the community, and *nvolving minorities, also included 1s a 1ist of national
organizations and supplemental CHILD CARE AMERICA promotional material.

Honorable Dale £ Kildee
May 5, 1988
page four

"WHAT IF I'M HOME ALONE?®

To complement the CHILD CARE AMERICA project, CPB implemented a new
1ifesaving public service campaign through its information and activaties
booklet, "What If I'm Home Alone? Your Family's Guide to Home and Personal
Safety Skills," along with public service spots for commercial radio.

Recogr.izing the need to prepare “latchkey" children, who are among the
fastest growing segment of this country’s schooi-age population, for
possible emergency situations and to give them important safety information,
CPB publishes and distributes the 16-page booklet. The booklet lets
children and parents review together safety concerns and measures, such as:

/] how to get home frum school safely,

0 how to escape from a fire,

Q 41\6
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Honorable Dale £ Kildee
May 10, 1988
page four

0 how to deal with strangers who knock on the door or call en
the tel: .ne,

0 how to ..eat minor cuts, burns, nosebleeds, and
0 how to put their time alone to best use

The bouklet also contains a letter to parents suggesting steps they can take
to make their home safer, along with a form for emergency and other
telephone numbers. The response rate to the booklet has been tremendous
More than 4,600 orders for the booklet have been received wn the first month
of distribution

CORPORATE RESPONSE

In recognition of the value of public television's CHILD CARE AMERICA
projJect, two corporations have awarded grants to CHILD CARE AMERICA to fund
continuing community cutrcoch activities on the child care issue. The Ford
Foundation awa*’ d $50.000, which w11l be divided into five grants and
offered to pub.1c television stations on a competitive basis The grant,
will be awarded to outreach activity programs that are oriented towards
mmproving the quality of child care for Tow-income or minority populations

Secondly, the American Express Company awarded grants, of $9,000 each, to
eight public television stations to increase business involvement in
improving child care Each station will conduct nformation and education
campaigns to enhance the effectiveness of existing business and child care
networks  Many of them w11l also develop specid]l productions for use by
ccmmunity child care agencies in presentations to businesses at
statvon-sponsored child care forums.

SUMMARY

The Public Television OQutreach Alliance campaign on child care is but one of
the many ways local public television stations around the country provide
vital information on issues of pressing concern to local communities The
powerful combination of video communication and organized local commitment,
which has been united i1n the Public Television Outreach Alliance, will
continue to provide these im ortant informational and organizationil
resources to address other pressing issues facing our communities These
efforts are only the beginning of public broadcasting's commitment to
enhancing public awareness of the naed for affordable, awality child care
This powerful combination of broadcasting and community involvement .-
unique to puulic broadcasting and 1s consistent with CPB's mission to inturm
and educate Americans
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I w111 be happy to keep the Subcommittee apprised of any additional steps in
the ch1ld care campaign that the public broadcasting industry wmpiements

Thank you for the Congressional attention you are focusing on this serious
| probem facing America today, and for allowing CP8 to inform the Subcommittee
' 1ts views and commitment to the 1ssue of child care

Sincerely,
| —
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l “Donald £ Ledwig )
President and
Chief Executive Officer
Enclosures
%% Additional materials subritted for the recor! are rotaines in the
Subcomrttee’s files They 1nC.ude video Gdssetto copies of
" o1d (are (rieis A Marsland Report”, "Paid to Card”, "who tares
for the (hildren , and a "thildoare Telecor©e ene "
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