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CALIFORNIA CHILDREN, CALIFORNIA FAMILIES

A Prefatory Note

“God’s own nursery”’ -- the phrasc nicely
captures Amcricans’ percnnial faith in the family
as the moral bedrock of our social and political in-
stitutions.  Yet therc is growing concem that the
American family is under sicge, nol only from the
vicissitudes of a changing economy, but by a
modemn, permissive life stylc as well.  This statc of
crisis, some proclaim, threatens to  render  extinct
this building block of Amcrican socicty. Many
others fear that our values arc croding, our confi-
dence in the future is fading, and the continuity of
our democratic way of life is imperiled.

This is not the [irst time that such concerns
have becn hcard.  Indeed, throughout our history,
the development of social policics rclating 1o the
family have been spumed on and punctuated by the
perception that the family has been under threat
and in decline. Historians have traced such perieds
of alarm over family stability as far back as the
Colonial period.

Nonctheless, some very real and remarkable
changes have occurred within the last few decades
in the structure and rolc of the family and in the
environment in which families rear children.
Familics have becomc smaller and more diverse:
the fastest-growing family type by far is the
single-parcnt  family.  (Although the two-parcni
family is stil thc dominant family type.) Mothers,
including thosc with young children, have cntered
paid employment outside the homc in ever-grow-
ing numbers. The instrumenis of popular commu-
nication, nolably tclevision, have decisively eon-
icred the houschold and profoundly alicred and
reshapcd the day-to-day affairs of children and
parents alike. The family may indecd be *‘here w0
siay,”” as onc commentator has put it, but the rend
secms incxorably toward diminished family control
and influence in the socialization of the young.

Coincident with these changes, we have begun
10 witness a growing amay of signals that thc young
arc under stress and in trouble. Specifically, a great
deal of the conccmm over the family is rooted ip

what peoplc perceive as an epidemic of problems
rclated 10 children and youth. For cxample, we arc
cxpericncing  alarming  rates  of:

Teen and Pre-Teen Substance Abusc
Teen Pregnancy

Teen Suicide

Dropping Out of School

Juvenile Crime and Gang Involvement
Scxually Transmiticd Discascs

Teen Uncmployment

These problems alone should prompt uws to
movc beyond the lament over crisis and, indeed,
beyond the merc affirmation that familics arc
imporiant and into thc formulation of a public
policy agenda for California families.

This will bc a difficult undertaking. Family
is a universal cxperience.  Everyone at some time
belongs to a family, and everyonc has beliefs about
what familics ought 10 be. In fact, the issucs raised
by a family policy tap into some of our most closely
held belicfs -- and into traditions rcaed deep in
the Amenican cxperiencc.  Any family policy musi
contcnd with thcse beliefs -- many of them
fervently held.  For example, docs a change in
family structurc necessarily poriend a crisis?  Arc
singlc-parent  familics, by definition, incapablc of
functioning as wcll as two-parcnt families? A
family policy must also grapple with the traditional
cmphasis of our socicty, our laws, and our social
programs upon thc individual, rather than the
family, as thc mcasure (and recipicat) of all things.

Nonctheless, the progression from  concern (o
policy must bec madc. The transition can be cased
by thc realization that we do, in fact, makc family
policy day 1o day. Government docs things to, and
for, thc family both explicitly (childcarc, family
planning) and somctimes unintentionally (housing
and land usc decisions).  All too oficn these policics
arc cnacted willy-nilly, with no clecar ovcrall
purpose, failing to 1ake into account rocent changes
in family lifc. Scmator Danicl Patrick Moynihan



has put the point well:

. in the nature of modern indusirial
society, ro governmeni, however firm might
be its wish otherwise, can avoid havirg
policies that profoundly influence family
relationships. This is not 1o be avoided.
The only option is whether these will be
purposeful, intended policies or whether they
will be residual, derivative, in a sense
concealed ones. [Family and Nation (San
Diego: Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich, 1987)
pp.116-17.]

Given both the remarkable magnitude of
change in - ¢ family landscape, and the very real
problems which beset the young, it is a reasonable
suggestion that we should begin to think sysiemati-
cally about a family policy agenda for California.
Not a single policy agenda, of coursc. As Senator
Moynihan has wryly observed, a comprchensive
family policy might be feasible in a small homoge-
neous socicty like Iceland, but it is neardy impos-
sible in more heterogeneous nations such as the
United States, and out of the question in a place so
variecd and diverse as the Sute of California.
Nonetheless, the formulation of thoughtful family
policies is neccssary, and the responsibility falls
most appropriately to state govemmenis, since a
great many policies and programs which direcity
impinge on family life are state programs.

California Children, Californin Families --
a serics of publications underiaken at the request of
the Honorable Willie L. Brown, Jr., Speaker of the
Califomia State Assembly -- rcpresents a siep in
thi= direction. The serics aims to heighten legisla-
tive and citizen awarcness regarding how policy
affects families. Move concretely, we attempi to:

(1) document and clarify rccent demographic
trends and their effects on families;

(2) review the history of the evolution of the
American family;
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(3) cstablish a system for keeping track of the
very large number of bills which the
legisialure considers each year on family
issucs; and

(4) spotlight specific trends and policies -- in
such arcas as health, education, foster care,
welfare, recreation, childcare, and criminal
justice which are adverscly affecting
familics and which may requirc legislative
attention.

Any single definition of '‘the family''is fraught
with peril, cspecially in a state as large and
culwrally diverse as California. Yet some working
definition is essential. We define “‘family”’ as a
private, noninstitutional, child-rearing unit.  Qur
definition stresses function over form. We believe
that most Amecricans view certain family funclions
-- we term them public functions -- as so essential
to the well-being of children and the polity that
few could seriously imagine doing withoul them or
finding effective substitutes for them.  Among
these public functions of the family are the sociali-
zation and tcaching of values to the young; the
responsibility for maintaining the hcalth of -
children; and preparing the young for work v o
rcaching adulthood.

Government policies, we believe, should strive
1c enable all familics to fulfill these funcuons --
whether the families are single-parent or Iwo-
parent, female-hcaded or male-hcaded, nuclear or
exiended, natural or foster. The California Chil-
dren, California Families serics will atempt 1o
assist lcgislators in meeting this gosl

In this sensc, this repont California Children,
California Families: More than Babysitting will
discuss the hislory of childcare and child develop-
ment programs in Califoma with the view toward
enhancing the futurc of young children.  Specifi-
cally, the data will point the direction for imme-
diate legislative action, as well as provide a basc for
future, and more far rcaching, change.



INTRODUCTION

Childcare and preschool education are top-
ics of national debate. Almost every day editorial
pages, radio talk shows, TV newscasts, and politi-
cal speeches recite the difficulties faced by parents
who are searching for adequate, affordable care.
And the debate always seems to come 1o the same
conclusion--families need more help with the care
and education of their children.

Formore than 75 years, the State of Califor-
nia has sought to respond 1o these needs, first
through licensing childcare centers, later through
the operation of subsidized childcare and pre-
school programs, and most recently, through fi-
nancial and tax assistance 1o families who pur-
chase care. Currently, the state spends half a
billion dollars on some twenty separate programs
administered by five depariments, all of which are
aimed at the care and education of young children.

As a whole, however, these programs barely
dent the demand. Because each program was
designed to address the problems of California
families inits ownway, we have, over the years, de-
veloped a hodgepodge of childcare and early
education programs which are fragmented, unco-
ordinated, and often at cross-purposes with one
another. More importantly, in most cases they

have not been adequate to solve the problems they
were intended to address.

Thousands of five-year-olds cannot handle
a basic kindergarten curriculum because they have
rot developed the physical, social, and cognitive
skills necessary to cope with a structured educa-
tional serting. Welfare mothers, who would prefer
to work, remain at home because they cannot find
affordable childcare. Even middle-income fami-
lies find that the cost of childcare eats up a dispro-
portionate share of the family budget.

This repors will examine both the history and
present staws of childcare and early childhood
education in California. The first sectionwill trace
the history of California’s involvement with these
issues in an attempt to determine how we came o
have such a variely of programs. Moving to the
present, we will describe each of the current pro-
grams, including its objectives, costio the state and
population served. Finally, we will analyze the
premises underlying all of the programs, and sug-
gest broad approaches both for reconciling con-
flicting policies, and establishing bewer public
priorities for the care and education of young
children. Specific recommendations for implemen-
tation will follow after discussion of the broad
policy issues outlined in this report.



THE EVOLUTION OF
STATE PROGRAMS

Licensure

The oldest and most enduring state po!l-
icy governing programs for young children --
protection of health and safety through state li-
censure and inspsction -- was first enacted in
1913, soon after the first formal childcare
institutions were founded in California.

These centers, known as day nurser-
ies, were established shortly after the turn of
the century as the spread of urban industriali-
zation and the demand for cheap labor led to
the first large-scale employment of women
outside the home. Recognizing that female
employment left many children without super-
vision, chariiable and religious organizations
established the earliest childcare centers.

Temporary centers were also established
by some canneries to attract women workers
during the harvest season. By 1920, the State
Board of Charities and Corrections, prede-
cessor to the Department of Social Services,
estimated that there were 25 centers oper-
ated by charitable and religious organizations
and 35 seasonal industrial childcare centers.
Two urban school districts, Los Angeles and
Oakland, also operated childcare centers
through the public schools.!

Early childcare centers were designed
to serve only poor children whose mothers
had been forced into employment by severe
economic nesd. A 1928 state survey of Cali-
fornia’s 28 charitable and religious centers
described the family circumstances of the
1,324 children receiving care:

“...the children come from homes where the foather
is dead or where the parenis are divorced or
separated; or from families where the father has
deserted, or is ill or unemployed, or employed at
such low wages as to make it recessary for the
mother also 10 go to work.”?

According to the survey, the services
offered by these centers were heavily subsi-
dized: charitable funds accounted for 64 per-
cent of tha centers’ combined operating ex-
penses, while parental payments accounted
for only 21 percent. (Daily parental payment
in 1928 in these centers averaged 10 to 25
cents per child.) Outside donations made up
the remainder of the centers’ income.

State officials tended to view childcare
centers as an unforiunate response to the
social and economic ills ofthe time. The 1920
biennial report of the State Board of Charities
and Corrections described the centers as rep-
resenting “...a confession of failure onthe part
of the community to give its children their just
due - the full-time care and atiention of their
own mother in the home.™

By the 1920s, private citizens were also
offering childcare in their homes for compen-
sation. Between 1900 and 1930 the Los
Angeles public schools established a “consid-
erable number” of these family day care homes
as an adjunct to their system of childcare
centers. ARhough undoubtediy providing
needed services to working mothers, family
day care homes were described by the De-
partment of Social Welfare in 1928 as inade-
quate:



"Establishments of this type receive no public
support, and the rates which working mothers can
buy are usually ioo low to provide care of good
stondard.”

The 1913 licensing statute prohibited any
“...persen, association or corporation to main-
tain or conduct...any institution, home or other
place corducted as a place for the reception
and care of children, withou first obtaining a li-
cense or permit therefor.”’s Specific stan-
dards for licensure, first promulgated in 1920,
emphasized hygiene and prevention of conta-
gious disease.

By 1926, the standards also recommended
employment of a trained nurse as well as suf-
ficient staff to supervise the infants, “run-
abouts,” and older children.® Placement of
infants in childcare centers was officially dis-
couraged; in 1928, of 1,324 children in 28
centers licensed by the statse, only five chil-
dren were under one year of age and only 43
children were under two years of age.”

Family day care homes, although techni-
cally included under the 1913 licensing law,
were regulated under standards governing
foster care homes. Licensing and inspection
of foster and faniily day care homes were
delegated to county govemment.

While poor working parents sought full-
time care, middle-income families were look-
ing for avery different type of program for their
children, Private nursery schools, which first
became popular in the 1820s, offered part-
day programs of organized piay and socializa-
tion for three- to five-year-olds. Based on
early research on child development and con-
sciously designed as “educational programs,”
nursery schools usually charged tuition and
often required parent participation; both re-

quirements effectively excluded poor children
and children with working mothers. Nursery
schools gradually became an entrenched part
of middle-class life and remain so today.®

Untilthe early 1340s, nursery schools re-
mained outsids the supervision of the state;
there was a debate as to wheii.sr they pro-
vided primarily ediucational sen-'ces, which
did not require licensure, or social services,
which did. Many nursery school advocates
argued that licensure was unnecessary since,
they claimed, children enrolied in nursery
schools were “from families assumed to be
ahove average in intelligence, with sufficient
resources to exercise choice in the selection
of happy and healthful conditions for their
children.”s

Childcare to Moet
Employment Needs

The 1ole of government expanded from
regulation of children’s facilities to the admini-
stration and financial support of childcare during
the Great Depression and World War ll. in
1933, as part of the Works Progress Admini-
stration (WPA) plan to put unemployed
teachers back to work, President Frankiin
Roosevelt authorized the creation of nursery
schools for “children of needy, unempioyed
families or neglected or underprivileged homes
where preschool children vill benefit."*® All
personnel, from teachers to cocks, were hired
fromtherelief rolls. The program, whichincor-
porated the educational and parental invoive-
ment aspects of most nursery school pro-
grams, aiso offered nutritional and health serv-
ices.

Considered to be “educational” -- not
charitable or welfare programs -- WPA nurs-
ery schools were administered through state



departments of education and loca! school
boards. Although the program served 40,000
children nationally by 1937, it was terminated
in 1938 when unemployment started to ease.

Four years later, as World War Il brought
thousands of women to work inthe defense in-
dustries, the federal government once again
provided programs for young children. By
1942, it had become clear that inadequate
childcare was preventing many women from
entering employment in the war industries. In
response, Congress passed the Lanham Act,
which funded full-day, childcare centers un-
der the rubric of “public works made neces-
sary by the defense program.”"*

California's program, one of the largestin
thae country, was placed under the authority of
the Department of Public Instruction and op-
erated by local school boards, often on school
sites.

Lanham centers were intended to com-
bine adevelopmental nursery school program
with full-day supservision. Teachers were ex-
pected to hold teaching credentials or bache-
lor's degrees in child development. (in prac-
tice, only slightly over half of those hired
actually met this standard.)

By the end of the War, the {ederal govern-
ment had spent over $50 million for the pro-
gram,? and California had contributed
$500,000."* Twenty-five thousand California
children had been enrolled in Lanham cen-
ters, 18 percent of the nation's total enroli-
ment."

In addition to funding school-based Lan-
ham centers, federal and state governments
established wariime programs to expand pr.-
vate nursery schools and childcare centers,

and to recruit in-home caregivers and family
day care providers. As part of this effort, new
state licensing standards for childcare centers
were developed in 1942. In addition to strict
health and hygiene guidelines, the standards
set adult-child ratios at one to ten, and in-
cluded recommendations for adequate indoor
and outdoor space. Staffing guidelines rec-
ommended that center directors be profes-
sionally trained in a field relating to childcare
and be “mature, yet flexible, with a tempera-
ment suited to working with children.™s

With the end of the War and the return of
servicamen to the labor force, Congress dis-
continued funding childcare centers through-
out the country. California was the only state
that elected to continue funding forthe centers
to meet the needs of the large number of
women who remained employed after the
War.

Although the rate of female labor force
participation declined from a wartime peak of
29 percent to 23 percent in 19486, it remained
much highsr than the prewar rate of 14 per-
cent.’ Rather than lose good workers be-
causs of a lack of childcare, defense employ-
ers joined with parents and childcare advo-
cates to lobby for continued state support of
the Lanham centers. Boistered by the in-
creased need for female employment during
the Korean War, this coalition succeeded in
keeping the centers open on a year-io-year
basis. In 1957, funding for the centers was
made permanent.

Betwesn World War Il and the early 1860s,
with no further economic crises 10 spur gov-
ernment involvement in early childhood pro-
grams, the state’s financial support for early
childhood programs remained static. The
need for childcare continused torise, however,

»
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as both the number of working women andthe
population of voung children increased. By
1950, the rate of labor force participation for
women had again reached 29 percent, and by
1960, 35 percent of women over 14 were in
California’s labor force.'” This trend, coupled
with the large increase in the population of
young children during the post-war baby boom
years created anincreasing demand for child-
care.

In orderto serve a portion of this demand
the Lanham centers shifted their focus from
meeting the demands of wartime employment
to serving the needs of poor, employed fami-
lies. In 1947, a means test and sliding fee
scale were introduced, and by 1951, 60 per-
cent of the families saerved in the centers were
single-parent, low-income families. During
the 1950s, private, unsubsidized childcare
also continued to expand; between 1953 and
1960, the number of licensed childcare cen-
ters increased from 736 to 1,006.%

In 1962, ne"v federal funding for childcare
became available for welfare recipients who
participated in work or training programs.
Eligibility was restricted to families receiving
Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC) and children were provided care in
community childcare centers under contract
with county welfare departments.

Preschool Education for
Disadvantaged Children

Starting in 1965, preschool education for
low-incoms children became a major focus of
government invoivement in early childhood
programs. The federal government’s War on
Poverly focused national attention on the plight
of poorchildrenin this country and the dameg-
ing effects of poverty on child development

and school achievement. Tocounteractthese
problems, the federal Head Start program
was established to provide low-income three-
and four-year-olds with developmental skills
and experiences to enable them to enter school
on an equal footing with other, economically
secure children.'

in California, federal funding was usedto
establish the State Preschool Program, a half-
day program similar to Head Start, and to add
a developmental curriculum to the Lanham
centers. Re-labsled Children’s Centers, the
Lanham centers shifted their goals from “care
and supervision” to “supervision and instruc-
tion.”

Federal money upgraded and expanded
facilities, lowered child-staff ratios, improved
pay scales, and provided instructional materi-
als, health screening, and nutritional services.
By 1972, with the transfer of welfare childcare
programs to the Department of Education,
preschool education had become a principal
focus of all state childcare programs for low-
income families. ..

Since 1972, California’s subsidized child-
care programs have expanded to meet the
needs of a diverse population. Although eligi-
bility for subsidies remains restricted to low-
income families or children at risk of abuse or
neglect, specialized childcare programs now
serve migrant families, college students, teen
parents, handicapped youngsters, and oth-
ers. Cars is provided in community agencies
and family day care homes, as well asin public
school programs.

State budgetary policy and fiscal restraints,
howaver, have limited the availability of these
programs to many low-income families. In
1976, in an attempt to more effectively use
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available dollars, Govemor Edmund G. Brown,
Jr.andthe State Legisiature launched a three-
year pilot pragram. The pilot had several ob-
jectives: to address unmet needs in certain
geographic areas and age groups; to lower
the cost of care without sacrificing quality; to
test the effectiveness of a voucher system as
a payment mechanism for subsidized care;
and, to provide informatior: on available care
to parents.

In order to broaden access to suosidized
care, private childcare centers and family day
care homes located throughout the state
became eligible to serve subsidized children.
Cost-saving measures included lowering the
adult-child ratios for three- to five-year-oid
children served in state-subsidized centers,
and placing a ceiling on daily reimbu, sement
for contracting centers. In addition, many of
the private centers and alil of the family day
care homes brought into the program were
governed only by licensing raquirements for
staffing, without additional, more expensive
Department of Education requirements. These
programs were closely monitored to ensure
that they provided the same quality of services
as the Children’s Centers.

Parents’ needs for childcare information
was addressed through the establishment ot
local childcare resource and referral agen-
cies. Finally, a new voucher program was es-
tablished which permitted parents to select
care in any licensed facility, and pay for the
care by vouchers.

Most of the pilot proved successful. Many
ofthe private childcare centers panticipaiingin
the pilot, however, found that they could not
sustain a high-quality program at the antici-
pated lower reimbursement rates, and either
dropped out of the program or requested
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higher rates. As a result, when the pilot
became permanent through Chapter 798,
Statutes of 1980 (SB 863, Sieroty), new rates
comparable to public programs were estab-
lished for the private centers.

The centers were also required to oper-
ate under Department of Education staffing
requirements if more than 50 percent of the
children served were subsidized.

Assistance form
All Families

During the 1970s and 1980s there has
been an unprecedentad peacetime move-
ment of women with young children into the
labor force.

Today, over half of all California m:st.ars
with children under six are in the workforce,”
compared with only 22 percent in 1960.
Changing attitudes about work as well as
economic necessily have induced more women
to remain in the labor market even when they
have very young children. For many families,
two incomes have become a necessity for
maintaining a decent standard of living. Cali-
fornia median family income, adjusted for in-
flation, has remained essentially stagnant since
the early 1970s, while housing costs have
risen dramatically. Divorce rates and the
number of single mothers also have risen,
forcing even mere women into the labor force.

Obtaining and paying for childcare has
become a major issue for middle-income
families as more and more women have fn-
tered the workforce. In response, following
the lead of the federal government, the Legis-
lature enacted a dependent care tax credii for
working parents in 1976.
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Federal law permits parents to take a tax
credit of 20 to 30 parcent of empioyment-
related childcare expenses, depending onthe
family’s income level, up to a maximum of
$2,400 for one child or $4,800 for iwo or more
children. The state credit is set 2t 30 percent
of the applicable federai credit.

in 1985, to increase the availability of
care, the Legislature and Governor approved
$1 million in state funds to be contributed to
the California Child Care Initiative, a large-
scale public-private effort to recruit and train
new family day care providers.

Also in 1985, a new childcare program
was established in conjunction with Calitor-
nia's new welfare “workfare” program, Greater
Avenues to Independence (GAIN). Admini-

tered by the Department of Social Services
and by county weifare departments, the GAIN
childcare programs permit state reimburse-
ment for the care of children of AFDC recipi-
ents pariicipating in the GAIN program. Any
childcare provider (licensed or unlicensed)
chosen by the parents may provide this care.

The most recent state childcare program,
enacted in 1988, is intended to expand em-
ployer-sponsored childcare services. Stan-
ing in 1989, employers will be psrmitied to

take a tax credit for a portion of the start-up
and operating costs of childcare services of-
fered to their employees.

Summary

Since 1913, when the first licensing law
was passed in California, state policy con-
cerning the protection and education of young
children has steadily expanded, and taken on
new functions.

From the original in 'ent of protecting the
health and safety of young children when they
were outside the direct supervision of their
parents, state policy expanded to provide
childcare programs during the Great Depres-
sion and World War I}, to enable first unem-
ployed teachers, and then female defense
workers to be employed.

The 1960s brought a new emphasis on
compensatory developmental programs for
low-income children, who were entering school
already far behind middle-income children.
Increasing demand for childcare by low- and
middle-income families during the 1970s and
1980s have led to new childcare programs,
and financial assistance for middie-income
families.
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CURRENT STATE POLICIES

Today, the State of California supports
more than 20 childcare and education pro-
grams in five different state departments. (see
Appendix A) Together they cost state taxpay-
ers more than half a billion doliars.

This section will describe each of the
major programs for young children, including
licensing, preschool education and childcare,
assistance for welfare recipients, tax credits,
and consumer and technical assistance.

DEPARTMENT OF
SOCIAL SERVICES:
LICENSING

Since 1920, the State cf California has
required facilities providing care and supervi-
sion for children o mest cerain licensure
standards for health and safely. Today, the
Child Care Licensing Program of the State
Department of Social Services (DSS) over-
sees some 8,800 childcare centers and 38,100
family day care homes? serving aimost 500,000
children.®

Budgeted at $17.6 million annually, $13.2
million is allocated for the state-opsrated
program, and $4.4 million is provided to 28
counties which contract with the department
to license and inspect family day care homes
in their jurisdictions.

The DSS program employs 190 licensing
and auditing staff personnel in 15 regional
offices throughoui the state. These personnel
approve all new childcare centers for licen-
sure, respond to complaints, make annual in-
spections of childcare centers, and enforce
compliance with licensing regulations promul-
gated under tha California Child Day Care Act
of 1984,
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. In addition, state childcare ombudsmen
located in 11 of the 15 regional offices, arbi-
trate licensing disputes, act as liaisons with
local children’'s agencies, and provide their
communities with information on the licensing
process and on special problems, such as
child abuse in childcare facilities.

State licensure requirements set mini-
mum standards for the health, safety, and
supervision of children in family day care
homes and childcare centers. Family day
care homes are licensed to provide care forup
to six children in the carsgiver's home. (if the
caregiver has an assistant, 12 children may
be served.) Caregivers are legally exempt
from licensure only if they regularly serve
children related by blood or marriage, fimit
care to the children of one additional family, or
participate in an uncompensated cooperative
arrangement with other families.

To obtain a license, caregivers must
undergo fingerprinting and criminal records
checks, and their homes must meet minimal
health and safety standards. After initial ficen-
sure, family day care homes are usually in-
spected only upon licerise renewal (every
three years) or if a formal complaint is filed.

Childcare centers must meet more strin-
gent standards for space, capacity, hygiene,
safety, and nutrition. They must keep avail-
able admissions records, medical assessments
for each child, and data on finances, person-
nel, and operating procedures. Minimum adult-
child ratios for each age group must be met,
and directors and teachers must meet educa-
tion and experience requirements. Childcare
centers must be inspected annually, or upon
receipt of a complaint, by state licensirg in-
spectors.
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DEPARTMENT OF
EDUCATION PROGRAMS:
PRESCHOOL AND
CHILDCARE PROGRAMS

The Department of Education has ad-
ministered most of the state's subsidized
preschool and childcare programs since 1943.
Today, the Department’s Child Development
Division administers a variety of programs,
including part-day preschool programs, full-
day preschool/childcare programs, programs
aimed at meeting the needs of special popu-
lations of children, and a childcare voucher

program.

Budgeted at $336.6 million, with $332.5
million for programs and $4.1 million reserved
fn. state opsrations, the Child Development
Division is composed of 67 technical staff and
managers, 29 of whom administer 1100 con-
tracts between the depaitment, childcare
operators, and voucher agencies.

Ail staff are located at the central office in
Sacramento, with individual consultants re-
sponsible for all programs within a specific
geographic area.

Preschool for
Disadvantaged Children

The mission of the Depariment of Educa-
tion's subsidized preschool and childcare
programs goes beyond licensing requirements
that deal only with health and safety. In ad-
dition to providing a safe, well-supervised
snvironmant, these programs are intended {0

promote the educational development of chil-
dren who are at a disadvantage due to pov-
erly, abuse, neglect or family problems.

These programs include the part-day State
Preschool and a variety of full-day childcare
programs incorporating a preschool educa-
tional curriculum.

The State Preschool Program, which has
operated since 1965, provides a one-year,
part-day educational program, operating dur-
ing the school year, for approximately 21,000
children between the ages of three years nine
months and four years nine months.

The program is budgeted in 1988-89 at
$37 million, oralmost$1,900for each child en-
rolled for the full nine-month program. To be
oligible for the program, families must be
receiving public assistance or eamn less than
60 percent of the state median income, ad-
justed for family size ($16,726 for a family of 2
or3, $19,915for afamily of 4); families with the
lowest incomes are given highest priority.

No fee is charged for the program. Chil-
dren from low-income tamilies are cdmittedto
the program if “they can bensfit from the
services provided, if their families do not speak
English as a primary language, or if the chil-
dren are at risk of abuse or neglect, are
handicapped, or have other special circum-
stances that would allow them to benefit from
such a program.”? There is no requirement
that parents be employed.

The State Preschool Program incorpo-
rates key elements identified in early child-
hood research which have been associated
with child development and school readiness.®
These elements include:

*  attentive, stable caregivers;
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availability of ample and varied activities;
adequate, well-derigned space;

alose communication with parents;

a staffing scheme which permits a high
adult-child ratic and small aduit-super
vised groups of children; and,

*  caregivers trained in early childhood
education.

> % % 2

Agencies contracting with the Depart-
ment of Education to operate the State Pre-
school programs, including school districts
and public and private community agencies,
are required fo provide:

-- an individualized activity plan aimed at
meeting the physical, cognitive, social,
and emotional developmental needs of
each child;

-- a comprehensive educational program
appropriate to the children in attendance;

-- a staff development program including
regular training and annual perform-
ance evaluations,

-- referrals for {amilies in need of social
sServices;

-- nutritious meais and snacks;

-- strong encouragement for parents io
assist in the classroom or otherwise
participate in the program; and,

-- siaffing ratios andteacher qualifications
higher than state licensing standards.
(see Appendix B)

Since 1965, the Department of Education

has also required a preschool curriculum in
many of the subsidized full-day and full-year
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childcare programs operated by the depart-
ment. In total, the subsidized childcare pro-
grams serve about 90,000 children annually,
ages 0-13, at a cost to the state in 1988-89 of
$282 million, or about $4,650 for each full-
time, full-year enroliment.

These programs are geared to meet the
needs of working parents, and are usuaily
open five days a week from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00
p.m. Families are eligible for admission to the
program iftheirincome is less than 84 percent
ofthe state median family income adjusted by
family size, or if they are receiving an AFDC
grant.

Children may remain in the programs
until their fai nily income rises to 100 percent of
the median family income. Families with in-
comes over 50 percant of the median income
pay fees on a sliding scale, and new appii-
cants to the program are placed on waiting
lists, with lower-income families receiving higher
priority.

Children identified as suffering from, or at
risk of, abuse or neglect are put at the top of
waiting lists. In addition to income eligibility
requirements, all parents in the household
must be employed, seeking employment, par-
ticipating in a vocational training program,
incapacitated, or homeless.

About two-thirds of the 90,000 childrenin
subsidized programs are enrolled inthree full-
day subsidized programs which inciude a
required preschool curriculum:

* 53,900 children are enrolled gdnually in
the General Child Care Center Program,
including school-based Children’s Cen-
ters, County Social Services programs,
and private, non-profit childcare centers;
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* 3,800 children with student parents re-
ceive care in Campus Childcare centers.
These centers are often used as a labora-
tory for students studying child develop-
ment; and,

* 2,300 children receive care in seasonal
Migrant Child Care programs. Thess pro-
grams, often located in migrant camps,
serve families who are employed in agri-
culture, fishing, or related industries.

Childcare Programs for
Specific Populations

Another 20,000 children are served in
other subsidized childcare programs admini-
stered by the Department of Education through
contracts with public or community agencies,
or with family day care networks. These
programs provide educational and childcare
services to specific populations of children:

* The School Age Community Child Care
Program serves 14,000 children ages six
to 13on, or near, elementary school sites.
Care is offered to children before and
after school and during school holidays;

* The Family Child Care Home Program
provides care to 1,200 children. This pro-
gram is designed to serve infants and
other children whose parents prefer a
small family setting to a large childcare
cenier;

* The Severely Handicapped Child Care
Program serves 200 disabled children
annually in six specialized childcare cen-
ters. In addition, 100 disabled children
are served in a ten-site “mainstreaming”
program which places and offers support

11

services for handicapped children enrolled
in other subsidized childcare centers. (The
federal government also serves about
6,500 California children through its
Handicapped Preschool Program.);

* The School-Aged Parent and infant De-
velopment Program serves 1,300 infants
and their mothers each year. This pro-
gram provides childcare and parent edu-
cation programs on high school sites.
Eligibility is based on the mother's enroll-
ment in the seventh through twelfth grades;
and,

* The Respite Care Program provides short-
term care to 2,300 children annually who
are either suffering from, or are at risk of,
neglect or abuse, or whose families are
expenencing serious illness or other family
Crisis.

Subsidizing Childcare
by Vouchers

In addition to the direct service programs
described above, the Depariment of Educa-
tion administers the Alternative Payments
voucher program, which serves 8,500 chil-
dren annually. The Alternative Payments
program permits parents to select childcare
from any licensed facility in the community;
the facility is then reimbursed by the state at
local market rates.

There are no specific program require-
ments for childcare providers participating in
the program; facilities are required only to
meet licensing standards. Dueto the flexibil-
ity of vouchers, the Alternative Payments Pro-
gram is especially responsive to meeting the
needs of families who need infant care, who

17



prefer care in a family day care home, or who
live in a rural area.

In most areas, costs for the Alternative
Payments Program are lower than the subsi-
dized contract centers, primarnly because about
half ofthe families in the program use less-ex-
pensive family day care.

DEPARTMENT OF
SOCIAL SERVICE:
PROVIDING CHILDCARE FOR
WELFARE FAMILIES

During the past ten years, studies of
family poverty in the United States have re-
ported that a lack of affordable childcare is a
prime factor keeping poor singie mothers out
of the work force and on welfare.

* A 1982 Census study found that 36 per-
cent of unemployed women with family in-
comes under $15,000 and with a young-
est child under age five would ook for
work if childcare were available at a rea-
sonable cost. Of the single mothers sur-
veyed at that time, 45 percent indicated
that an unmet need for care kept them
from working.*

A 1986 survey of welfare panticipants by
the National Social Science and Law
Center reported that nearly two-thirds of
thoss rasponding cited difficulties with
childcare arrangements as the primary
problem in seeking and keeping jobs; 76
percent of the women surveyed who had
given up job-hunting cited childcare prob-
lems as the reason.”

* The U.S. General Accounting Office re-

ported that about 60 percent of Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
work program respondents were prevented
from participating in work pro grams be-
cause of lack of childcare.?®

To alleviate these problems in Califomia,
the state funds two programs through the
Depariment of Social Services to assist par-
ticipants in AFDC work and training programs
in finding and paying for childcare.

The AFDC Income Disregard program,
which is funded by both the state and federal
governments, permits employed AFDC par-
ents to deduct up to $160 per month for
childcare expenses from their earnings forthe
purposes of calculating AFDC grants.

Approximately $9.8 million in state money
is spent annually for this purpose,; the federal
government contributes $11.8 million. No
figures are available on the number of children
covered by the AFDC childcare income disre-
gard mechanism, but the Department of So-
cial Services estimates that 12,300 California
AFDC parents use this mechanism monthly.?

A far more extensive effort, the GAIN
childcare program, was established in 1985 to
provide care to children of participants in
California’s new workfare program, Greater
Avenues to Independence (GAIN).

Children receive care while the participat-
ing parent is in training, and for the first three
months of employment. Parents are assisted
in finding childcare, and may choose any
childcare provider (licensed orunlicensed) for
their children. There are no requirements for
specific program content.

Each county opsrates its own program,
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based on a local plan for GAIN services.
Because many counties have little experience
administering childcare programs, however,
the majority contract with local childc~r2 re-
source and referral agencies provit. . coun-
seling and referral services to GAIN parents
seeking childcare. In addition, some counties
contract with resource and referral agencies
{o recruit and train new childcare providers, or
in some cases, administer the entire voucher

program.

To date, this program has been used by
about 9,300 participants with 10,000 to 15,000
children,® considerably fewer than originally
projected.

So far, most GAIN parents have pre-
ferred to place their children with friends or
relatives in unpaid care during the short train-
ing period, and have not yet “graduated” to
the transitional period of employment. Fur-
ther, since most GAIN participants’ children
are currently over six years old®' and in school
for much of the day, many have not :.eeded
formal childcare during thair parents’ training
period.

In addition, many counties are still phas-
ing into GAIN and many of their their programs
are not yet fully operational. Although ap-
proximately $84 million has beenbudgeted for
the 1988-89 fiscal year, counties operating
the program project that they will spend only
$30-35 million this year. (In 1987-88 only
about $7 million was spent.)®

3AIN childcare should expand greatly as
mor. counties enter the program, and as
more GAIN recipients move fromthe part-time
training phase to full-time work. in addition,
recent federal welfare reform legisiation is
expected to substantially increase the use of
the program; the new law requires welfare
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recipients with children as young as three
years old to participate in a work program, and
offers payment for childcare for a full year after
employment.

GENERAL FINANCIAL
ASSISTANCE
FOR CHILDCARE:
STATE TAX POLICIES

Low-income families are not alons in
feeling the pinch of chiidcare expenses. Full-
time care for two children under five years oid,
while averaging $550-600 per month state-
wide,® can cost $700-800 in urban areas
where demand is high and supply relatively
fow. In response to widespread concern over
these costs, the federal and state govern-
ments have enacted several tax policies to
assist parents in paying for care. The Califor-
nia Legislature hasalso recently enacted atax
program to encourage employers to establish
childcare programs for their employees.

Income Tax Credits

Since 1976, the U.S.Congress has al
lowed taxpayers to claim a dependent care
credit on their personal income tax.

Federal law permits families to take a
sliding tax credit of 20 percent to 30 percent of
employment-related childcare expenses (up
to $2,400 for one child, or $4,800 for two or
more children), depending on the taxpayer’s
adjusted gross income.

A tamily with an adjusted gross income
over $28,000 may claim a 20 percent credit up
to $480 for one child and $960 fortwo or more
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children, while a family with an income under
$20,000 is eligible to claim 30 percent of
expenses, up to $720 and $1,440. In order to
claim the credit, both parents must be working
or attending school.

In 1976, California enacted its own state
taxcredit. Aithoughthe size ofandrestrictions
on the credit have changed over the years,
California taxpayars may now claim a state
credit equal 0 30 percent of the applicable
federal credit.

For families with incomes over $28,000,
the maximum state credit is $144 for one child
and $288 for two or mora children. Those with
incomes under $20,000 are permittedto claim

up to $216 and $432.%
Dependent Care Tax Credits
(assumes maximum expenses claimed)

Incoms Federal Credit  State Credit Total
Under $20.000

OneChild .......cccoooeeve $720.........8216. ... . .. .$936

Two or more children........$1440 . ... .$432 ... . .. $1872
Over $28.00

Onechild.......ooceeriee e, $480.... . ..$144 . .. .$624

Two or more children ........... $960... ... .. $288....... .. 51248

(Between $20.000 and $28,000. the credits decrease on a
sliding scale)

ERIC

In 1986, the last yearfor which figures are
available, the state dependent care tax credit
cost $26 million in lost tax revenuses; in 1987,
with the creditincreased from a sliding scale of
from five to 10 percent of the federal credit to
aflat 30 percent, the Franchise Tax Board has
calculated a $110 miliion tax expenditure.®
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Dependent Care
Assistance Plans

Taxpayers may aiso benefit from De-
pendent Care Assistance Plans established
by their employers. Through nlans authorized
by Sections 125and 129 ofthe federal Internal
Revenue Code, expenditu.es up to $5,000
pear year for dependent care may be deducted
from the employee’s taxable income as an
employee benefit.

Employers are subject to lower payroli
taxes, and employees paricipating in these
plans, although restricted from claiming the
dependent care tax credit, can realize signifi-

cant savings on their personal income tax.

Dependent Care Assistance Plans pri-
marily benefit employees who have family
incomes of over $30,000 per year. Employ-
ees with lower incomes generally find the
dependent care tax credit gives greater tax
savings. Although we do not have informa-
tion on the amount of tax revenue lost to the
state through use of these benefit plans, it is
expected to grow as more and more employ-
ers take advantage of these relatively new tax
breaks.

Credit for Employers

During the 1988 Legislative Session, a
new tax credit was enacted foremployers who
provide childcare services for theiremployees

through Chapter 1239, Statutes of 1988 (SB
722, Hart).

Under this new tax provision, employers
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will be allowed to take a 30 percent tax credit
on startup costs for new programs and on-site
childcare centers up to $30,000, and a 50
percent credit for ongoing operating costs of
the programs up to $600 for each sligible full-
time employee.

Although the creditis projectedto costthe
state $8 million in lost revenue,®itis muchtoo
early to assess either the effects or the actual
costs fo the state of this new tax policy.
Sponsors of the lsgisiation hope, however,
that it will generate a significant number of
new childcare facilities in Califomia, and in-
crease employee recruitment and retention
while heiping employees meet their childcare
costs.

CONSUMER AND
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

In addition to licensing, pr~ -ision of edu-
cational and childcare programs, and tax poli-
cies aimed at assisting parents and employ-
ers with chikicare expenses, the state sup-
ports programs which provide consumer and
technical assistance to childcare operators
and parants, and which work to increase the
supply of childcare in California

Resource and
Referral Agencies

Searching for childcare can be a difficult
experience for parenis of young children. iviany
parents know neither what to look for in a
caregiver, nor how to find one. in response to
parental concern, in 1976 the Legislature
approved funding to establish a network of
resource and referral agencies.

Today, $7.6 million is budgeted annually
through the Dapartment of Education to fund
65 agencies located in every county in Califor-
nia. These agencies develop information files
on childcare in their communities, provide
referrals to licensed childcare providers for
parents in search of care, and provide infor-
mation and resources on childcare to parents
and caregivers.

In addition to telephone counseling and
referrals, most resource and referral agencies
provide brochures or workshops for parents
on how to find care, taking into account the
types of care available in the community, the
age of the child, group size, the cost of care,
and other pertinent facters,

Resource and referal agencies have also
been charged with improving the quality of
childcare in the community by offering techni-
cal assistance and information to community
childcare providers. Under the state Educa-
tion Code, resource and referral agencies are
required to disseminate information to provid-
ers setting up new childcare services; to offer
resources to help existing childcare providers
better serva families; to disseminate informa-
tion on childcare policy issues to providers;
and, to faciiitate communications between
childcare providers and other social agencies.

in many areas of the state, resource and
referral agencles have set up special training
programs for childcare providers, established
technical and toy lending libraries, and set up
data bases on community chiidcare needs
and usage. In most communities, they have
become a central resource for childcare infor-
mation and services for parents and caregivers,
alike.



Recruitment

For each of the last three years, the State
Budget has allocated $250,000 toward the
California Child Care Initiative, a three-year
public-private effort to increase the supply of
high-quality family day care in California.

Spearheaded by the BankAmerica Foun-
dation and funded by 33 corporate and public
sponsors, the Initiative has worked with the
California Child Care Resource and Referral
Network fo design recruiting and training
materials, for use in six metropolitan areas:
Long Beach, Sacramento, Concord, San
Francisco, Bakersfield, and the western part
of Los Angeles.

Resource and referral agencies in these
areas, working closely with local communi; -
colisges, state licensing officials, family day
care associations, and others, began imple-
menting the project in 1985, focusing on re-
cruitment, training, technical assistance, and
help with start-up for new family day care
providers. Ten new sites were added to the
Initiative in 1986.
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During 1988-89, the sponsors of the Ini-
tiative hope to disseminate the program
throughout the state, funded by local monies.

Evaluation data on the first two years of
the Initiative indicate that it has met many of its
goals. Almost 800 new family day care provid-
ers have been recruited, gensrating space for
3,060 children. In addition, over 3,500 provid-
ers have received training through workshops,
home tours, and start-up sessions for new
providers, and 7,400 requests for services,
information, and technical assistance have
been met.¥

in addition to supporting private sector
efforts, the state has also supported expan-
sion of childcare for its own employees. Since
1982, the state has required that all new state
buildings provide space for childcare, and
since 1985, the state has assisted its own em-
ployees to start childcare facilities iz or near
state buildings.

Supported by a $1 million fund, and as-
sisted by staff from the Departmentof Person-
nel Administration, state employee groups
have established at least ten childcare cen-
ters throughout California for state employ-
ees.



APOTPOURRI OF
CHILDCARE PROGRAMS
BUT NO COHERENT POLICY

The State of California supports a broad
range of programs for the care and education
of young children. The state licenses child-
care facilities, provides preschool and child-
care services to low-income children, subsi-
dizes childcare for welfare recipients who par-
ticipate in work ortraining programs, offers tax
credits to taxpayers who purchase childcare,
and supports consumer and technical assis-
tance programs for parents and caregivers.

Yetthere is no coherent overall policy
for childcare, no agreed-upon set of priori-
ties governing the haif-billion dollars we
spend on youna chiidren.

Currently, three general premises under-
lie California’s support of programs for young
children:

1. The state should protect the healith
and safety of children when they
areoutside the direct supervision of
their parents;

2. Where necessary, the state should
assist young children in developing
the basic cognitive, social, and physi-
cal skills considered to be the foun-
dation of success in school; and,

3.  The state should support parental
employment by assisting with the
funding or provision of childcare for
low-income working parents.

The first premise presents relatively few
problems. For at least 75 years there has

been an overall consensus that the state should
use its licensing and enforcement powers to
protect children while they are in childcare
facilities.

As a result, virtually all childcare centers,
and a large but unknown proportion of family
day care homes, operating in California today
are licensed and regularly inspected by state
or the county agencies. Moreover, only facili-
ties which are licensed (or legally exempt from
licensure) are permitted to receive public funds
from state-sponsored childcare programs.

Although some people continue {2 aiguse
that licensing represents unnecessary gov-
ernment interference in family life and that
parents should be the sole arbiter of childcare
for their children, or that the licensing laws are
too lax to effectively protect children and should
be abolished, most parents, educators, and
policymakers agree that state regulation of
childcare facilities ic an appropriate and bene-
ficial use of government power and funding.

The other two premises present greater
problems. Since both are aimed at meeting
huge unmet needs for services, and both
require spending large amounts of money to
meet these needs, they may end up compet-
ing for limited attention and funding.

Preparing Children
for School

More and more California children are
entering kindergarten without basic skills and
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attitudes that they will need to negotiate their
way through the academic system.

Children who have not acquired these
skills and attitudes (i.e., positive attitudes toward
school, basic language 3kills, social compe-
tencies, including attentiveness to teachers
and task perseverance) may not be able to
keep up with the other children.

Once a child experiences serious diffi-

cuities in school, it is difficuit to reversse the

trand. Problems with academic performance
in the early years of school frequently lead to
low self-esteam and active dislike of school,
repeated grades, and even dropping out of
school altogether. Typically, these children
coms from low-income families, who have not
been able to provide the educational and
developmental activities found in middie-in-
come houssholds, but there are also middie-
income children who, because of neglect,
abuse, or other circumstances, enter school

unprepared.s®

Early childhood researchtells us that pre-
school programs aimed at three-and four-
year-olds can make a significant ditference in
childrens’ lives.

Evaluations of programs such as Head
Start and the Perry Preschool, show that low-
income children who attend preschool pro-
grams tendto be more successful in their later
lives than children who did not attend such
programs. Children enrclied in these programs
performed better during the crucial first years
of school. They aiso repeated grades less
frequently in elementary school, and were
placed less often in special education classes.®

The Perry Preschool study followed for-
mer enrollees for 16 years, to age nineteen.

i8

Ater 16 years, former preschool students had
higher rates of high school graduation and
employment, and lower rates of teen prég-
na.icy, fewer arrests, and less reliance on
welfare*® than their peers who had not at-
tended preschool. (See Chart)

Preschool Performance
Preschool
Group vs.
Educational/Social Preschoo!  NoPraschoo! No Preschool
Economic Factors Group Group Group
HS Graduation 67% 49% +37%
Loliege o Yoc.
t£d. Taining 8% 2% +B1%
Funclional
Competence
(sverage or above) 1% 38% +61%
Fver Classified a5
Devespmentally
- Disabled 15% ¥% 57%
% of Schoo! Years Spent
in Spaclal Education
Programs 16% 28% -43%
Sver Datained or
Arrssted 313 51% 39%
# of Teenage Pragnancies
per 100 Females o4 117 ~35%
Employed at
e 19 0% 3% +56%
On Wettare
at Interview 18% 2% -44%

Source: L.J. Scwheinhart , J R. Barreta-Clement, AS. Epstein and
David P. Weikart. "Effects of the Perry Presthool Program on
Youths Through Age 19. A Summary” Topics in Early
Chilghood Education, 52 1885, 32.

Although research on the effects of pre-
school on middle-income children is scarce,
and the results are not as dramatic, several
studies have also shown clear benefits for
these children as wa!l.
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One recent study of middle-income chil-
dren found that children who were evaluated
four years after attending a childcare facility
with a high aduli-child ratio and a preschool
curriculum were happier and interacted better
with hoth children and adults than children
who had attended a facility with lower staffing
standards and a less enriched curriculum.*

Several other recent studies have exam-
ined the interaction between a child’s family
situation and early childhocd programs, con-
cluding that even in middle-income house-
holds, a high-quality children’s program may
mitigate the negative effects of poor family
situations. Thus, the evidence appears to be
building that preschool programs may have
positive effects on many middle-income chil-
dren as well as low-income youngsters.
Research aside, the fact that a majority of
middie-income parents send their children to
preschool programs*? demonstrates a popu-
lar belief that the programs do help ali types of
children prepare for school.

Successful preschool programs come in
very different shapes and sizes. They range
from three-day-a-week, half-day programs
offersd over a nine-month period, to full-day,
full-year, multi-year programs. They can be
conducted in schools, childcare centers, family
day care homes, or almost any public or
private facility meeting minimum standards
for health and safety.

The common denominator of these pro-
grams ara that they are richly staffedand have
well-irained teachers who understand the
newds and abilities of young children and who
can design a program aimed at developing
basic school-readiness skills.

Compared to many childcare facilities

without preschool curricula, however, they
are also more costly to operate, and are often
beyond the budget of low-income families.

The need for preschool programs, par-
ticularly for low-income children, is increasing
rapidly. Overthe five-yearperiod from 198010
1985, the proportion of children living in fami-
lies with income below the poverty line rose
from one out of five children to one out of
four.®

Today, based on the current income
eligibility standards for subsidized childcars,
at least 416,000 three- and four-year-olds
qualify for subsidized preschoo! programs.“
Yet at most, we serve only about 105,000, or
25 percent of children aged three and four
years in government-subsidized preschool

programs.

Only 21,000 children are enrolled annu-
ally in the State Preschool Program. About
40,500 California children attend federally-
supported preschool programs, 34,000 in Head
Start and 6,500 in the new Handicapped
Preschool Program. In addition, approximately
43,000 children aged three and four are en-
rolled in full-day subsidized programs, many,
but not all, of which provide preschool curric-
ula. An unknown number of children partici-
pating in the GAIN childcare program proba-
bly also attend private preschool programs
chosen by their parents.

Despite both the need for such services
and the demonstrated success shown by pre-
schools in preparing young children for suc-
cess in school, there has besn very little ex-
pansion of such programs.

A major reason is cost. Most of the com-
ponents of the preschool curriculum which
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have been linked to student success -- high
aduit-child ratios, small groups, and wel-trained
staff -- also addto the expense of the program.
As noted above, the state already spends
almost $1,900 for each child attending the
State Preschool, for a half-day program last-
ing nine months.

To provide half-day preschool programs
to all three- and four-year-oid children who
‘qualify for state-subsidized programs but are
not currently served would cost about $591
million,* exclusive of capital expenditures, al-
most $100 million more than we currently
spend on all preschool and childcare pro-
grams for children up to age 14.

And expanding the subsidized half-day
preschool program would not meet the chiid-
care needs either of families who do not qual-
ify for subsidies, or those who need care for
their children on a full-time basis. Given a
choice, many parents would choose full-day
childcare for their children over a part-day
preschool program because full-day childcare
is necessary to remain employed.

Supporting
Parentai Employment

For many California families, childcare is
both hard to find and expensive. Traditionally,
many working parents have left their children
with relatives or friends, often in unpaid ar-
rangements. Today, however, the number of
working mothers has increased significantly,
and many of the grandmothers and neighbors
who used to be available to watch chiliienare
themselves in the work force. As a result, af-
fordable informal care has become more dif-
ficult to find.

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

Although he supply of formal fi.e., [i-
censed) childcare has grown suustantially
overthe past ten years, it remains inadequate
to meet the needs of many families, especially
those with infants under two years of age and
school-aged children six tc 13 years old.
(Licensed care for three- and four-year-o!d
children is generally more plentiful.)

Despite widespread demand for licensed
infant care reported by the state’s childcare
referral agencies,*® a 1987 survey of tamily
day care homes and childcare centers in
California indicated that licensed care is pro-
vided for only 30,550 infants in family day care
homes, and 11,340 infants in childcare cen-
ters, out of approximately 150,000 children
under age two with working mothers.

Moreover, the gecgraphic distribution of
licensed infant care in childcare centers is
uneven: in 1987, cartars in 21 of California’s
58 counties enrolied fawer than 10 children
under age two.* Center-based infant care is
also expensive. Because state licensing stan-
dards require a higher adult-child ratio for
infants (1:4) than forolder children (1: 12), and
specialized equipment, such as cribs, high
chairs, and changing tables, must be pro-
vided, childcare centers charge an average of
$81 per week, $20 more per week than for
older children. Family day care operators
charge an average of $63 per week, about $3
more for infants than for older children.<®

Care for school-age children also pnses
probiems. Although parent surveys invariably
identify a lack of care for school-age children
as a major concern, we have little good data
on how school-age children of working par-
ents spend their time when they are out of
school.

Of approximately 1.6 million children aged
six to 13 with working mothers, only about

20

<)



96,000 receive care in licensed centers and
family day care homes.*® While a significant
but unknown number are served in informal
childcare arrangements, including athletic ac-
tivities, Scouts, community acitivities, or care
by a relative or neighbor, many children as
young as seven or eight undoubtedly go hoine
fo an empty house or congregate at the near-
est shopping mall or public library.

Even when care is available, paying for it
can be amaijor problem, especially for families
with limited .ncomes.

A family earning $1 250 per month
($15,000 a year), for example, with an infant
andathree-year-oldin tull-tinie iicensed care,
would have to pay between $500 and $600 a
month for childcare, close to half of a monthly
paycheck. Taking into account otner required
outlavs for rent, food, transportationand cloth-
ing, this expense may well be impossible
without financial assistance.

Mary of the state’s chiidcare programs,
while differing in their apsroaches and the
populations they serve, attack the dual prob-
lems of availability and affordability for par-
ents who need childcare in order to work.

Childcare is offered through centers con-
tracting with the Department of Education,
childcare vouchers are provided by the De-
partment of Education and the GAIN Child
Care program, andtax reliefis offered through
the Dependent Care Tax Credit and Dspend-
ent Cars Assistance Plans. In addition, the
state also supports resource and referral
agencies, which help parents find childcare,
and the California Child Care Initiative and
Employer Child Care Tax Credit, which are
aimed at building the supply of care.

Because the top priority of all of these

programs, with the exception of the Dapart-
ment of Education preschool/chilacare pro-
grams, is support of parental employment,
little attention is paid to the content of the
programs attended by children whose care is
funded by these programs.Thus, two children
from low-income families who both qualify for
state-subsidized care and are equally in need
of a preschool curricula could find themsselves
receiving vastly different levels of service
depending on whether they receive care in a
program fuided through the Department of
Education and governed by the more strin-
gent “preschoo)” (Title 5) reguiations, or
whether they are in a program funded by the
Department of Social Services GAIN program,
which might meet only minimum licensing
(Title 22) standards.

As with preschool programs, state child-
care programs to support parental employ-
ment also fall far short of meeting the demand
¢r the needs of many California families for
available, affordable, r sliable care.

Among children in low-income families
eligible for the Department of Education’s
subsidized programs, only about 12 percent
of children under 11 years of age, and nine
percent of children under six can be accom-
modated; in February 1986, there were more
than 134,400 children on wailing lists forthese
programs.

And although the GAIN Child Care Pro-
gramis currently fundedto provide servicesto
all GAIN participants seeking them, the three-
month limit on subsidized care afterthe parent
gains employment has proven insufficient to
allow many parents to obtain either employ-
ment that pays enough to support childcare,
or a space in a Department of Education
subsidized childcare program.
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For families with higher incomes, the state
tax credit barely makes a dentin annual child-
care expenses. It provides no relief at all for
families with annualincomes under $17,500 --
families who pay no taxes but still may incur
significant childcare expenses.

Even the support services offered by the
resource and referral agencies have not kept

up with the demand for evei1 the most basic
Services.

Although the number of requests for care
have trebled since 1976, most resource and
referral agencies have not been abile to in-
crease the number of staff providing services
since they were first established. As a result,
in many areas, staff devote virtually all of their
tims to their top priority activity -- parent coun-
seling and referrals -- and spend little time
assisting childcare providers or providing in-
formation on childcare to community agen-
cies or polential providers.5' Further, many
resource and referral agencies are being
supported on highly inequitable allocations,
resulting in very disparate levels of service in
Califomnia communities. This inequity is based
on early funding decisions.

The first group of resource and referral
agencies were funded on the basis of grant
proposals, which did not always reflect the
local population or community needs, while
agencies which were funded later received
funds on the basis of the population served.
With minor adjustments, cost of living increases
merely perpstuated these allocation dispari-
fies.

As a result, in 1988-89, the Shasta County
Resource and Referral Agency was allocated
$170,000 to serve a population of about 184,000
residents in Shasta and Tehama counties,
while the San Joaquin County agency was
allocated only $69,642 to serve a population
of over 450,000.52

Parents who cannot obtain additional as-
sistance in finding or paying for care usually
resort to putting togsther whatever patchwork
arrangement of informal childcare they can
work out, relying often on a combination of
three or four individuals to cover their child-
care needs. And if one part of the patchwork
falls apart--it Grandma gets sick, the neighbor
wants to take a short vacation, or the babysit-
ter is late -- the parent is likely to be late to
work, absent altogether, or frequently on the
telephone checking on thatday’s childcare ar-
rangement. If informal care is unavailable or
becomes too unreliabie, parents may be forced
to leave their employment altogether.

Here again, cost has been a major deter-
rentto expansion of state support of childcare.
To provide subsidized care for ail unserved
children from birth to age 10, whose parents
are employed and meet the Department of
Education’s standards for income eligibility for
subsidized care, could cost around $1.7 bil-
fion.%?

And if we were also to assist middie- and
upper-income families, perhaps by increasing
the state tax credit, the cost to the state could
rise still further.
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MEETING THE NEEDS OF
CHILDREN AND THEIR PARENTS

There is little doubt that many children
need preschool in order to succeed in school,
and also that many parents need financial as-
sistance to pay for childcare so that they may
work. But how, within our limited state re-
sources, can both be done? There are sev-
eral ways to approach this problem:

1)  Change licensing regulations so that
all childcare facilities would be re-
quired to provide a preschool cur-
riculum;

2) Vastly expand tha Department of
Education’s part- and full-day pre-
school programs which serve the
needs of both parents and children;
or,

3) Start building a new public-private,
state-local system of childcare in
which the responsibilities -- and the
costs - of childcare are more broadly
shared.

CHANGING
LICENSING STANDARDS

As noted above, preschool programs are
characterized by ceriain features, including
adult-child ratio and staff training requirements
higher than those required by current licens-
ing requirements.

Theorstically, by changing the licensing
laws to be roughly the same as the require-
ments of the Department of Education’s pre-
school programs, we should be able to pro-
vide all three- and four-year-old children in

childcare facilities with a preschool program,
and, thus, increase the odds that they will
succeed in school.

In practice, making these changes to the
licensing laws would present serious prob-
lems and might not, in fact, result in the de-
sired changes in childcare facilities.

Raising licensing standardswouldhavea
significant impact on the childcare market.
Although some facilities already offenng pre-
school programs on their own would feel little
effect if licensing standards were raised, many
lower-cost full-day childcare programs and
family day care operators would experience
sarious disruption.

The two most serious problems would be
staff shortages and higher operating costs.
Hiring enough staff to meet higher staff-child
ratios would be very difficult, as there are
currently shortages of childcare workers and
trained early childhood teachers. Moreover,
there is little incentive for workers to obtain
training and enter the field. The work is
fatiguing, and the pay is very low.

Nationally, in 1986, the median annualin-
come for full-time childcare workers was $9,464,
for childcare workers employed in private
households, including family day care opera-
tors, median income was $4,732.%

In Califcrnia, recent salary survays con-
ducted in Sacramento, Alamsda County, and
Los Angeles showed childcare workers sam-
ing an average of about $5 per hour, less
than many parking lot attendants or kennel
cleaners. Further, very few California child-
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care workers receive such basic benefits as
vacation or health insurance.

Not surprisingly, tumover among childcare
workers is very high. in 1984, accordingto the
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, the annual
turnover rate was 42 percent for staff in cen-
ters, and 59 percent for family day care provid-
ers.® As a result, many childcare center ad-
ministrators now face almost continuous under-
staffing, leaving children without adequate,
consistent care.

The increasing population of children
needing care further exacerbates the prob-
lem. Today in California, over 40 percentof all
children under age five and over 54 percent of
all children ages six to 14 have working moth-
ers.”’

These rates are projected to rise steadily
through the 1990s, until two-thirds to three-
quarters of all children have employed moth-
ars. Atleast half ofthese children will continue
to require some form of care outside their
home from non-relatives.

A; a result, the demand for childcare
teachers is projected to grow between 38 and
44 percent during the next decade, as com-
pared to an increase of between 23 and 28
percent for the overall labor force.® To find
enough people willing to devote their careers
to young children for such low remuneration,
even under current staffing regulations, willbe
extremely Jifficult.

Finally, raising the number of staif re-
quired in childcare facilities would increase
the cost of providing carg -- a cost that would
ingvitably be passed on to parents. While
many middle-income families could absorb
higher costs (and may already be paying
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above-average fees if they have enrolied their
children in private preschool programs), low-
income families may be unable to pay higher
foes.

Unless these families were offered finan-
cial assistance, childcare programs operating
in low-income areas where costs could not be
passed on might well close down, leaving low-
income chiidren without care.

Although most observers would agree
that there is considerable room for improve-
ment in the operation of many children’s facili-
ties, changing licensure requirements may
not be the best way to make these improve-
ments.

Licensure covers all types of children’s
facilities, which meset awide variety of parents’
and childrens’ needs. Caregivers serve chil-
dren ranging from infants to pre-teens, in
facilities ranging from small family day care
homes to church-run nursery schools and
from sophisticated preschools to school-yard
after-school programs. Some children re-
ceive care for only a few hours each week,
while others may spend 50 hours weekly in
care. And, while some children may need
enriched programs, others need only a safe
place to play with other children.

Considering this wide variety of needs
and facilities, it may be neither necessary nor
appropriate to impose new blanket require-
ments on ail caregivers. Further, more changes
in licensing standards to include curriculum
guidelines wouid alterthe nature ofthe licens-
ing function; from enforcement of relatively
objective basic health and safety standards to
judgement of more subjective program stan-
dards. Thecurrent licensing system is notwell
equipped to take on such .: broad mandate.
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To be able to moni.or such standards, inspec-
tors would need more training in child devel-
opment, and even then enforcement would be
very difficut.

EXPANDING SUBSIDIZED
CHILDCARE/PRESCHOOL
PROGRAMS

Many observers believe thatthe best way
10 meet the a2eds of both children and their
parents would beto expand the Departmentof
Education’s childcare/preschool programs to
serve, at parental discretion, all children from
birth to age 10 whose families meet the pro-
grams’ eligibility standards.

Thesa programs, by all reports, offer both
high-quality preschool curricula and sched-
ules that suit working parents. In order to
meet families’ needs for a diverse childcare
system, however, we must ensure that low-
income children are not segregated in sepa-
rate programs. Such an expansion should
incorporate into the program a wide range of
existing childcare facilities from neighborhood
family day care homes to church-based nurs-
ery schools to after-school recreation pro-
grams.

As already noted, the cost of expansion
would be high, perhaps as much as $1.7
billion, depending on utilization ofthe program
and the mix of preschool part- and full-day
programs selected by parents.

it is unlikely, considering current budget
restraints and other prigrities, that the Legisla-
ture and Governor would be willing toincrease
the current budget for all childcare programs
four-fold to pay for this expansion.

And while any increase in the budget will
help some families, without a very substantial
increase in funding, we will still make scarcely
a dent in the need for care.

BUILDING A
NEW SYSTEM

Another way fo increase support for pre-
school/childcare is to encourage development
of state-local, public-private coalitions to share
the responsibility for providing and paying for
services to families.

As a society, we have been caught unpre-
pared for the major changes in family and
community life brought about by the unprece-
dented -- and apparently permanent -- partici-
pation of mothers with young children in the
labor force.

Suddenly, it seems, every young family is
scrambling to meet the needs of both children
and employer, and expressing concern be-
cause they cannot find affordable childcare
which meets their needs. So far, we have left
these problems to each individual family,
arguing that more than a minimal government
presence would interfere with the preroga-
tives of the family.

The result has besn a patchwork system
of early childhood education and childcares,
driven by supply, demand, and ability to pay.
Upper-income parents are usually able to find
and pay for high quality, preschool-type pro-
grams for their children, while poor families
who do not qualify for (or cannot gset into)
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subsidized preschools, use whatever care
they can afford. Poor children are most likely
to benefit from preschool programs, are most
likely to fail in school without preschool, but
are least likely to get the aitention they nesed.

Instead of continuing to rely solely on
parents--with limited government assistance--
to meet the childcare and educational needs
of young children, it is time for California to
develop a master plan for a state-local deliv-
ery system for services for young children,
such as was done for education, public healith,
and other social services.

The intent of this re-structuring would be
to meet family needs on the loral level, where
needs can best be perceived and services
providad. In doing so, it is also time to recog-
nize (hat the state cannot carry the full finan-
cial burden for low-income families; a new
system shouid be based on broad financial
support, from all segments of society which
benefit from preschool education and child-
care. :

The benefits of childcare and education
go far beyond the family. Employers depend
on reliable chi!dcare to maintain the atten-
dance and productivity of their workers. Iinthe
near future, as the population of young entry-
level workers decreases substantially, em-
pioyers will recruit new workers primarily from
the population of women who are not currently
inthe workforce.® To do so,there musthe an
adequate supply of childcare. Employers also
bensfit from awell-educated workforce, which
can be enhanced by a comprehensive system
of preschool education.

Schools also reap significant benefits from
preschool programs which adequately pre-
pare children for school, and may forestail the

need for remedial education and other com-
pensatory problems.

In addition, local governments benefit from
childcare and education problems as the
pressing needs of residents are served.

To be sure, a few employers, school
districts and local governments have recog-
nized the need for childcare.

A few hundred employers in California
have instituted benefit plans including child-
care, and perhaps thirty have established
childcare centers on or near the worksite. A
growing number of school districts have opened
up their buildings for after-school care. Ap-
proximately fifteen California cities and coun-
ties have appointed childcare coordinators to
attend to local childcare problems. And many
resource and referral agencies have spent
considetable time and energy working to in-
crease the supply of care in their communi-
ties.

Yet these efforts are often uncoordinated,
and, compared to the need, meager. More
effort, and full participation by these groups
and others, will be needed to put tegether a
system which will meet the needs of Califor-
nia’'s families.

The care and education of California’s
young children must become a top priority for
policymakers at every level of government. If
we invest in our children now, we can literally
change the course of their lives, increasing
the prospects that they wili become effective
students, vaiued workers, and fully participat-
ing citizens. If we fail to act, however, we risk
condemning a large number of children to
marginal education and less productive lives.
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State Childcare Programs 1988-89

Chitg Care Ombudsman Program ©

Type of Program . Programs © - - State Funding . . Population Served
I. Licensure . Departmant of Social Ssivices .
. Child Care Licsnsing Program — $17.5 miliion _._______:. General public and childeare providers

- g 3

» -

I, Childeare and Development/ : Department of Esucation .

Programs for Special Populations  *  Sehooi-Age Community Child Care = $16.1 miblien ®  {ow-lncome children with parants employed
. . ® - = of in training
. Family Child Care Homes - $6.9 miftion .
¢ Severely Handlcapped . §740,000 . - Handicapped children in need of care
o School-Age Parenting and infant . .
. Development g e $8.9 milHlON t--Schaol-aged parents and their infants
- s e _(hildeam a1 risk of negledt of abuss;
. ﬁesm Care * $1.5 milios . care nsedsd bangu of family crists
. Alternative Payments (voucher) £ $23.3 miitlon e ae-Incom children with parents
. o Total $64.9 mittion e _emvlmﬁ ot in training
V. Chikicare for AFDC Parents . nepaumm of Social Services ; L e
e U T e e :: esmcmmgm
. | | o . S el otal $36.5 mHiloR:
V. General Financial Assistance « Fraachise Tax Board c
Through Tax Potlcy > Depentent Cars Tax Cregit . — e 2o £110 miliign® 13X SXPEAAIUIE ~mommge e State taxpayers

®  pependent Care Assistance PIans . __ijnkaown tax expenditumes .« - o S Siats {axpayers with empioyet-
> . . authorlzed plans
. Emptayer m cmd . $8 mifilon**tax expenditures —=. Empigyers

v: (:umumer and Tschmﬁat : L e e

A -

.l ot P
e - State Empioyes Child Cars Fund .. .

VBT tox vl Tastimate for 1989 tax year

) (% ‘

Q % ?_:e
. ¢~-)
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- Wl )

I.icensmg vs. Department of Education Program Bequirements for Childcare Centers

Staffmg Ratms

T S ———

\Teacher/AduH [hx!d)

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS
Infanis

(0t0 2 yaars old ... i3
Infants/Tooolens moxed

Wio S ysarsold) ... . R
frasehioolers

(3toGyearsoldy .. R

achoof Age
(G teiGyrarc ity L 1A

Sehont Age
(WGt Tdyearc). .. 008

pit

No sducational qualifications

Staff Qu*ahflcatmns

Can be hired with Children's Center
Instructional Permit, which requires: 24
semaster units in gensral education, plus
field experience and passage of a basw
skills test or g aachgtor‘s degras
R

Can be hirad with 12 semester unic in
. CE/CD and field expensncs plus
gnraitmont in & {raining progrom

aR

{provisional status)

Can be hired with 6 semester units i
FCF/GD, frold experiants, and field besed
agsessmun, plus Fougetion/Clild Devel-

gpnent credential

cofions 10138 101310 5 ong 1( M{» b, Tmr ”v e Jniomr\,m . iv fwa b u ,tm‘.wm.-. 23509303 engd {;?&3*1 (a‘numt s_om \wn(m,

Same as licensing requirements, plus
Chitdren's Center Instructional Permit
and 6 semester units of coursework
in child development administiaion
and supenvisign
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