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. o INTRODUGTIGN,

The challenge of making the bysiness sector a part of the child care
landscape is in recognizing mutual self-interest. During these hard eco-

nomic times, both business and child care struggle for sur_vfival. And 4for
both emplo'ye'r‘s and child care proy’iders,' a critical elemeﬂnt of that sur-
vival is .the capa,city‘_t:orespond fo the changing and diverse'nee;oi"s of‘
parents. _The solutions to child care problems will not be'determ{ineti'only

/ the dreams of eérly childhood educators, nor by the agenaas of cor-
. .o » T S “~
porate managers--the contributions of bo‘th‘_,must be fashjoned by parent

)

1
needs and preferences.
kY

An Historical Overview . I
’ ) ’ A ¢

i S S L .
When one considers early childhood ‘education as a matter of policy,.

5 { ’

- . . Q - ) - ’
its purpose .and purview go beyond thé care and education of .our nation's

preschoolers. Historically, government involvément in child care includes

4 M4

a patchwork of programs focused primarily on broader social and ecenomic

concerns. .During the lfepression, the Fedggal Emergency Relief Adminis-

tration provided funds for day care o soften econpmic hardships and

create jobs for the unemployed. During World ar 11, thousands of. cen-

ters were established through funds provided ‘by -the. Lanham Act to
encgurage female employment within: wa"r—‘rela’ced industries. During the

1960s, Head Start was ~created to break the ”cycle, of poverty." . And

throughout the 1970s there were five unsuccessful attempts to” O;X cof-

prehensnve child care legislation. Each effort failed, in" part because of

political confrontation®or moral. ambiguities which in and of theLnselves had
¢ . v N
little to do with child care. The tenor of the times was such that child

9

' . L , A Co
care was swept away in the conservative winds of a burgeoning "moral
. B ¥ '
‘

majority . " S

-

4




¢

Now, 7w(th prOspects of private sector support it is imperative that

v . ) b
advbcate’s learn from the mistakes made in the puinc sector. As with

wy
publlc pollcy lt is likely that pravato polxcnes wa embrace early cmldhoocl

educatlon for reasons ‘that go beyond the best interests of the chnld And
as it has been snown m‘the past, corpordte America will |l;§y be mot’_i-~
vated to suppart child care ‘when. it can: oe shov_vn to havepositi\}e effects
on that which management is concerned abo[xt—'—recruit'rhent, r‘etentionb, and

productivity. = For example, during the United States Civi! "‘.-'/ar, some

employers ppened temporary chxrd care - centers to enable ‘women to heIp

.manufacture gunpowder and” tend to the i jured and at .the turn of the

twentleth century, ‘when factorles needed cheap labor, the -industrial day .
care nursery .was pirovided Tn -order torexploit vs_'/orking nriothers.’ As with
the United"States Ciyill ‘W.ar,TWor{d War \l again saw some employers opening
temporary'ch.ild care: centers to' meet worker shortages (see ‘F‘ei!nstein;

[ . A o . ]
1979) . World' War Il gave rise to another round of employer-sponsoread
centers, only this tlme there was support from the federal government In

1940, Congress passed the Lanham Act and a year later it passeo afnend

ments that encouraged the creatlon of community-based child care programs
7

in defense plants to help the war .effort. E‘Among tne most famous of these -

‘centers were the twlo\,family—centered child care programs"at the Kaiser

[

Shipyards |n Portland, Oregon.
- After the war, many women returned home, the work force swelled

with returning servicemen, and mdustrys |Qterest in day care remalned
{nactive . until the 1960s. In 196‘7 federal legislation created the oppor— .
. ;

a

tumty for, ra;:xd tax amortxzatnon of constructed burldlngs used to serve -

employees!' chlldren. The increased demand. for Chl]d care, caused by the'

increasing labor-force participation of women, prompted widespread inwerest

»
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in day care as a potentially profitable investment. - However, since profit

in day care is difﬁcu!t to attaﬁin,-especially when the centers are .undér-

utilized, a number of companies (Curlee Clothing,'- KLH, Avco‘Prl’ntinq',__

to name a few) did not make the

C E?P Telephone, and Westinghous’e;

profits they had-‘ h(')ped for. In fact, there were significant losses and

-

15 ‘of the 18 on- site centers opened lpetwce’) 1964 and 1972 rlosed . {For

aclditional lnformatlon on center Qperatlon,

’

seevBesner [1971] ano Vielfare
s Research, Inc., [1980].) . . . ' . B

Current Interest in Employer Support s ! . R
_ . . S

National Employer "Supported: Child Care

¢

- An .estimate provided by the

v .
Project in Pasadena, Califcrnia, suggests that today approximately.415 em-

ployers are res'ponding to their employees' child care)needs * Best cesti-’ :

'

mates are that 45 corporate work-site day “care cent 'rs eXISt at the tlme of

;thls wrnt:ng. Another six centers are sponsored by unions’, five of these

by. the Health and Welfare Fund oF the Amalgamatcd Clothing and Textlle '
= )

Most of these unlon sponsored centers dlso serve as

<

quker s~ Union.

. ! . - y .
Q%Jab’oratory schools for- early childhood training The largest industrial

group today provndnng on-site day care servicessto employeeb is hospltals. -
Facing a nationwide nugsing “shortage, nf’,ﬂrlé’ 300 hospitals are providing

some sort of child care* services to encouraya recr’u{jtment and retention. <

LA ' B

! . . N . . - » . .-
What characterizes recent‘intere9 in exploring-‘corporate sponsorship .

is the var|ety of alternatives to work- sute chlld care (Table 1 lndlcates the

Not-only are compames iearning

o

from the lessons of earlier center closings

number and ‘variety of these.programs.)

L.

but they are also recogn:zmg

A

the mapproprlateness of conter -based care guvd’n the adequacy of ex1:,t|ng

'

communlty~based programs, the preferences of parents, and the speci,al“’

I R - ) P ‘ . PN . )
Parents may not. need additional child care_services at

.

* needs of children.

.«

"
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o the work place as much as they may need assistance finding, ,sélecting, or

A . ’ ?
paying for child care already available in thé community. Another concekn
: s ,

- -
- . . R - -y

.. for pa:rents‘ma’y' be their need for time in balancing tne responsibilities. of

* " home and work. : ,

. i o ’ . . . )

. o Whether business will support child care and how it will choose to do
so will _be based on a unlque blend “of management agendas @mmunity
resources, ‘and parent needs. Those management agendas may override

‘. ) “

,
" - consideration of community resources.. In orde'r to approach corporations
4 .

<. with any degree of SUCCess \}vlwile retw:nlng a commltment to quahty of

. services .for' children, early chlldhood educators need to understand the

LR . & v &
. . pressures on “business to respond to. workmg parents. -

- . -

. ) . s o, . ®

\

L . PRESSURES ON EMAPLO_‘YE‘RS TO SUPPORT CHILD CARE -

) : ¢ : . " . , e
TFhere are a variety of internal and external “pressures on employers
to attend -to family needs. For one, families are less able to rely on

. . . & N 'i' \
. ) ‘ - g .. . ! -
themselves for the daily care of their children than was. once the case.
‘ ) : ‘ 3 _

* -. . ) - ’ ‘ - ) .l' . )

- This situation would seem Iargely due to the increase of mothers in the

_— work force, stlmula}ed by the women's movement and/or economxc neces~
¢ L. : - -
. sity. There is also a trend for .famllles to have fewer’ cml'dren Wthh
B : o

»

means there are fewer older slbhngs to take care of younger chtldren L In

1 i/

addltlon relatlves are less able to take on th"ls responslblllty due to famliy

.

moblllty or their own economic need to work. The cumulative effect ‘of

. B ' these changes is that famlll(i are increasingly " turnmg to the communlty
LY . - .
fqr child care's-Upport. -

. 3
. . > .
FRIC | | : L .
‘ R . . . . . . \ \
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The same economic forces creating the two-wage earner family have

. . . g > [ . ) . .
- also resulted in government cutbacks to various C.hlld care_programs, thus

erodmg the capaaty of commumty-based services to meet parent needs.

- 1

In other words, the supply of services is declmmg at a time when the

Y
‘¢ .

demand is increasing.{ ‘These' changes in family and service capacity are .

‘

creating two sources of external pressure on employers to play a role in

meeting the needs of working ‘parents: nm parents who, with no re-

e N

" course,. may brlng their unmet problems to the workjplace, and (2) those

involved in commumty-bas’ed services who faced w:th a struggle for their

own survival, .look to the business commum'ry in the hop€ of tappmg a new

.
»

source of revenues. oo g .

-

There is a third source of external pressure on the business
community=-mére nebulous in it3 origins, but no less forceful in its impact.
. 4 . . . # . . - . R . ’
What seems to be evolving is a business -enterprise no longer able 'to define

itself solely as an economic unit. In the past, criticism of business
focused on the practices of underpaying workers, overcharging .customers

and fixingoeprices. Today, the corporation is held responsible for every-

. * ‘

thing from air p/ollution to executive stress. Whether these charges -are

justified' is not the iséue; the concept they imply is important, however.

A corpor'atioh- is no longer respo.nsible.-sfor-,.s_imply” making a profit or pro-

ducing _goods,, but; for simultaneousl! contributin to the solution of -
. 909 ! y g :

.

_extremely complex- ecological,” moral, poljtical, racial, sexual, and social

proble.ms (Toffler, 1981)." Further changes’ in industry and worker values

create mterﬂal pressures on cmployers to’ rcspond to the needs of workmg

barcnt&. Business today is deallng wnth a new breed of workers who are.

becoming ir)creasingly concerned about_ the quahty of. their lives and more
. . * 3 . " R . )

~
s

willing to exbre‘ss ‘those. concerns (“Yankelovich, 1981).

>

a - . : - b
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industry

“acterize our 'pos*t-ind‘us_trial society.

‘within

- most act'r-qﬁy in employer supports to wbrking parents.

. 4 -
_industries,

responding by offering employees the attr.action of family benefits.

«

Another «pressure, this one. internal,: is the c¢hanging hnature of

‘ »

itself. High technology firms'and_ the growth of services char-

o
o

Buysinesses involved in these concerns

have and are replacing the classical industrics of Toffler's (1981) "second

wave": coal, rail, textiles, steel, auto,” and rubber. \\"hen'tbeshift

o

we started to see a decline in. old

"industry began in the 1950s;

lndustrlal regions like New Enghnd's Merrnnac VaHey, whlle places llke

Route128 outslde Boston .and Silicon VaHey in Callforma zoomed into

v

prominence. And it is interesting to note that the areas now providing

the home for today's growth industries are precisely where we find the
These newer
are

which are generally experiencing a demand for . labor,

An.

increasing concern about productuvnty has also led to ‘the bellef among

9

many that attentlon help worker

employers to famlly concerns

may

performance. »

~

THE RATIONALE FOR.EMPLOYER SUPPORT . -
Many child care providers. reoogniie the need to justify the provision
of child care on the basis of corporate" self~interest—-that is,"thé extent to

which chlld care will solve managements problems by aldlng recruntment

absenteelsm or tardl~ :

increasing productuvuty,' or by reducnng turnover

- While common sense would appear to support the not|on that man-

ness.

agement w,ill'.gain ,frOm, the provnsuon of services, there .is very l|ttle
. . . A . . B

emp(rlcal evidence to sug‘gest that this is true.’ The assumption that

pmwslon of chlld care improves productivity was made most pmqnantly in
s

in which a corporatlon providing fle\<|ble schedules

the movie 9 to 5, part-
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time work, and a day care center to its employees apparently increased

productwnty by llOQ Unfortunately,‘jthe research flndlhgs supporting a

l

causal’ relatlonshlp between provisipn of chlld care assistance and the'

amelioration of management woes is hardly more substantial than the Holly-

.wood version.

The anecdetal evidence from existing prOgrams is over;whelmingly
supportlvg of the use of child care as a management tool Acc':ording to

Perry's 1978 survey of 305 on- site centers (lncludlng those in companles

v .

hospitals and unions), a great ‘number of managers respondmg belleved

-

their proyrams accompllshed a varlety of beneflts (reported in Fishel,

" Balodis, * & Klaus l982—~see Table 2) The fact -that: managers belleve

provision of child care servu;es improves. overall opcratlons was COnFrmed

by a study cqnducted by Welfare Research, Inc. (1980) However inves- \-

'tlgators in the Welfare Research, Inc. study spoke to managers and based-

-

their findings on impressions and rot empirical evidence.

Intermedics, the sponsor of the largest near-site day care center in

- Freeport, Texas, found a 1% yearly-reduction in turnover, which yielded a

gain of 3,700 wark hours annually. Photo Corporation ‘of America estimates

~

that their on-site center saves them $40,000 a year asya result of reduced

turnover (Child Care ‘Resource Service Newsletter, 1981). These estimates
; 3) ~ : .

‘'were not the result of a sc‘:ientific‘ study, however. To date, only one’

+

company has attempted an experimental study of productlwty gains re-

s‘oltlng from the ‘provision of a child care program. The Northsnde Chlld




.
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,

Development Center in. Minneq@olis, sponsored by a consortium of busi-

nesses and spearheaded by Cgntrol Data, studied 90 employéés ove“r' a

. 20-month period. Thirty mo_thérs with children in the day care program

By

t

.were‘u matched- to a sample of 30 motlwerjs' who did not have children in the,

program; and to another 30 employees who had no children or who had "

' gr;own children. The’évqrage."mon"thly rate of absenteeism for the groupkof

mothers pr;ovided day care was 4,40, as compared to 6.02 for non-
v 5 &7

participants (the two control groups_ combined). The average monthly

turnover rate was 1.77 for day care n’iothers and 6.3 for those not in the

day car:eﬂpr'ogram. .Both these ‘,fin'dinés were. statistictall’ly significant. (For
a report of- Vtr;é‘”“'stud)'/, see‘dMilkovich 8 Gomez, 19767).J " v '

.Er‘np‘iﬂpica,l evidence supp.or:'ging the lbot};om—line value of company-
spon%Qrea family supporfs is scanty due to a lack of. reseérgh, to a lack éf .
models on which to base rese%rch, and, to’thé difficulty in establishing: a

’bcause' anc;_ effect relationship betweén provislipn gf child care and sybse-
quent r.eductic;ns in rﬁanagemﬁent problems. Many of the companies provid-
ing child care also have flextime v(or flexible work schedules), as iell as
an interesting array of o.the,’r innovative benefits and work -policies. How

can one control for these other factors when trying to measure the true

effects of day care?- We need more longitudinal research including control

.

groups, pretests, and pdsttests.. In the -meantige, it is wise not to over-

promise what provision of child care is capable of achieving lest we dis-
. ‘ . . t v » \
appoint ‘employers.. . . .
- . ) .
The assumption that a demand‘for labor and a concern for increased
LY \k “»"
forces motivating emplgyers to support work-

L}

productivity are. the primary

ing ‘parents suggests that the provision of day care is an issue of corpor-

<

ate self-interest, where a return on an investment is expected. Corporate
' . > R

)
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‘corpor‘gtions to sponsor, day care programs in rural parts of the state. In
”") ’ * ’

sociai responslblllty, which is charitable giving, is not implied. A'n inter-

est|ng ponnt to note is thatr even if actual fundlng for a Chlld care lnltld-

tive cOmes Jrom corporate contrlbutlons designed- to fulfill social responsi-
¢t %
b|l|t|es lt is _still likely (hat some element of self-interest is be:ngiserved

v

The interface between corporate self-interest and sc.ial responSIblllty is

‘most clearly seen in the suc‘,cess of the Corporate Child Development Fu-‘nd‘

for Texas. The_fund, which -b&gan in 1979, raises money from city-based

“

"

most. cases, the funds are given to programs 'in the communities where the
~ ’ '

donating company nas_ a plant site. The center is used by all resients,

but company employees also have access” to it. ‘.Consequently, there” is

some return -to the company on their inveﬁtmentand self-interest l_1as been

served through. corporate glving'.

¥

. Acknowledglng tl’ie ‘rationalg for corponate lnvol_vemént may be, the'

most lmportant change requlred by early ohlldhood educators in their

\ 1
.

”efforts to obtaln employer support " The fact that chitdren are “our na-

e

tion's greatest resource is perhaps notg the most convincing argument for

’

bottom-line oriented business managprs.

. ¥
> . .
Y

EMPLO.YER OPTIONS FOR. SUPPORTING CHILD CARE NEEDS

i

Since management has ultlmate control of decision making in the quest

¢

4
for corporate support of child care, it is thelr needs and expectatlons

Ay . -

which must be satisfied. However, corporate self-interest can-be satisfied

only if the parents' needs dre also met. Consider an employer who’, hav-

ing attempted to boost staff morale by .providing a free lunch of chicken

v

"and ribs, is faced with the realization that the staff is vegetarian. ’lf it is

4

useless to the erhiployee, ultimately it i use'l‘_ess to the employer.

\

‘

-

1

TN
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., Employer responses to the needs, of working parents from' around the
. \‘ )
United States indicate four basic categories of parent needs: (1) the need

for services %ere tl*e community” supply is lacking, (2) the need for

information ‘about services in the commufity that pxovude child care or

v .

gjeneral parenting help, (3) the ‘need for financial asslstance in p_urc.haslng

c'ommunlty services, and. (4) the need for tlme to - help balance the dual
responsibilities of family and work Both the paren.t/ nesd$ and employer

‘responses are based on the strengths and weaknesses of existing commun-=-

[

ity resources——programs aré tashioned as much by parent needs and" r“anw

L]

agement agendas as they are by community, needs. N

Response to Parents' Meed for Services / .
For many, ihitial thouqhts about employer-sponsered child care turn

to a.work-site day care center. However, the success of tnesé programs

is mixed, in part due to the fact that parents may need or prefer services
¢ . 4 )

of another type, such as farrnlly‘day care, before- and after-school care,

or.,,ca’re for sick children. ﬂ }

Preschool care alternatives. If pare}lts commute to the work ltslte

’they may not want to travel on publlc transportatlon durlng rush hour

W|th their preschoolers The Unco Survey, conducted by Rodes and nlooré’
(JQ?S), foiund that parents prefer their children to be cared for. in thelr

home. nelg borhoods and Qat they also prefer more lnformal arrangements

Y

such as famlly day care, especially for children under 3 years of age.

4

‘ ~ . l
If a center is to be built, it may be established on-site and run by

e 3 *

the“éomp’any, hy a nonprofit organization, or by a profit-making center jor

chain -of centers. Also; when a firm does not have enough employees who
. . N - - A Y - _ .
prefer an on-=site center, the company might organize_a group of firms in .

the area to jointly support child care services for the employed parents of

-

LIS

&

-
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r

. , . -
all the firms. In WasHington, DC, for example, five television and radio
i : ’ i .
stations have each made $7,000 loans tof/‘establish a. center for their
% K .

employees. The center is housed in a nearby church conwenient to all

employees.

a
-

School-age childecare. Another set-.of parent needs and employer

responses exists ‘regarding the school-age child. Child care problems

4

‘related -to school—age chlldren occur :because school .may begin after p"ar—

ents start work and end- before they finish. The after school programs

r

provided by public schools often do not provntde the klnd of structured

activities needed by 5- to 12-year-old children. Appropriate before- and

LI [}

- after-school programs Fnay be needed, either -in cooperation with the sc,hools'

‘or elsgwhere in the community. The School-Age Child Care Project of the

Wellesley Center for Research on Women .located at Wellesley College in

-Massachusetts, has identified approxlmately 150 school dlStl"lCtS providing

after-school services, but very few of these programs have -received any
corporate support.- Working parents also have particular difficulties when
& : ' :

schoo! is not in .session. An unusual response developed by Fel Pro Inc. -
: N ,
]
in Skokie, Illinois, is a day camp Which employces' children can attend’

during summer.

Caring for sick children. It is Hifficult enough to arrange,child care

on a regular basis, but ;,when emergencies arise, such as the: child Becom-~
F"“‘ - t

ing ill, working parents often have few options but to stay home and miss

-

work. Although most states requlre day care centers to have quiet,

- semi-isolated rest areas foy‘children if a chlld's |llness is contagious, it is
Ldeemed best that he or she. not remain near other children. However, an

Aalternati‘ve approach being tried in Minneapolis and Berkeley is for a

v

company to contract with a local agency to send health care workers into

]
o




/ .
the child's home.. This arrangement may be more convenient for the par-

~

. -
ents, more com_fortable for the child, and uiore beneficial for other children
than' group care solutions.3 But, as day- care directors will attest, if the

" child is too sick to come to the center, the parent usually wants to remain
. . <

witch;the child.

An effecfive solution to sick-child care problems may involve changing

personnel policies so that employees would be permitted to use sick leave

’ [N

for the illness of a member of the immediate family or would be allocated a

specified number of "personal days" for attending to family matters. A

study by ‘the' Catalyst Career and Family Center (1961)' indicates that

.

29% of 'corr;pani‘es in the United States provide employees with days of f

when their: children are ill.

Response to Parents' Need for Information
According to Zigler;- cited in a study conducted ‘by Pro’je’ct‘ Connec-
tions (1980}, "A major ibrobfem with dayvcare' is the lack of centralized

informa_tion to help parents locate existing day care services™ (p. 2J.

a ' w

Dwindling resources usually lead to pressures for a more-efficient use of
. existing resources. ~An obvious mechanism for reducing overlap and max-

imizing limited resources is a central clearinghouse in the community which

" collects and disseminates information about the supply of and demand for .

[

child care services" \
e Problems in locating child care' have been’ recognized by other re-
searchers as we'l‘l‘ (e.g., Keniston, 1977; National Academy of Sciences,

: . ey

1976), by policy analysts (e.g.,‘; Kamerman & Kahn, 1979, 1978), and b’y

parents who responded to the Unco Survey {Rodes & Moore, 1975). The

~parents surveyed, for example, indicated that the support service they
would most like to see provided by the government v(/as. "a referral system

o

a




] by holding péren‘t education seminars at the workplace. The Texas Insti-

where parents could get information about screened and qualified people

-

ahd agencies to provide child care" (pér*t l‘l, p. 32).

lnformétion‘and referral (I & R) sér‘vices, supported by employers,
have the potenttal for providing‘emplgyees with access td well-planned anc,i
coordinated child carte systems that include a variety of choices for care at
high lt;.vels of qualjty. While I’; R services may be provided through

Title XX WIhOUt re d to * incomé, only a few states have, opted to make

‘such services available for child caré A 3 ~-year study of child care l & R’

by Pro;ect Connectlons (1980) estimates that there are 6,390 orgamzatlons
@

in the United States providing some child care | & R services. However,

-

only '4,1% of . these agencies receive financial assistance from industry.

Employers can supply | & R services through a variety of means. As

a 1-year pilot pr'oject, the. Gillette Company of Boston has implemented for

A i,

their 'employees a telephone hotllne to the local Child Care &Resource Cen-

ter, a Boston-area | & R agency. A firm might also intérnalize I &€ R

services by . hiring an individual to provide child care information. Such

services could be housed in the personnel department, as occurs at Steel-

case, Inc. in Grand Rapids, Michigan, or be provided through an employee

’assista‘nc_e program (EAP). Designed primarilyi for counseling chemicallif

dependent. employees, EAPs cover an ‘estimated 6.2 million workers’ in :the

)

- private: sector (see Brasch,“1980).’ Honeywell, Inc. in Minneapolis initially

Used their EAP for child care. | & R services, but EAP counselors are also

able to ‘address other family-related yproblems affecting employees. In

e

addition, some companies provide for parents' child care information needs

t

tute for Farmlles in Houston, for example, has conducted "Noontime 'Semi-

. nars" m more than 20 compames throughout the state These hour-long

C




brown-bag' seminars are offered at the workplace and cover a range of
parent/child topics. The Center for Parenting Studies at Wheelock College

. he [N . . ) ‘ 3 §
in ‘RBoston also conducts noontime seminars at some downtown Bostomxbanks,

”,

/as “do a grownng number of mental health and family therapy organizations.*

The appeal of | & R and parent education to companles rélates to the
fact that ,S'UCh -programs allow data to be collected about parent needs
without the adhlnistratien‘ of a survey. Employers fear that surveys WI”
create the expectatlon that the company will provude -a "solutlon" to par-
ents' ch|ld care problems before  the dEClSlOn to .do so has been made.
lnforrnatlon and counseling services _enable the company to resoond to

needs with a relatively low-cost program,” at the same time collectlng dat

R

-

far richer than can be obtained from a questionnaire.:
Response to\ Parents' Need for Financial 'Assiétance
" Parents are ‘;eometimes ;unable' to afford the "child care arrangement of
their choosing once ‘they have located it. As a result, children may be
placed in care that is.inappro‘priate for their needs or .inconvenient for
their- parents.. A high level of "g‘uilt is‘typically repel‘ted by women who
’leave their c'hlildre‘n under- someone else'i care"'du‘ring the da)r (Rodes E,
.Moore, 1975; Whltbread 1979) and dissatisfaction with child- care ar—;
rangements. may cause even greater straln fon the parent. The subsidizar

A -

tion of ‘child care, enabling the purchase of quality care, may reduce such '’

parental stréss.

Child care cost. The cost of child care depends upgon a number of

factors: type of child care used, fees charged by the provider, number

of hours care is used, number and ages of children, and economit status

of thebparentbandthe neighborhood. The Unco Survey (Rodes & Moore,

- . .
¢ N 3




‘and taxes. . .

~currently offerlng such assmtancee In operation‘ since. 1972 Polaroid's

e

leoyees !\{l_th incomes of iessﬂan '$25,000 “a year. The percentage of

reimbursement remains the same regardless of the cost of care selected.

employees as an incentive to return more qulckly from matermty leave.

_ care and may. also encourage the e>§pansnon and lmprovement of child care

services in the community as provnders compete for the new market of

-15- 0\,
— ) — to
f . .
1975) explalns that child care costs and standards are more mfluenced by -

'mlcro —community standards than IS the market for goods in other words,

child care in a low _,lncome nelghborh.ood will cost leSs than <that provided
in.a more affluent community. The survey concludes that people pay what -
th’e.y can'afford and as Morgan (1980} notes, genexally, the h|gher the
income’, “the' higher the prlcé&”pald for child care ruased on Department of
Labor projections, Ruopp (cited in Morgan, 1980) contends that day care »

costs range between 9-to 11% of the total family budget and remain the
’ \ - ) L ‘ . - ,

foyrth largest budget item for the family, .less only than ‘food, housing,

d
Voucher system. Problems associated with the cost of child care can

be eased for parerits by the employer's offering to pay for a portion of the

[ -

cost through a voucher system. Polaroid is one of a handful of companies -

program pays a percentage of the aost’of care on a slldlng scale for em—.
]

Approximately 150 employees per year take advantage of this opportumty
The Ford Foundation in New York has a similar program while Measurex

Al

Corporatlon of upertino, Callfornla offers a $100 per month. stipend to
p

A “voucher system ma,y help parents defray a portlon of the cost of _

v

.-y

paying clients. The cost of child care may a\ls'o be eased by the cqrporate ' '

purchase of child care s-_lpts in local community. programs.‘

[}
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_parents' overrudmo concern n’ﬁay then become the need for more tlme "with
;

1
-

Employer Responses to Parents' l\eed for Time . L ’ s

¢

If. all needs fpr lnformatlon money -a'{d servnces aré belng met,-

AY

s : : . :

their families, or for more conven;éntly arranged time. Aha‘lysis of the
- 3} \, e

1977 Quallty of Employment Survey by Pleck (1979) |nd'|cates ‘thd

"about
4355 of workers Wlth spouses and/or chlldren report that thelr\\lob and

" family- fife 'mterfere’ wutp each other elther«somewhat or a lot. Interfer-

~enCe occurs sugmflcantly more frequently among parents than ;among non-

parents” (p 482).
An" employer - decision to offer employees more discretion over their _'
workmg hours may relievé somé of these "interferences.' l—lextlme for \1

exan/le alldows employees to choose the time they arrive at work and the

time they leave “as long as they accumulate txhe,prescribe"d number of

.

N

hours per day or wieek There “is usually a core tlme'during whiCh all

3
employees must be present and fleXIble periods of time when employees

exercise  choice. Other alternatives to standard work hours may occur

<

.

through part-time work, job sharing,- or work at home (also called "flexi-*

place") . " | ;‘

A study by Harris (1981) for General Mills, indicafed that 51% of

f
professxonal women surveyed from a Umted States sample preferred work—

ing part—t|me.‘ Smith (1979) notes that part-time work most clearly offers -
addltlonal ours for femlly lnvolveme'Pt Betw;'een.1965 ‘and 1977, the
number of part-time workers mcreas;d nearly three tlmes as rapldly as the
number of full%time workers. Most ofothe increase was among women. By

1977, worhen held'.nearly 70% of the part-time jobs. Smith - sees -this as a

consequence of the number of worki_'ng“ mothers with young children.

-

-~




. ~ .
- ) ¢

An option yet to be tested on a wndespread basns bu-t’promising. in
- - terms of its- ﬂeXIblllt‘/))fOr" worklng parents is work at *home. It appears,
f ‘x

4 - that hlgh technology may be rqpvmg ‘us* back to a form of cottage mdustry

Contineritial Bank of Chicago, for example is presentl-y conductl-ng atr

v rs -

"experlment Wthh |nvolves the msfallauon of word processors in employees' e

homes and _ the ’transmlssmn of ° l‘nformatlon over sophlstlca_ted, communica=,

. + 3

. . R A . . i ) - . . - ’
tions ‘equipment. e ‘ ' .

. : LI - : - v .

.These ootionsv relatmg to'. the need for more tlme call for l.radiCél

Y ;
changes in ‘the tradltlonal structure of work and in tradltlonal management iy

@ a v

‘practlces While child care’ provxders may not pJossess the expertlse to
advise corporatlons about alternauve work scheduling, it is essentlal that

hemptoyers remain. Open to the possnblllty that more flexxblhty in their

employe‘es' work fours may be‘themost helpful solution. s b '_ .
. . I . .

| -~ STRATEGIES FOR EXPANDING CHILD CARE THROUGH
—— ‘ © EMPLOYER INVOLVEMENT . ' L

-

While it is- critical thal: parent needs be the focus of efforts to ‘stimu-

o B

A +late 'a- c'orpora’te x;esponse, att‘entlon to p_arent needs is imperative also for
the survival of child care. It appears that parents will play an increas-

__ingly influential role: in determining the kinds of child care services that

stay alive during the ore'sent difficult economic period in the United ,

'States ‘ : | . .- .
The only federal leg:slatnon from Wthh provnders mlght benefit in the\

F

- next few years is expansnon of the child care tax credlt. Whlle "supply—
side" economics is fdshlonably applled elsewhere for Chlld care the term

"demand- stde" economics :s more approprlagi ~The tax’ credit does not
L]

d|rectly xncrease the supply of child care, but rather gives: avallable

.

funding to éarents to purchase the child care of their choice. . Where

1

“
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: 5]
federal monles are avallable for dnect fundlng as ln the ca!se of T(tt@z

ts

programs, statés “may admlnlster ‘the flow of doHars through“»consumer

'vou_cher systems. lee the tax cred|t this - mechamsm favogs ‘.‘parent

¢ ‘»

choice. In the Boston area of Ma{achusetts | the Child Care Resource -

Center is responsnble for $1 mllhon of the states tax lev:y funds Par’ents

-

come to the center to learn about their chlld care chonces.‘v .,They 4then pay ’

¢ .
a port|on of the cost of cafe for ehoosmg participating programs, and. the

resource' center reimburses the prowder for the - remaynlng C@SL of care.

Ah of Florida's pUbllC,Chlld care is funded through a vouchermg program.
o . . . -
. . ] B ’ .
Families, Inc., located in  Austin, Texas, has also 'set up such a system
Y . Y . ,
for the expendi’ture of employer dollars. .
Some employers seem mofe willing to consider voucher plans than
“ N . . o~ . . - . -

on—site centers.  For, large. companies with a diverse parent populatio,.n,
perhaps located in several sites around the country, the creatlon of one
day care program wnll obvnously not serve the needs of all concerned_.

4

SUbSldleS to employees through a voucher system may help a greater

-number of employees as well as favor parent choice. Parents receiving a

subsidy are not limited to the particular form of care chosen by' their
f . - . e

+

employers; ,,,they‘Amay p'urchase_éace_qclose—toihom&nif they prefer or- choose

be.tween family day care or center-based care. If parents are able to pay
for child care but cannot ﬂnd thelr preferred form of care, the underlynng
theory of our free enterprlse system sugg7§ts that there w:ll be a new

growth of servnces to meet the neyv demand——that is what supply -side and

demand sxde economlcs are all about. ' o : .

°

oChlld _Care Community Response

If. these patterns emerge as predlcted here, the child care conmun:ty,

in its present mindset, may be unprepared to respond' 'appropriatel/ to the

> .

.

. IR
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o - . . k] /
dememd.‘ First, there is the practicai problem of start—up funds. . more

debilitating, "h‘owev'er is the fact tnat eariy childhood educators know little

v ) . about parent Choice. Studies of c-hiid care consumers have been few To -
‘\ . “a certaln exten’e child- care provndcrs dog not recognize “the fact tnat they

I'4 :
serve the whole family.. While Comipanies may be remiss ih not having.

\

family profiles of their employees, one may well ask how n)any child care.
'programs have"a work proi‘iie on the parents of the children they serve.

While eariy childhood educators seem ready to acknowiedge their role
as it relates to chiidren they seem less ready to acknowledge that they

- serve parent needs as well--possibly because to ac‘cept theiatter they

<

"must simultaneously accethhe custodial i role .they play in society. The

connotation of custodial is “janitor:iai" or "bab.ysitting," functions not

‘requiring the commitment of sprofessional skills. But in fact the derivation
of custodial is "custody."‘ For most parents the, initiai reason for seeking

‘
child care services is that they need to place their children in someone

1

else S custo’dy because they must work out of economic necessity. Ts‘f‘iis is

not to say that they do not seek or appreciate the developmental services

that can- indeed enrich the social, einotionai, and inteiiectuai lives of their
children. But for most pacents the impetus for seeking chiid care ser-
‘vices would seem to be their need for custodial care. In fact lt lS oniy
the custodiai function of child care that public policy has addressed for it
is this function that JUbtl.fleS the investment ign chiid care on the part of .
both ‘governmgnt and the business communlty
As expiained earlier, "government invests in child care because they
? want parents . to go to work,‘thus reduucing iveifare de'pendency.~ Business

. considers child carc support so they can recruit parents to work or help -

.. those already working to work better. Both these sectors view child care

B

Lo

o




as an important investment because they want parénts fo work to réduce

. . déficits and incredse profits. © Quality in - child care “has almost
‘ always been an afterthought, . Safety and health are to be protected with-
\ . % . ' : :

»

out ‘question, but developmental care is a luxury. This lack’of attention

to quality on 'the‘p‘a,rt of benefactors is the most poignant indication that

v ¢ -

. - - - '-,I. ‘ : ' . - "
child care is viewed more as a support to parents than a contribytion to

.

J

the lives of children.

0

The unwillingness of child care providers to consider their role in

 meeting parents' needs for child care as being equally as important as

their role in meeting children's needs is one cause of their ineffectiveness

in convincing government and business decision makers of the importance

B of child care.. The three parties. have not found the common groUhd on

which to base their arguments.

Consultant Fever

The current emergence of corporate child care consultants who focus

. exclusively on on-site centers highlights the general inappropriateness of’

child care advocacy. The burgeoning of the child care consdltanrfc.rc;le

characterizes the reaction to the prospect of corporate involvement in' child

care. Most would-be -"consultants," so named because very few have any

company contracts, have .as their primary area of expertise the planning

and running of a day care center. Their pursuit of on=site centers is

based on three erroneous assumptions: (1) that.businesses want to build

day care 'centers_, (2) that parents want their children in. ther‘n," and

(3) that the community is incapable of providing needed services. Where

on-site care works, it works well, but as discussed earlier, ‘day care

centers may not satisfy either management agendas or parent needs. One

1 . -




~ with the respect, money, and professionalism. that elude them as directors

"and teachers, in child care programs.. One of the largest problems in
’ . . .. o

- : S =21-2

¢ - ) v
danger, of trylng to sell on- s|te care is that while those oromotlng the
concept may be . effect’lve sales people, they may start programs whuchw
At the beglnnlng ,stages of a, mov’ement these failures not only impede
progress but may. move us bac,k a few -steps. Because early efforts are soﬁ‘
few in number, they are more visible and hence more lnﬂuential Cor-

porations look to ot«l‘l‘er* corporations" ex'perlencesq and failures will .be

’ v . . . . L
A pN

seDiously considered. Thus, early failures do not only cause the demise of ~ -

‘the consultant, they hurt everyone in the field.

9

The second dahger of consultants' marketlng on-site care is that it S
may‘ultimatelyﬂ undermine the existing child care system, crafted over a
period of two decades. 'Why should a company start an on-site center

wnen the terrlflc Tltle'XX center up the block is about to close for lack of

" funds? Fven if the community program is not of hlgh quallty, why not

makc it so- wnth the infusion of corporate dollars? And the most significant
danger of an |nappropr|ate peddling of on-site care ‘is that it may neglect'
parent preference. Those whose only"expertise is the establishment of day
care"centers are acting more out of sel.f—-i-n‘terest than are the corporations

hoping to solve their management problems ~wi'th day care. It is only with

attention to the variety of‘wayﬂs/in which parent needs can be addressed

that we may flnd the common ground on which to negotiate with employers o

and ultlmately serve children. In short, a look at the alternatlves to
. K )

on-site day' care centers is not only more responsi've to parent and child-
needs, it is also more politically salient -to the empiloyer.

The increase in number of consultants is to a large degree under-
LA . N . .ot

standable,. There is the hope that corporate contracts: will provide them

K
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‘retaining very dedicated and talented day .care directofs .is the »short

P

career ladder they climb: Is there life after directing? A‘ani what kind?
! o ’ A , .

- . -
Surely, consulting ‘to business. about the child »care needs of employees

%,

appears as the pot of gold at\the end of a chlld ‘care rdinbow.

' Of course, many consultants who move peyond thelr experience as'
. o

early childhood egucators do deserve the respect+ and mcomes they seek.

They ate the ones: who- take scar%e savings. and invest them in travels to

: ‘
- * . . . .~ v

- : - - - ! " 3 .
various companies and \commum.ttes to learn about the successes arid fail=
’ A . g‘ oy - “

& .' [ 3 ] B ] -

ures t%g* date' of employer-supported chifld care. They attend expensive
! _ ‘ o )
conferences (generally beyond their means), make contacts, establish

-,

networks, and open themselves to new wdys of thinking abaut the issues.
p ! V.\\ ]

Some have hired a team of management cohsuli’ants, benefits specialists;
and »persenne!u an\d tax experts who ‘torhplement "their own child care skills,”
They have recognlzed the compiexnty of the marketlng chouce9 and ulti-
mately of the choices ‘that must be made- in properly adv;smg emDﬁJye«rs'.'
They recognize that by working with other chlld care groups they may
derive benef"ts for themselves in the Iong ru;:. They tfnderstand that -

competmve consultmg and mformatlon sharing are not mutually exclusive

acfivities. And - -they .remain respectful of parent choice and the existing '

-

child care"community. If any consultants are to succeed they will be those

with™ the sophistication described above. For the néxt few vyears, how- -

ever, everyone must contend with obstacles in the economy and the

market, ° ' ‘ . ««.f”w

.

THE FUTURE

v

With whatever crystal ball policy analysts qreequipped, | am pre-

pared to ~say that within ‘the next 3 to 5 years employer "supports to

i
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working parents’ will increase dramatically-in number and variet§/. Those

practices currently in place suggest only the realm of possibility'. Unfor- .
. tunately, the ability of the business community to respond to the immediate

survival needs of child care programs is dimi"nished by a variety of forces.

b4

P
@ . -

. Obstacles to Employer-supported Care" ) \,

;oo The ecOr‘wom'y.' Growth in employer supported child care is ser|ously
! A s

hampered by the recession. . The CU;P’{Fel’]t économic climate does not lend °

-

! W .
ltself to experlmenta'tlon wnth progr:ams that .are potentially costly. Until i
Q .
. there are many more compames WIth experlence promdmg child care.sup-

' ports or there-are data substantlatlng the econamic wisdom of such sup- =
port, many companies will place child care on a ba?_:k b,urner. The lack of |

«
1

M research on the\extemt to which provision of child care support can ame-

liorate management problems by -reducing turnover and absenteeism or by

v

improving productivity and recruitment efforts is another serious obstacle

’

to thé immediate growth in the number of companies supporting child care.

=3 - Equlity.‘ In addition to the ,economic climate and the general lack of
‘. . research, a third obstacle is plsed, by the issue of equity. Employers are
S concerned that if parent employees receive ‘,'a child care benefit, their

nonparent employees wilfktb demand a benefit of equal valye. Howe»v"er, .
. ' e . : . ‘
com”panies wjth child care programs suggest that to date this has not: been

b

a problem. In fact, .enaployers already providing family supports contend

1

that they receive from all their employees considerably more positive than
o n

. * negative feedback on the provision of Fam\}y beneﬂts {For - those with

on-site centers, all employees derlve pleasure from watching little Pac, Men

L)

and E.T.'s march through the “office on Halloween. .-1t humanizes the
. - : [] . :

©

L workplace.) There js also  a reality to the fact that ‘inequities already

exist in benefit plans. For example, single employees do npt receive equal

s i
' ) N

9
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£2- ,
valtie in pension plans because of spouse only benef‘ts and the use of

gender-based mortallty tables (which provide esttmates of longevity based

t

on a persodﬁ“sex) to determine pension plans. results in women receixing
smaller“annui.ties than men.

One way of aveiding discrimination is tQ adopt a system of flexible~
benefits -in ’which‘ employees choose the benefits most appropriate to ‘their
Jneeds.‘ More and more .compames are comuné ‘to realize that most benefit
packages were deslgned for the male breadwinner w1th a spouse and chil-
. dren at -home--according,-to Burecau of Labor StatlStl‘CS, a design inappro-

5

priate for all but 4.8% of American families. Only a few companies have

implemented ;lexible benefits (only one or two including child care); and
these have met with mixed success. Such a system is somewhat complex
administratjvely Becau.se the companies usually have to manage_ thousands
of individual benefit pac»kages.

In the 30-odd companies with flexible benefits, -a core se“vt of benefits
is offered, coyering b@asic benefit areas: retirement, medical, disability,
life insurance{ and vacations. "Flexible credits" are given to employees
based on salary and tenure to augment their benefits package as deslred
A young snngle parent whose tlme wuth her children is more valuable to-
her than increased retlrement ‘may thus apply her credits to vacatlon days.
‘An older employee will probably choose more retirement. -

3

?enefits ,specialists predict more wide-scale adoption of-flexible bene--
fits as more experimentation occurs. ' Child care is likely to become one of
those beneFt chonces because of passage of the Dependent Care Asslstance )
Plan (DCAP) as part of the 1981 Economlc Recovery Act. Now part of the

Internal Revenue Service code Section 129 of the DCAP makes corporate

expenditures fopfhild care (and care for elderly parents and handicapped o

9 i ‘*

: ’ . ~f




t —25—\ hd
. . dependents) not taxable to e;nployee or employer. This plan makes child

care very easy to insert into a flexible benefits program.” A variation of "’

the flexible benefits approach, the Salary Reduction Plan, may also result
although it has not vet been anproved bhv ithe Tntemal Revenue Service.

in more. care, /\Under this plan the employee may reduce his or her salary

by a certain*amount and receive the difference as pre-tax dollars” which

-

can be used for c.hi,,ld care. Notebly, this plan may be of little help to

N low=income p rents,x who cannot afford a reduced sqalary. |
" Equity ecome‘s\“anﬁobstaele at another level: namely, equity within
the corporate syster'n»b.etween company headquarters and local home offices.

Headquarter offices do not wish to antagonize local offices and hesitate

f . s ]
offeging child care unless it is made available to all. At tHe same time,

’

~local offices claim they want to moVe ahead with supports to familias, But

feel constrained by headquarters. This same control issue arise$ between
parent companies and their subsidiaries. A data processing firm in Massa-

chusetts, for example, was ready to build an on-site center, but was

stopped by the parent company. Office Airli,nes Guides, on the other

* hand,* flew in the face of its parent company, Dun and Bradstreet, by

Y

starting a .day care center without official sanction.

The solution to A} equity problem may entail a willingness on the

part of the headquart r/pai*ent company to establish broad policy while
allowing the local branches to, design their own programs according to

/

headquarter/parenit comp’an.y guidelines. (For .instance, the broad policyz

might Dbe that only licensed child care Facilities could be us\ed and that a

Child care subsidy may not exceced & set monetary limit. ) . The local site is

then able to reflect upon the specific needs of its employee population and

. the resources in the commLinity to determine the most appropriate form of

.

the\subsidy. . .

o

lad d ‘ N .
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An interesting irony surrdunding the equity issue is that the problem

does not occur when subsidiaries of a United States based com@any are

located overseas, In these instance's the overseas subsidiaries offer the

same services to their employees that national companles do in those coun-

tries. For instance, Levi Strauss 1n Argentma and IBM in Italy both‘

7

sponsor day care centers. In some cases when foreign',employees of such
-companies relocate in the ‘United Sttates their firms give them the cash

value of the child care benefit they recelved in their home country. “While

headquarter offices are able to acknowledge and accept the differences ln

t

'cultures overseas, apparently they cannot see the varying cultures in’
dlfferent parts of America as’ havmg any consequence (i.e,, that the needs

in the headquarter community may differ  from ‘those in a subsidiary site

-

elsewhere in the country).

v

Values. Yet another obstacle to the growth of corporate lnvolvement \

7

is. more elu=|ve and dlfﬂcult to change: . our value system. "In a time of

]
i

rapxd} change, where new rules 1nd new games are played, a tevel -of

uncértainty accompanies decision making. And because someone must make
H : - e V v

deciSions, there must be personal discretion. As Kanter (1977) observes

Y

in her”cexamination of corporate practice,. discretion raises not technical but
human a,nd social questlons or values. The’issue of child care does not
‘personally touch most decn:uon makers in our socuety and at a deeperhlevel-
there mav evén exist an amb:valence about women working, about child
'care,u and about corporate involvement in familyf.-life. These issues$ should
_be acknowledged, for. they help shape the:ed,uca'tion and consciousness-
raising that must be sustained if axjy of these obstacles are to be removed.

Child care market. Finally, we must consider the obstacle presented

. . -

by the quality of the existing child care market, “for which we are solicit~
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1

ing corporate support. °'if service providers hope to persuade companies to
purchase their - services or help employees E;ay for them, those services
must' be of.such quality that employers have confidence in their stability

and in their .ability to satisfy workers. For some, the notion of corporate
involvement is posed as, the panacea for child care program woes. In.

'truth,'r however, the poor quality of many child care services may lmpede

- L
¢

corporate commitment rather than ber:kon for lts‘lnvolvement. To elabo-

rate, if child- care -is. to fulfill the purpose. for which it was intended (let

- us assume for the moment, a reduction in absenteeism) t‘hen it must be of

_ high quality. A poor- quallty prograq is very unstable and llkely to close

@

at any time. wuth little warnmg I'f parents are_ left *to flnd other care,
then ‘the company has not eased the burden on the parent nor on itself,

Therefo.re, efforts made to |nvo!ve corporations _should be accompanied by

rd

efforts tofe_xpand and improve the existing market of services.

o

The strategic- fuse of evaluation research can be critical here. In a

o

study conducted at ngh/Scope (Schwemhart 1981), resuIts indicated that
economic savungs can accrue for a communlty “when chlId care..is prowded
However, implncnt in the flndlngs of the study was the suggestlon that -

such effects of chlld care are positive only when the program is of a hlgh

+

‘quality. The Natlonal Assoaatlon for the Education of Young Chlldren

. (NAEYC) is attempting to address the quallty issue more directly. Re=

)

cently, NAEYC announced plans to serve as a credentlallng agency for day

care centers, both nonprofit and proprletary k(see Bowman, 1987) The
. S {

association's '"seal of_approyal” could be an important contribution. .

'The Prognosis | L -

Despite current problems, my faith in the ‘continuous emergence of

4

emprloyer—supported child care 'is based on a variety of factors. _First,

o ; ‘ . ,

SN YY
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there is likely to be some improvement in the economy. This will enable

companies to move from the research stage mto |mpiementat|o‘n Second,
beneflts specialists predict that the. |nstitut|on of flexible benefits may be
3to5 yearjs down the road.. The equity,issue is a very ‘real concern and
",fiexxbie benefits eiimlnate |t nicely. '~ The non-taxability of chiId ca\re for
employee and hempioyer through the Dependent Care Assnstance ‘Plan also
makes child care a uncompiicated addition to a .fiexibie benefits program.
It is likely that eimployer support of c_hiid care will burgeon.simuitaneousiy‘

i

‘with flexjble benefits program.

Third, in 3 years time","a number of companies will have had their
programs ln place. long enough. to generate decent evaiuation researchf
The experlences of other companies and the data to substantlate program,

effectiveness will provide convi'ncing evidence to those who were willing to
1 ' .

take fewer risks in earlier years. There is, of course, the possibility that
. ‘5 Co . . '
these efforts toward family support will not prove efficacious. In that

case, there would have to be a ‘reassessment of the merits upon which to

rest family benefi‘ts_.\ o , .

.

~In the "near future, the federal and state governments will perhaps '

¥

have defined more clearly their roles in shaping the emergence of employer
) support for child care removing barriers and constructing incentives 'in

 the precess. - Furthermore those service providers still in existence in

F}

"3 to 5 years "will ‘have experienced the phenomenon of Wsurvival ,of the

*

fittest " Program ciosin‘gs mergers, and more professionai management

: vstyies will characterize the soaai servnces durlng this period. ‘Technology

. *

may augment the capacuty to monrtor supply and demand W|th such innova-
 tions as computerized |nformat|on and: referral. In 5 years time, then the
child care market could well be in a better. position to 'sell its services to

the business, community.




Unions will‘ have made headway among. women, technical, and white-
‘ 1 . » b

collar workers. These employees are in i‘ndustries experiencing. a demand
for labor and looking for innovative ways to recrult labor in short supply.

This 'me’ans 'that unions currently benign in thelr child care efforts, may

»

begin to exert more pressure on management to respond to child care.

This pressure may be Jinstigated by workers in the baby boom ,generation,
who, because of their sheer numbers,” will be stuck injobs without oppor-
tunities for advancement. Calght in what is called the "pyramid squeeze,"

e

employers may have to respond_'b‘y providing new, attractive fringe bene-

; , ¢

Py

" ‘well be included in this effort. N

The values: that permeate our culture and affect our views of the

world will take many years to change. However, we'can begin a process:

)

-of education that may help bring about a level of awareness regardlng thel

family—wo'rk mterface. The next step is understandlng, th‘em commltment
. ) ' 3 i
~For the present’ | believe we ‘are ‘in an edu'catlon phase. Employers need

‘o

“to understand the impact of work on family life and to be shown the re-

¢

c1procal effects of family concerns on worl<. Servnce prov1ders need to be- ™

s [y

educated about the workings of corporate dec;snon maklng and the most

>
Y

effective ways of influencing it. And whlle more«WIdespread ‘adoptign of

3

child care benefits is a few years away, the business community, unab"le to

respond to the |mmed|ate survuval needs of nonproflt community child care .

rd
» I

facilities, may be faced with "an mcreased demand by employees for such

services. One thing seems certain: If an employer role in servxce,deoliv-
B . - . : . . ;
ery and family benefits is to emerge successfully, it must proceed incre-

mentally.

© fits® to compensate for the loss in expected job mobility. Child care may -

~
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IMPLICATIONS OF EMPLOYER SUPPOl\TED ClllbD CARE

Potentlally negative consequences of employer involvement also need to

"be addressed if we are to effectlvely shape the emergence of the employer

4

role m Chlld care’ and falnlly support servtces Whenr we talkn about em=-
ployer supports " to worklng parents, we .are _tallging"'_abt)u’t a_ self-
interested, prOfi‘t—orien,ted institution having a greater say in the li:/es of
families. Are we therefore_‘prombting a '"cradle to grzgve" benefits sltua-‘
tion, raising a so'clety dependent on, the private dole? And if we -use -the
tax deéluc’tions as incentives to business to providelchild care, have we‘.‘

really mcreased the arnount of revenues avallable for child car‘e or have -

we merely shifted the anus of responsnblllty from the publlc to the prlvate

sector?

'flt may th{art efforts to ralse wages to more equitable. levels, . particularly

i

LesSons from the public sec't"br_ suggest that many of our current

problems are the result of our earlier problem solving. “(For .example, the

'a‘ttempt'te solve the housing problem for the poor with subsidized  dwell-

ings often resulted in the creation of ghettos,;) - Problem solving is often a
hydraullc process in which solutions to one problem merely displace the
problem to- another level. For the prlvate sector even with the best of

intentions, it |s oossnble that prov:snon of Chlld care as an employee bene-

»

fo‘r‘ women. Similafly, while _part=time work may be preferred and advo-

catedyby many, there is the'reality that less attachment to the labor force
¥ R ‘ ' — ’ .

means.less income. It may also- mean less financial security if. pro-rated

!

-

benefits do not accompany wages.
The reality also .exists that not all employers can or will respond to . °
the needs of their parent employees. Many -parents work in small com- .

panies, they may work in dying industries, or they may be unemployed,




-

-
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Further, ‘what responsibility does. thebusiness community have for parents

not in their employ? Is. it possible that the pgrents who benefit from

-

o .
ets? leen that demand f~or labor is a drlvmg f'orce and that labor in

’

. short supply is generally skllled and hlghly pald i-tn seems” oos”silﬁle that

v

>~ . " - N -~

_programs. R R

It would help if it could be shown that corp_orate self-interest can be
'serveld, as a result of: helping all parents in the community with child care.
. ']t — . s .. .'. . i

-

"To the extent that there are more members of soeiety.' contr'i“buti_ng mean=

ingfully to the economy ‘rather. than receiving welfare, tlweit-_private's-ecfor'

will benefit., If an:‘e}conomically»-health); community helps business, "then

there._is a-long range pay-off to Combaniés investing ‘in the child oare

" American management has tradltlonally focused on. the . short-term payoffs

‘compo-nent of econ'omic and community development efforts: ~ However,

-~

\ . . L

Suggestlons for _preventlve_ ~efforts, such as ,qnlld car_e{ often faH on deax w~-lﬁv,

corporate involvement will be those in the middle— and uppver—income brack- ":}

~ -

ears.

£ —

N

Cértain employer—supoorted child care initiatives raise some funda-."“

. \
- » -

mental questlons concerning the value of chlldrearlng in our socuety The-“
$100 per month subs:dy ‘offered by Measurex (mentioned earlier in this
chapter) to ’persuade ,employees to re’cu:rn .sooner from maternlty leave is a
case in point. .W"h,ereas. in Sweden and most other industrialized nations a
fami_ly aIlowance.is- designed to h_elp mothe‘rs stay home with their children

(see Kamerman & Kahn,-1979), in the. United _States;we alﬁpéar to be en-

" couraging thetr earlier separatlon

‘e

Perhaps the most. serlous of all ]‘Jotentxal consequences of-employer-’

. supported chlld care .lnltlatlves concerns an inference that may be made

L
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about the quality of work performed by working parents. If the feasibility

| ~"of child care is .best justified in terms, of its ability to improve productivity

~and solve 'managementv .problems then that justification has within it the

assumption that wnthout the employers child care assistance parents are.

not as effectlve wol‘kers and- perhaps §hould not be hlred) Even in a

tight labor market such attitudes may not always prevent the hiring of

@ i

'parents, but they might- affect the way parents are treatéd once on the
“job. Also, ‘~the mandating of child care as a fringe benefit, as the Florida

lemslature has considered doung, would, in effect, make it more expensive
«y. . :

fto hire garents “An overambitious‘policy such as _this one might thus open

:the door to wudespread discrimination agaiist working parents (particularly
-,.women who are the‘ most likely'to seek child care). @

.+ Although. presentmg Chlld care as a panacea for all of management's
,‘x""“-
problems ‘.‘p"rovides a convincing case for its provision, such an argument

can be dangerous ’Child care has long been advocated as 2 means of

reducmg poverty, hé'lpmg children succeed in school _and preventing .a

later life of crime and delinquency. But Grey (cnted in Ryan, 1§76)"‘points .

out with regard“ to Head Start programs that . ‘ o

An effective early ‘intervention program for .a preschool’
child, be it ever so good, cannot possibly be viewed as a
form of innoculation whereby the child is immunized forever
afterward to the effects of an inadequate home and a school
inappropriate to his needs. (pY 136)

Similarly, child care cannot be expected to innoculate an employee against,

boredom' or lackluster performance in.a job that is inherently .boring and -

lackluster.  Nor cag it immunize an employee against the effects of poor

working conditions and a managerrient system inappropriate to his or her_

-

own needs.

.

-




Governinent policies have not been particularly family-" or childf
- focused. Similar pa‘tterns are emerging around corporate personnel policies
relating to famlies. Without a concern for the child, there is .a'g',chance' of
skimping on qu‘a_lity#-—an action with 'possible negatlve, long. term .conse- °
quences. Further, the quallty of child care programs is largely deLer—
mined by the quallty of the staff and the staff of child care programs are
notorlously. underpa|d and overworked (Whltebook ‘Howes, Darrah, &

Friedman, 1982). A dis,cussion of the benefits and work con‘ditions o?

>
-~

employees in corporate _America ~cannot ignore employees.- engaged them- .
selves in the child care"programs. Given t_hat;.appr-ox'imately 60 to 803 of
the cost of operating a center is attributable to staff (Abt, 1977), it is

. . s . .

difficdlt“ to mavke‘a profit in-child "oaTe without cutting batk on salaries. If

a company, well |ntent|oned about meetlng |ts empfoyees child care needs,

recommends an |nexpenswe or totally proﬂt—or‘nented program, a company

may, in the process of servmg |ts own employees exploit the employees of

1
" the chlld care program and contr|bute to a reduced quality of chlld care

service, Without a concern for the quality of the child care programs into
which- employees' children aare placed,.there may‘ be no oyerall easing of
parental concern, . : - R | |
.ZF-‘nes_.e consequences c'anno*.c':be overlooked during theinit‘ial phases of‘
an employer presence’in famlly support services. ' Because this presence is
relatively new, -there_is a great need for careful planning and analyS|s
'l',he rafional.es and foundations establlshed today for'.-employer involvement
will have long 'lasting effects on later developments. As Amory Houghton

e

(cnted in Baden & Frledman 1981), Chair of the Board of Corning Gless,
has sald, "One percent of all companies want to be first and 99 percent
| want to ‘be second" (p. 23). What motivates that 1% is- very important to

the 99% who follow. o

3o
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- Thosc of us ln the field of chlld care have the opportunlty to shape
the emergence of an employer role in chlld care, It is an awesome task
with consmierable rethinking requured to assure that a hlgn quality. of care

is preserved and that parent preference is respected. It is also Qne of

the most creat:ve and excntlng taeks ever placed before tne child care_ ,

»

community.’ We need only heed the lessons learned in- the public sector.

#

When we asked for universal comprehensive"child\‘*\care,‘, we got nothing. -

Perhaps the ,,incremental approach 'will work in the private sector.

Lindﬂb'lom (196‘8) a scholar of the pollcy process, observes:
Pohcymakmg is typlcaHy a neve
sive steps in which continual
for a good bite. (p. 25)

r-ending process of succes- -
nibbling may be a substitute

o

Bon appetit.

s

As'
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"FOOTNOTES

1Much of the ‘information presented in this chapter derives from ori-
A

ginal research gathered through visits and telephone conversatlons con-

ducted over a peruod of 4 \/ears durnng which time. the author attended ¢

r

nearly"70"c'onferences on the subject of employer—supported child, care.

-

* Among Professor- Friedman's most recgnt publlcatlons on the subject are the

following: Strategies for expanding employer supports to worklng parents

(New York: Carnegxe Corporatlon of New York, 1983) State and local

-

government strategles to encourage employer supported child care {New

‘- York: Center for Public Advocacy Research, 1982), Management by parent

=

objectives: A case s‘tudy establishing the feasibility of employer-sponsored

child ‘care and other family supports (Doctoral dissertation, Harvard Unir

versity, 1982): and Designing a feasibility study: ‘A starting point for

.considering new management initi'atives for working parents (paper bre-

sented at the Conference on New Management Initiatives for Working Par-

ents, Boston, April 1-2, 1981).

L4
L

2 ot ' A - o
in Day care services: Industry's involvement, Besner has identified

11 on-site day care centers. These centers include Avco Economic Systems
(Dorchester, MA), Bro-Dart Industries (Williamsport, PA), Control Data

Corporation (Minneapolis, MN), Curlee Clothing (Mayiﬁeld, KY),. KLH

I
.

Research and Devefopment Corporation (Cambridge“ MA) Mr. Apparel,
Inc. (High Point, NC), Skyland Textile Company (Morgantown ‘NC), Tioga
Sportswear fFaII River, MA)‘, Tyson Foods, Inc. (Sprlngdale AR), Van-
derbilt Shirt FaCtory (A‘sherviHe, NC), and Winter Garden Freezing Com-

pany (Bells, TN).
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A 1980 étudy by Welfare Research, Inc., On-site day care: The.,

~ A}

state of the art and models development, identified an additional seven

-

centers in operation between 1960 and 1974." These included Forney En-

]

gineering (Dallas, TX), Jefferson Mills (Williamstown, NC), Joshua Tree .

.

ManUfac’turin'g (Gar‘denka,-~ CA), -Levi. Strauss (Star City, KS), PhotoCorpor‘F

ation of America ’(Matthewﬂs’,, NC),.Securi‘;y Natiohal Bank (Wa'lnut Creek, -

=t

‘CAb), and Stride Rite Shoes (BostOn, ’MA).‘ As"of 1982, only three of

these 18 centers have remained open and operating as originally spdn—'

sored--Forney Enéineering,_PhotoCorporation of America, and Stride Rite.
- ' : s - . \ :
'3Wheezles and Sneezles in B_er'ke‘ley,‘Californi*a, and Child Care Ser-

o

vices,' Inc. of Minneapolis, Minnesota, are two groups providing p@/alth
care workers in children's homes so that the parent. can go to work.

]‘hes‘e-groups charge, on an hourly basis, a practice prohibitive to the

parent unless paftially funded by a difficult-to—obtain corporate subsidy.

<

h . . . . . .
In "supply-side" economics, the focus is placed on stimulating the
supply of services-available to those who need {(or demand) such services;

funding of programs-is a "supp[y—side" activity. Putting dollars into the

L

hands of those (e.g., parents} who demand the services is a "demand-

'side" activity. d

SThe Bureau of Labor Statistics, March 1981, has indicated that there
are 2.9 million married couple families with only the husband -working and

~with twe children. This number equéis 4.8% of all families and. 9% of

families with children. : : , »

- ’
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I TABLE 1
Forms of Child Care Assistance
Provided by Various Employer Groups
' ‘ S "
Assistance . e Number of Companies Sponsoring Programs
Industry Health Care Government = Union TOTAL
- X 7 . ‘ R N .A . N
Child Care Centers 43 : 151 SRR 4 212
lnform.ation.and _
Referral . 20 R VA ! 0 0 37
) Vouchers 10 7 .0 0 17
Family Day Care o 0 7 : « 0 0 7
Parent Education 23 0 0 , 0 23
Support for ‘
Community-based” _ , .
Child Care = ... 78 11 ; 2 -0 91
Other 23 2 S 2 28
.TOTAL . 197 19‘5 17 6 s
Data provided by the National Employer Suppérted Child Care Proje.ct, 363 E. Villa, -

Pasadena, CA 91103. ‘ , -
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TABLE 2 °

On-Site Day Care Center Reports of Employer Benefits

A

Benefits Reported

" 'Percent of Employer Response .

C

Increased ability to attract new employees 88

Lowered absenteeism ‘ 72

Improved at_titude toward employer | 65 :
Improved attitude toward work 55

Favorable publicity 60 _,
prered job turnover 57

lmpfov.ed ?ommunity relaﬁons- 36

From .Appalachian Regional Commission Employer-Supported Day Care Study:
Final Report (1982), prepared by Leo Fishel, Tnese Balodis, and David Klaus.
TReprinted by permission of Appalachian Regional Commission, 1666 Connecti-

cut Ave., NW, Washingtpn, DC 20035.)
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