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CHILD CARE

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 9, 1989

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,

Washington, DC.
The committee met, pursuant to call, at 9:40 a.m., in Room 2175,

Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Augustus F. Hawkins [Chair-man], presiding.
Members present: Representatives Hawkins, Miller of California,

Murphy, Kildee, Martinez, Hayes of Illinois, Sawyer, Payne of New
Jersey, Lowey of New York, Poshard, Unsoeld, Jontz, Mfume,Good ling, Petri, Roukema, Gunderson, Bartlett, Tauke, Fawell,
Henry., Grandy, and Ballenger.

Staff present: Susan McGuire, staff director; Carole Stringer, leg-
islative analyst; Richard Johnson, general counsel; Eugene Sofer,
budget counsel; Jack Jennings, counsel; Gail Perry, legislative asso-ciate; Kristina Moore, assistant to the general counsel; Andy Hart-
man, minority staff director; Carol Lamb-Behrer, minority profes-sional staff member; Beth Buehlmann, minority education coordi-nator; °Lynn Selmser, minority professional staff member; and
Susan Wilhelm, staff director, Subcommittee on Human Resources.

Chairm . HAwKINS. The Committee on Education and Labor iscalled to order.
The bearing this morning begins the process of developing legis-

lation to address one of the country's most pressing issues, that ofthe child care crisis. As chairman of the Education and Labor Com-
mittee, I am firmly committed to working out a consensus on legis-lation which can be enacted this session of Congress. I am under noillusions that this process will be easy. We know that the care ofour children is an emotionally charged issue, that there are funda-
mental differences on the appropriate role of Government in sup-porting such care, and di'Terences on the approaches to providingcare.

But I think we have broad agreement that the time is right for aFederal response to this concern, and out of that we know that par-ents have difficulties finding good child care. According to a recent
Harris poll, today 45 percent of the labor force is female and 2 outof 3 new jobs is likely to be filled by women over the next decade
as the economy e7pands and the work force grows. Presently, 10million children i rider the age of 6 need child care services. De-
spite the difficulty experienced by parents in finding good care andthe proven economic benefits for businesses which get involved,
only 3,500 employers out of 6 million provide some form of child
care support for their employees.

(1)



On January 3, I introduced the proposed Child Development and
Education Act of 1989, H.R. 3, with the intention of using it as a
vehicle for crafting legislation with bipartisan support an 'ncorpo-

. rating the best thinking of the experts in the field. The proposal
.which I introduced emphasizes educational development rather
than custodial care, targets resources to those most in need of serv-
ices. and least able to afford qu ility care, and builds on existing
programs of proven effectiveness. By utilizing programmatic re-
quirements of current law, the proposal incorporates existing non-
discrimination provisions and aims to avoid reopening the church-
state issue.

In convening these full committee hearings, I encourage all
membeis of the committee to participate in the deliberations on
child care legislation. I intend that the development of this legisla-
tion- shall be based on broad consultation with all of the affected
groups and organizations. While time may not permit all who seek
to be heard to testify in public hearings, I can assure everyone con-
cerned that we are open to their views and welcome their sugges-
tions.

This morning, the committee will hear from a group of widely re-
spected experts in the child care field, and we look forward to these
experts to give us a better understanding of the current child care
needs and to explore policy options.

Before that time, however, let me yield to several members. And
before that may I again emphasize that the bill which I have intro-
duced is not to the exchision of any other bill. We are not opposing
bills, we are simply trying 0 reach a consensus on the committee.
We are trying to reach a consensus that will include both Republi-
cans and Democrats and to incorporate into whatever is finally
agreed to by this committee the best that there is in all of the vari-
ous proposals.

Now may I at this time yield to the ranking minority member,
Mr. Goodling?

Mr. GOODLING. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am pleased to join
you in having this series of hearings on the important topic of child
care. Last year child care came of age as a policy issue of national
significance. In Congrer,,, on the campaign trial, and in homes
across the country child care wet:: much discussed. While there is
not a consensus at the present time as to the exact means by which
the Federal Government should assist families securing quality
child care, there does seem to be a general agreement that there is
a Federal role.

In the weeks and months ahead, we will hear a great deal about
many of the specific issues involved in the child care debate. In
fact, tonight, I suppose, President Bush will talk about his own
child care proposal. I would like to take this opportunity to high-
light just a few issues that are of specific interest to me.

First, I believe that it is vitaily important that r.ny Federal
policy on child care encourage the integration of children from
poor, middle income and wealthy income families. It would be a
tragedy, in my estimation, if there is a problem with Head Start;
part oethat problem, if the effect of our policies was to segregate
poor children in a certain type of care and not work toward inte-



3

glided child care systems. This shouki be our goal in child care pro-
vided.hy businelses, government, and the private sector.
.,''Other issues I am concerned abut include parental choice, the

involvement of businesses, and coordination at the local level.
And I look forward to the nearings and working with you and all

members to bring about a desirable program.
Chairman HAWKING. I would like to yield next to Mr. Kildce, the

chairman of the Human Resources Subcommittee. And may I say,
in connection, that Mr. Kildee has certainly worked tirelessly to
bring child care legislation to fruition. He has graciously concurred
in hoMing these hearings inasmuch as they do cover several sub-
committees. I welcome the .ontribution that he has made and I
look forward to working with him, and certainly at this time would
like to have Mr; Kildee express himself in any way that he may
wish to do so.

Mr. Kildee?
Mr. KILDEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am very pleased to join

you this morning to discuss national child care policy. I also am
grateful to your commitment and dedication to addressing the
needs of child care in our country.

Child care is an issue which only becomes more urgent as time
passes. It is more urgent this year than it was last year. And with
the groundwork that we did lay in the 100th Congress, I am confi-
dent that we will successfully address this important national issue
this year. As Jimmy Durante said, everyone is in on the act right
now. The President is in on the act, and we welcome that action on
his part. Whatever is proposed we can certainly look at, and hope-
fully come u with a package of good child care bills.

From the g, however, I have felt that any child care billmust contain essential elements. First, it must help parents
and 'children obtainfaiid affoi child care. Many parents cannot dothat now. &via; increase the supply of child care.
There is a vast alliiifige of that out there. And third, it must ad-
dress the question of quality of child care. There are not only
horror stories out there, there is sometimes just a lack of any
meaningful child care and all we have is just wareYtousing of chil-
dren.

Clearly, a comprehensive approach is necessary if Federal policy
is to he successful in addressing these key issues. Throughout my
entire working life is both as a teacher and as an elected official. I
have sought to advance the basic principle that government should
help everyone but especially those who are most vulnerable in our
society. And the very young and the very old are very often the
most vulnerable. This principle has been my guide throughout the
child care debate and was a key factor in my decision to introduce
the Act for Better Child Care.

I was pleased to be joined in the introduction of that bill by a
vast array of people in the Congress, representing various philoso-phies and both parties. Representative Olympia Snowe, from
Maine, is a chief cosponsor of that bill.

The Act for Better Child Care was tho first comprehensive child
care legislation before the Congress in over 16 years. It is based
upon the concept that all society benefits when government helps
strengthen the family. The ABC bill is certainly a pro-family bill.
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. It also seeks to build upon existing State and local efforts by
making the Federal Government a partner in these efforts to
ensure thsavailability of affordable..quality care. Most importantly,
however, it addresses each of the three components which are cru-
cial to the development of a comprehensive national child care

licy.,Seven-five percent of all ABC funds flow through States to
p low- and ,moderate-income parents pay for child care at the

inarket:rate, on a sliding fee scale.
We learned during ,previous hearings of the great divers'

within the. existing child care network. From the beginning,
haVrecognized that diversity by permitting funds to be used for
care ,provided,by family daycare provides, by for-profit and not-for-
profit centers, by school-based, provides, and by group care provid-
ers., And think we have to the structure that already
exists out there when we address e question of child care. That is
very important. We had difficulties with that last year, but we
have to face-up to those difficulties. One of the things we have to
recognize is, if there is a structure out there, then we have to be
aware of that.

We learned that empowering families to meet their child care
needs involves more than just making care more affordable. It in-
volves supporting efforts to expand the availability of the resource
and referral services. Many parents have no idea where they can
secure child care. It involves providing grants to potential child
care providers to increase the supply of quality programs parents
have to choose among.

It also involves establishing training programs and requiring
minimum levels of training to Lalp insure care-givers have the
tools to provide adequate c d care. One of the great in
Head Start is that we required training, and Head Start we have
never found a documented case of child tabuse,because of that
training. Training is an essential elemeny,inany child care propos-

' al we have. '
Mr. Chairman, I think that we both approach the needs of child

care with good will and a sense of urgency, and I am convinced
that that good will and that sense of urgency will enable us to send
a bill to the Prosident's desk this year.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman HAWKINS. Thank you.
Before calling on the first witness, the chair would certainly rec-

ognize any other members who have an opening statement.
Mr. Petri?
Mr. Perm. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for holding

this hearing on this important subject so early in the 101st Con-
gress. I will be most interested to learn what the various witnesses
m these hearings will have to say, but at the outset I would like to
make clear that I think we should bring to this issue several funda-
mental principles.

First, whatever money we might decide to spend to help families
with children I think we should give directly to the parents. In
fact, my preference would be to give every last dime directly to the
parents.

Second, it should be up to the parents to decide what kind of care
their chi rlren will receive, not any government agency anywhere.



Third, it is fundamentally wrong to discriminate against people
who'Care for their own children in favor of dual-earner couples and
others who pay other people to care for their children. Those who
care for their own children forego iTicome to do so, work just ashard as those who work outside tha home, and often make the
greatest economic sacrifices. Any program to help people with chil-
dren that discriminates against those who work in the home denies

the value of that work and is fundamentally unfair.
Finally, any money we spend in this area should be concentrated

at the lowest end of the income scale; that is, on the working poor.
For all these reasons I start out with the belief that the simplest,

most efficient, and fairest way to help working poor people with
children is to supplement their wages directly, according to the
number of children, through an expansion of the existing earned
income tax credit. 'Then the parents can decide how to spend that
money, whether for child care, food, clothing, or the other things
that children need. In other words, "power to the people" should be
our battle cry.

I would also like to state my view that, looked at in this way, the
child care issue is really closely related to the minimum wage
issue. There, too, our main purpose is to help working poor families
with children. In the child care case we focus on just one of the
costs of having children: the need to look after them. In the mini-
mum wage case we are concerned with all the costs of having chil-
dren. But the basic problem is the same: economic need varies by
family size and wages don't. So we need to supplement the wages of
lower skilled workers with children.

In the near future I plan to introduce a bill that will expand the
earned income tax credit in ways that will at the same time give
the fairest help to people for child care needs and give more help to
more poor families that really need it than would an increase in
the mmimum wage, without causing harmful side effects in the
form of lost jobs for the least skilled and higher inflation.

If we are really serious about helping people, I think we should
focus our attention on such a proposal.

Chairman HAW INS. Thank you, Mr. Petri. Any other? Mr.
Miller?

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I would like to commend you for
holding these hearings this early in the session so that we have the
best opportunity to report out legislation affecting child care. I
want to associate myself with the remarks of my colleague, Mr.
Kildee, and commend him for all of his work. Unfortunately, I am
not going to be able to stay for the hearing because of the meeting
of our Labor Management Subcommittee on pensions.

But before I leave, I want to say to the committee that the panel
that has been assembled here this morning is as good as you can
posSiblrget on the subject of child care. Dr. Zigler has as much ex-
pertise as anyone in the Nation, and has given as much iought to
this issue. Dr. Phillips has been especially helpful to our Selea.
Committee on Children, Youth and Families in addressing some of
the public policy issues surrounding considerations of child care op-
tions. My apologies to them, and to other members of the panel, for
my inability to stay here, but I had asked for these hearings up-
stairs and now I have to attend them.

10
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Thank you.
Chairman HAWKINS. Any other members seeking recognition at

this time? ,
Mr. PAYNE. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I, too, have to apologize for

having.to skip out at this time. Our Government Operations Com-
mittee will be holding its first organization meeting this morning
at 10, and I must be there. But I can't think of anything more im-
portant than the subject before us, and I will, hopefully, get back to
hear some of the testimony. We have started to review what has
been.said previously, and, hopefully, we can come up with what is
best for the American family.

Thaniyou.
Mi. M. NEz. Mr. Chairman?
Chairman HAWKINS. Mr. Martinez?
Mr. MARTLNEZ. Mr. Chairman, I had not intended to make a

statement, but since other members are apologizing for leaving, I
em going to have to apologize for leaving also. I have to attend the
same meeting as Mr. Payne.

Chairman HAWKINS. Well, don't everybody leave, you know. You
are

[Laugh
supposed to be interested in child care.

te
Mr. MAR

r.]
Tnucz. I think it is a shame because this is such an im-

portant issue and, although Congress has struggled with it before, I
think as you said in your opening statement, the time is right. Mr.
Kildee said that everybody is in on the act. I just hope that act
doesn't turn out to be a song and dance as it has in the past. I
think there are some crucial needs out here that have to be met.

One of the things that I wonder if the panels would touch on is
the idea that is fostered by many of our colleagues on the other
side of the aisle that somehow parents, grandparents and family
and relatives will suffice if given the proper incentive. I think that
they are not being realistic because there are many, many single
parent families who do not have relatives or parents or grandpar-
ents v. ho can fill that void and are in clwmerate need. If they aren't
going to become a greater liability and end up on our welfare rolls
as a cost to the taxpayer, I think that these things have to be ad-
dressed, somewhere in that compromise that Mr. Goodling talked
about. I realize Mr. Goodling is one of those members who is very
sincere and will compromise in order to work out a package that
would be beneficial to all, and I in no way mean to demean his po-
sition or statements that he made. But I think that is something
that must be included in that compromise. If in the end we are to
do any ood, it is going to have to be a sincere compromise.

you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman HAWKINS. Any other members seeking recognition? If

not, Dr. Edward Zigler, Director of the Yale Bush Center is our
first witness.

Dr. Zigler, we look forward to your testimtiny I have had an op-
portunity to read it, and I am sure others haye likewise. May I
not directing it directly to you, Dr. Zigler, but may I at this time
announce that it is the intent of the committee to try to confine
the members to the 5-minute rule. We have requested that the wit-
nesses consume no more than 15 minutes. We would like to be able
to question them and to complete the agenda today. We will try to

11
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expedite the hearing as much as possible and try to conform asclosely as possible to the rules.
May I indicate at the same time that the statements that have

been submitted will be entered in the record in their entirety, jus'the same as if they had been orally given to the committee, andany other statements of members or persons who are not witnesses
will also be added to the record just as if it is an official documentgiven at this hearing.

With that, Dr. Zig ler, we look forward to your testimony. And weappreciate your appearing before the committee.

STATEMENT OF EDWARD F. ZIGLER, STERLING PROFESSOR OF
PSYCHOLOGY AND DIRECTOR, BUSH CENTER IN CHILD DEVEL-
OPMENT AND SOCIAL POLICY, YALE UNIVERSITY
Mr..Zior.ss. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the committee,thank you for the opportunity to share with you my concerns aboutthe urgent need for good quality child care and my thoughts onhow, as a Nation, we can respond to the problem.
In the course of these hearings and those held during the 100thCongress, numerous witnesses testified to the need for child car a,so you have a sense of the magnitude of the problem and the factthat we have reached a crisis stage. Today, there is an extremeshortage of good quality and affordable child care services. What isof even greater concern, we have no child care system withinwhich we can work to upgrade the quality and availability of serv-ices. I see it as a non-system out there.
The situation will not imps re without intervention; it can onlybecome worse as more mothers work and more children need daycare. In a decade from now we will have 26 million children, orhalf the population of children, who have either a mother or both amother and a father in the workforce, and these childrer will be insopae type of out-of-home care.
Whether the children will grow up to be healthy and productive

members of our society depends very much on the decisions wemake now about cold care.
I say this because a child care facility, whether it is a center or afamily day care home, is an environment in which children spend asignificant portion of their day, every day. We know from years ofresearch that the child's environment is a major determinant ofthe development of children. Environments can be arranged on acontinuum of quality from good to bad. There are certain ingredi-

ents which are needed for a good quality environment. If the envi-
ronment is lacking in these ingredients, if it is of 7 lor quality, chil-
dren's development will be compromised.

Today's hearings are an indication that there is an awareness atevery level, from parents to policy-makers and developmental ex-perts, that the development of tens of thousands of children isindeed already being compromised as we sit here today. There aresimply not enough child care slots of good quality to fill the r.:ed.
Many families have no choice but to place their children in facili-ties which are inadequate. I have visited some of these facilities

1?
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and am left with grave concern for the children I encountered
there.

Mr. Chairman, I support your efforts' to address the crisis our
--Nation's families are facing. I understand that you introduced the
Child Development and Education Act of 1989 as a means of devel-
oping &bipartisan consensus on the issue and identifying the Fed-
eral.Government's role in the solution to the child care problem.
For that you are to be commended.

There are many parts of the bill which I endorse, specifically, the
provisions in Title II for school-based child care. Like you, Mr.

, I believe that schools have an important role to play in
the solution to the child care problem. The fact is the problem has
reached such crisis proportions that vve cannot continue to address
it in a piecemeal' manner. Rather, we must begin to establish a
child care system that is reliable, caza3- Bible to all childrenI com-
mend the concept of integratiOn; it should be basica system that
becomes part of the very structure of society. The school, which is a
major societal institution with which parents and children are fa-
miliar, can provide us with the structure for creating such a child
care system, enabling us to offer good quality care to all children.

One aspect of the- child care issue that the Nation will have to
address, and we have not yet done so, is the cost. Nobody really
seems to want to look at what the cost of what we are talking
about really is. At present, we have no firm figure on how much it
would cost to put in. place a child care system, but we do know that
the figure is in the tens of billions of dollars. The question is, how
are we going to pay for it? School-based child care figure promi-
nently in the cost issue; we already have a trillion dollars plus in-
vestment in school buildings which can help offset part of the cost
of child care. The rest will have to be paid for as follows: first,
through parental fees; second, through State funds. I say this be-
cause child care, like education, is not mentioned in the Constitu,
tion, therefore like education, child care must be primarily a State-
based system. Finally, besides parental fees and State responsibil-
ity fcr child care, the Federal Government has an important role,
which is to subsidize the care of needy and handicapped children,
as it currently does with Chapter 1 of the Elementary and Second-
ary Act and Public Law 94-142.

I support a school-based approach to child care because I have
seen it work. Last year, I conceptualized a plan for comprehensive,
school-based child care and family support services. This plan is
known as the 21st Century School program. It has attracted consid-
eralq&attention across the Nation and has been implemented now
in two States: Missouri and Connecticut. It is in the process of
being implemented in the Columbus, Ohio school district and State-
wide in Wisconsin.

The 21st Century School program and Title II of the Child Devel-
opment and Education Act have much in common. If I may, I
would like to share with the committee what I have learned from
the implementation of the program about the possibilities inherent
in school-based child care.

The 21st Century School program has five components. First, all-
day child care for 3, 4 and 5-year-old children. Second, before and
after school and vacation care for both preschool and school-age

1 3t
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children. Children who spend half day in kindergarten would spendthe rest_of the day in child care if the parents' work schedule madethis a necessity.
These child care services are provided in the school. In addition

to thescrservices, the 21st Century program calls for three outreach'services. One is a home visitation program beginning in the lasttrimester of pregnancy' up to the child s third year, modeled afterthe -Parents_As First Teachers program in Missouri which offers
parents guidance and support to help promote the child's develop-Went. Another outreach service is information and referral to helpparents with specific child care needs such as night care. The third
outreach-vervice is support and assistance to family day care pro-viders in the catchment area of the school.

This latter aspect of the 'program is of vital importance. Familyday care providers shoulder the awesome task of caring for manyof the Nation's infants and toddlers. I believe that good qualityfamily day care is an appropriate setting for very young children.The homelike atmosphere, small size, and individualized at-tention which this type ofcare offers i Conductive to children's de-
velopment. However, family day, care providers are often isolatedfrom the child care community. They need opportunities for socialsuppcirt, training, and respite that school-based child care servicescan -offer them. In the 21st Century, School program, family daycare homes surrounding the school are combined into a networkwith the school's child care system providing the hub of this net-work.

The 21st Century child care program is based on developmental
principles and my knowledge accumulated over 30 years of work onthe needs of children. I have specified certain criteria to ensurethat the program delivers good quality of child care, that it is madeavailable to all children in an integrated fashion regardless offamily income, that it is operated by individuals who have knowl-edge and training in child development, and that it emphasizes pa-rental involvement.

Parts of the 21st Century School program already exist at somelevel in communities across the Nation. What is unique about the21st Century program are: (1) it offers a range of child care andsupport services under one umbrella instead of piecemeal; (2) theservices are school-based, providing us with an opportunity to es-tablish a child care system within which we can work to upgradeand expand services as may be needed. Today, we have no realsystem for child care, but, rather, a patchwork of different types ofservices.
The test of any plan, no matter how good it is on paper, can benoted in its implementation. What I have to report in this regardabout the 21st Century program is very promising.
First, the 21st Century School program has enjoyed a great dealof support and enthusiasm. As with any new idea, it had its shareof critics who continue to voic their concerns. However, the inter-est in the program has been overwhelming, indicating to me areadiness on the part of parents and schools for school-based pro-grams. I have had requests for information and assistance in imple-menting the program from school districts in Ohio, Wisconsin,Florida, Wyoming, Utah, North Carolina, Colorado, and other
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States. There appears to be a commitment on the part of school ad-
ministrators to enhance the development of children and assist
families with child care.

Second, as I noted earlier, the program has already been imple-
mented in two States. In my own State of Connecticut, the legisla-
ture appropriatt.1 $500,000 for start-up and operational' support of
three demonstration programs, one each in an urban, suburban,
and, rural school district. The Department of Human Resources,
which in conjunction withtlik Department of Education is adminis-
tering the program, is providing the subsidies for low income chil-
dren so the schools can offer a sliding scale fee system.

In Missouri,. the program was initiated by the Superintendents of
Independence and Platte County School Districts. Start-up funds
were made available by a community foundation. Some funds for
the school-age program and for the staff *training were made avail-
able by the Missouri Department of Education. This program, as
you can see, is a true public/private partnership in Missouri.

-The, Missouri program has been in operation since September 6,
1987. A total of 1,400 children are being served in 13 schools. I vis-
ited the Missouri schools recently. The programs are being deliv-

. ered according to the principles and criteria I have identified. The
programs have yet to operate on. a sliding scale fee system. This is
where the Federal Government. can help. The largest problem with
the school approach is how do you get the money to pay for poor

-children who can-afford no fee. .
I am especially encouraged by two aspects of the programs;

namely, parental satisfaction and its cost-effectiveness. It appears
that the school-based child care program can operate on reasonable
fees once, start-up costs are provided. For the two school districts in
Missouri, start-up costs were approximately $180,000. The fees that
are now being charged can easily be handled by families who live
in the suburbs. They are fees of $45 to $54 a week for all-day child
care for preschoolers and $18 a week for before and school school
care. These fees are much lower than the national average.

In middle-class neighborhoods, school-based programs can be self-
supportive on parental fees within a relatively short period of time.
My colleagues in Missouri tell me they will be in the black within
one year just on fees alone. There is a need, however, to subsidize
the care of low-income families. I would very much hope thai this
is where the Federal Government would step in.

The 21st Century School plan, Mr. Chairman, is a long-term
xi vision in terms of creating a reliable and stable child care system. I

see the Child Development and Education. Act of 1989 as ennbling
schools to start initiating these programs across the country and
providing the subsidies necessary for low-income children.

I believe that our ability to institutionalize a child care system,
parental satisfaction, and coat effectiveness are three arguments in
favor of school-based child care. It is for these reasons that I am
pleased to see the provisions for school-based p in Title II
of the Child Development and Education Act of 19 9.

Mr. Chairman, I endorse the Title II provision as written; in par-
ticular, the financial support for low income children, enabli
schools to use funds for start-up costs and enabling schools to sub-
contract with community-based organizations for services.
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The one change I would suggest, however, is that services bemade to children beginning at age 3. At this age children are readyfor group care, and in the school-based programs I have seen chil-dren that age do well, their families are satisfied, and they havethe opportunity for continuity of care.
Mr. Chairman, I thank you again for the opportunity to testify insupport of a school approach to child care. I would like to submit tothe committee my plan, my complete plan for the 21st CenturySchool for the record. I would be very happy to address any ques-tions the committee may have.

. The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the document referred to willbe submitted for the record.
[The prepared statement of Edmund F. Zig ler follows:]

rt
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1

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Committee,

thank you for the opportunity to share with you my concerns about

the urgent need for good quality child care and my thoughts on

how, as a nation, we can respond to the problem.

In the course of these hearings and those held during the

100th Congress, numerous witnesses testified to the need for

child care, so you have a sense of the magnitude of the problem

and the fact that we have reached a crisis stage. Today, there is

an extreme shortage of good quality and affordable child care

services. What is of even greater concern, we have no child care

system within which we can work to upgrade the quality and

availability of services.

The situation will not improve without intervention; it can

only become worse as more mothers work and more children need day

care. In a decade from now we will have 26 million children - or

half the population of children - who have either a mother, or

both a mother and a father, in the workforce, and these children

will be in some type of outof-home care.

Whether the children will grow up to be healthy and

productive members of society depends very much on the decisions

we make now about child care.

I say this because a child care facility, whether it is a

center or a family day care home, is an environment in which

children spend a significant portion of their day, every day. We

know from years of research that the environment is a major
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determinant of the deve.7opment of children. Environments can be

arranged on a continuum of quality from good to bad. There are

certain ingredients which are needed for a god quality

environment. If the environment is lacking in these ingredients,

if it is of poor quality, children's development will be

compromised.

Today's hearings are an indication that there is an

awareness at every level, from parents to policy makers and

developmental experts, that the development of thousands of

children is indeed being compromised. There are simply not enough

child care slots to fill the need. Many families have no choice

but to place their children in facilities which are inadequate. I
"'",....

have visited some of these facilities and am left with grave

concern for the children.

Mr. Chairman, I support your efforts to address the crisis

our nation's families are facing. I understand that you

introduced the Child Development and Education Act of 1989 as a

means of developing a bipartisan consensus on the issue and

identifying the federal government's role in the solution to the

child care problem.

There are many parts of the bill which I endorse,

specifically, the provisions in Title II for school-based child

care. Like you, Mr. Chairman, I believe that schools have an

important role to play in the solution to the child care problem.

The fact is, the problem has reached such crisis proportions that

1 J
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we cannot continue to address it in a band aid manner. Rather, we

must begin to establish a child care system that is reliable,

accessible to all children, and becomes part of the very

structure of society. The school, which is a major societal

institution with which parents and children are familiar, can

provide us with the structure for creating such a child care

system, enabling us to offer good quality care to all children.

One aspect of the child care issue that the nation will have

to address, and we have not yet done so, is the cost. At present,

we have no firm figure on how much it would cost to put in place

a child care system. But we do know that the figure is in the

tens of billions of dollars. The question is, how are we going to

pay for it? School-based child
care figure prominently in the

cost issue; we have a trillion dollars investment in school

buildings which can help offset part of the costs. The rest will

have to be paid for as follows: One, through parental fees. Two,

through state-funds. I say this because child care, like

education, is not mentioned in the constitution, therefore like

education, child care must be primarily a state-based system.

Finally, besides, parental fees and state responsibility for

child care, the federal government has a role, which is, to

subsidize the care of needy and handicapped children, as it

currently does with Chapter 1 of the Elementary and Secondary Act

and Public Law 94-142.

I support a school-based approach to child care because I

have seen it work. Last year, I conceptualized a plan for
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comprehensive, school-based child care and family support

services.

This plan is known as the 21st Century School program. IL has

attracted considerable attention across the nation and has been

implemented in 2 states, Missouri and Connecticut. It's in the

process of being implemented in the Columbus, Ohio school

district and state-wide in Wisconsin. The 21st Century School

program and Title II of the Child Development & Education Act

have much in common. If I may, I would like to share with the

Committee what I have learned from the implementation of the

program about the possibilities inherent in school-based child

care.

The 21st Century School program has five components. One, all

day child care for three, four and five year mod childrc-.. Two,

before-and after-school and vacation care for both ore- school d.id

school-age children. Children who spend hef day in kindergarten

would spend the rest of the day in child care if the parents' work

schedule made this a necessity.

These child care services are provided in the school. In

addition to these services, the 21st Century program calls for

three outreach services. One is a home visitation program

beginning in the last trimester of pregnancy up to the child's

third year, modelled after the Parents As Teachers program which

offers parents guidance and support to help promote the child's

development. Another outreach service is information and referral
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to help parents with specific child care needs such as night

care. The third outreach service is support and assistance to

family day care providers in the vicinity of the school.

This latter aspect of the program is of vital importance.

Family day care providers shoulder the awesome task of caring for

many of the nation's infants and toddlers. I believe that good

quality family day care is an appropriate setting for very young

children. The home-like atmosphere, small group size, and

individualized attention which this type of care offers is

conducive to children's development. However, family day care

providers are often isolated from the child care community. They

nerd opportunities for social support, training, and respite

that school-based child care services can offer them. In the

21st Century School program, family day care homes surrounding

the school are combined into a network with the school's child

care system providing the hub of this network.

The 21st Century child care program is based on

developmental principles and my knowledge, accumulated over a

quarter of a century, of the needs of children. I have specified

certain criteria to ensure that the program delivers yood quality

child care, that it is made available to all children, regardless

of family income, that it is operated by individuals who have

knowledge and training in child development, and that it

emphasizes parent involvement.

Parts of the 21st Century School program already exist at
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some level in communities across the nation. What is unique about

the program are: 1. it offers a range of ,hild care and support

services under one umbrella instead of piecemeal; 2. the services

are school-based, providing us with an opportunity to establish a

child care system within which we can work to upgrade and expand

services as may be needed. Right now we have no system for child

care but, rather, a patchwork of different types of services.

The test of any plan, no matter how good it is on paper, can

be noted in its implementation. What I have to report in this

regard about the 21st Century program is very positive.

First, the 21st Century School program has enjoyed a great

deal of support and enthusiasm. As with any new idea, it had its

share of individuals who voiced their concerns. However, the

interest in the program was overwhelming, indicating to me a

readiness on the part of parents and schools, for school-based

programs. I have had requests for information and assistance in

implementing the programs from school districts in Ohio,

Wisconsin, Florida, Wyoming, Utah, North Carolina, Colorado and

other states. There appears to be a commitment on the part of

school administrators to enhance the development of children and

assist families with child care.

Second, as I noted earlier, the program has already been

implemented in two states. In my own state of Connecticut, the

legislature appropriated $500,000 for start up and operational

support of three demonstration programs, one each in an urban,

2J
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suburban, and rural school district. The Department of Human

Resources which, in conjunction with the Department of Education,

is administering the program, is providing the subsidies for low

income children so that the schools can offer a sliding scale fee

system.

In Missouri, the program was initiated by the superintendents

of Independence & Platte County school districts. Start up funds

were made available by a community foundation; some funds for the

achool-age program and for the staff training

were made available by the Missouri Department of Education. This

program, as you can see, is a true public/private partnership.

The Missouri program has been in oneration since September

6, 1987. A total of 1400 children ,Are being served in 13

schools. I visited the Missouri schools. The programs are being

delivered according to the principles and criteria I have

identified. The programs have yet to operate on a sliding scale

fee system. This is where the federal government can help. But

they do have scholarships for some children.

I am especially encouraged by two aspects of the program:

1. parental sa tisfaction. Parents have expressed their

relief at finding child care for their children at a reasonable

price. Many parents are also glad of the opportunity to have

their or 4 year old child in the same building vith an older

sibling.

2. Cost-etfectiveneqs, It appears that the school-based child
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care programs can operate on reasonable fees once start-up costs

are provided. For the two school districts in Missouri, start-up

costs for building renovation and staff salaries and training

were approximately $180,000. The fees are $45-$54 a week for all

day child care for preschoolers and $18 a week for before and

after school care. These fees are much lower than the national

average.

In middle class neighborhoods, school-based programs can be

self-supportive on parental fees within a relatively short

period of time. In Missouri, for example, the programs are

expected to be operating on fees within one year. There is a

need however, to subsidize the care of low-income families. I

would very much hope that this is where the federal government

would step in

The 21st ..entury School plan, Mr. Chairman, is a longterm

vision in terms of creating a reliable and stable child care

system. I see the Child Development and Education Act of 1989 as

enabling schools to start initiating these programs across the

country and providing the subsidies to low income children.

I believe that our ability to institutionalize a child care

system, parental satisfaction, and cost effectiveness are just

three reasons in support of school-based child care. It is for

these reasons that I am pleased to see the provisions for school-

based programs in Title II of the Child Development and Education

Act of 1989. Mr. Chairman, I endorse the Title II provision as
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written, in particular, the financial support for low income

children, enabling schools to use funds for start up costs and

enabling schools to subcontract with community based

organizations for services.

The one change I would suggest, however, is that services

made available to children beginning at age three. At this age

children are ready for group care and in the school - based

programs I have seen, children that age do well, their families

are satisfied, and they have the opportunity for continuity of

care.

Mr. Chairman, I thank you again for the opportunity to

testify in support of a school approach to child care. I would

like to submit to the Committee my plan for '-he 21st Century

school for the record. I would be happy to addrsss any questions

the Committee may have.

be

4 ,
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Chairman Hawra-ss. Dr. Zig ler, in your testimony, on page 8, I
notice that you ste. ?. that fees for school-based preschool programs
and also for before and after school care are much lower than the
national average. May I ask you, is the reason for the lower "cN3s
due to the fact that the schools are covering a part of the cot., 6 Jill
State and local revenues?

Mr. ZIGIZII. I think that is correct, Mr. Chairman. There are
built-in subsidies, the most important of which, of ccirse, is the
school building itself. Transportation is paid for .-t of State educa-
tion funds. So there is a built-in subsidization for these services
within the schools.

Chairman HAwKINS. My other question is somewhat related. In
approaching child care we sometimes lean toward providing custo-
dial care or making the program a little bit more like welfare and,,
on the other hand, we sometimes lean towards making the pro-
gram educational. Of these two approaches, which do you recom-
mend?

Mr. &Giza. I feel like I am in something of a time warp, Mr.
Chairman. We had this discussion in 1971.

The fact is there is 2cthing more important ir our Nation than
development of our children. The saddest aspect of what is going
on in this country to me is that a two-tiered child care system has
developed. We know how to deliver absolutely wonderful care to
children of every age. Parents who have the wherewithal, the eco-
nomic resources to buy it, are buying good care. Our working class
families, and even many lower class families, are buying care that
I cnnsider to be compromising the development of their children.

As we move forward on the child care front, the quality of the
care, its developmental features must be of absolute, top impor-
tance. So anybody who talks to me about custodial care is really
talking about the destruction of our children.

Chairman HAwKINS. Thank you for your answer.
Mr. Goodling?
Mr. C3ODLING. I yield to Mr. Kildee.
Chairman HAWK INS. Mr. Kildee first, and then we will recognize

Mr. Goodling.
Mr. KILIIBE. Very good. Thank you. Mr. Chairman.
Dr. Zigler, thank you very ranch for your testimony and for the

fine work you have done in the field of child care. In your testimo-
ny and in your other works and articles I have read you stress
school-based child care. Even if we do say that is our ultimate goat,
what do we do in the interim? And what should the Federal Gov-
ernment do in that interim period, which could be a long time in-
terim period, for children in other types of c'-Id care facilities?

Mr. ZIGLER. An excellent question, Mr. Kudee. And let me com-
pliment you on your efforts in behalf of child care legislation.

My plan is A long-term plan. But this country is remiss and sit-
ting on its hands. We knew the child care problem 20 years ago.
We have been sitting on our hands while it has gotten worse and
worse and worse, so that it has become a crisis.

1 think that what T would propose is that we have a long-term
plan, which is the plan that I have laid out to yc . This is where
the country is finally going to go. In the interim period we are
going to have to pick out the best pieces of the AT plan, President

2'i
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Dish's plan, and we are going to havo to work out some kind of apackage,. services, many of which are in the ABC bill, which
would: allow us to help the day care situation immediately.

But, if all we do is keep in place a short-term system without
takinrinto account a long-term planning phaseI am not talkingWally

is
of giving the schools a monopoly in child care. If a

parent is satisfied with the child care they are receiving anywhere,
. they are the primary determinants of where their children go.I; am suggesting one more option for parents, and I am alsosaying that there is nothing in my plan that doesn't allowwe

need' somebody central to the child care system. We have to makeit into a system, and the best core that I could see is the school.
The school could then contract and work with family day careproviders, centers. So it becomes a kind of a hub of a system that

would make it into a system.
Mr.- K.n.nas. ,Well, if we do give parents real optionsright nowthey have no real option. They find themselves fortunate if theycan-find even poor child care very often, they are so desperate. If

we give theni real options for quality child care, al least betterquality than we have today, won't there be a tendency for the
better ones to survive, the better modality to survive and emergeduring that interim period?

Mr. Ziount. I, think that is a true assumption. I think, again, the
parallel is what happened to education in this country. When wemoved to public education we didn't put the private schools out of
business. I hope Gresham's law works. The fact of the matter is
my hunch would. be since a parent has got to pay a fee in mysystem, if they are happy with the quality of what they are rzceiv-
ing,_be it profit or nonprofit, they will continue to do so.

Who will probably be driven from the system, I think, is the very
poorest centers, of which there are many. And if those centers aredriven out of the child care system, I will not shed one tear.

Mr. 'Khans. I thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Dr. Zigler.
Chairman HAWKINS. Thank you. I would call to the attention of

the members the lights appearing on the witness table. The 4-
minute warning will be the green light. When that goes out and
the yellow light goes on, the members have one additional minute
before the red light terminates all at that point. I just want to call
that to your attention. And if you keep focus on those ats, youwill not embarrass the chair.

Mr. Goodling?
Mr. GOODLING. Is that called the Ford system of dealing with theproblem?
I would like to yield to Mr. Grandy.

Chairman HA wan Mr. Grandy?
Mr. GRANDY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Goodling.
Dr. Zigler, just one question. I gather from your testimony that

you make a distinction between care from the age of 3 on and care
before that age. You would define that care prior to the age of 3 asinfant' and toddler care, and that you base in what you call family
day care providers; homelike atmospheres, you say in your testimo-
ny, small group size.

Are you talking about institutionized family day care centersthat would act as, in a sense, smaller satellites of a larger hub?

2 6
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Let me just go one step further. How do you see these things
being generated? Are they under your umbrella or are they some-
thing that would take into effect, perhaps, some of the church-
based providers and others, if there are others?

Mr. &OILER. They are already out there. The 0-to-3 period is the
very loughest and most expensive period, and becomes prcbably
the most expensive target. Family day care already exists, infant
and toddler centers already exist. What we are concerned about,
that is where the heterogeneity of care is the greatest. In family
day care is where you find the absolute best and the absolute worse
of child care. What we have to 'la is .put a floor of quality under
those family day care homes.

They want support themselves, so what we propose to do is take
already existing family day care homes around the school, tie them
into a network, use the hub of that network in the schoolthe
child care system within the school to train, monitor and support
those already existing family day care homes.

MX..GRANDY. How do you feel about Mr. Petri's suggestion of al-
lowing some kind of a tax credit? That those people that prefer to
stay, home give up, perhaps, some income to run their own in-house
family day care center. Is that an option that you would consider
in trying to put together an omnibus child care package?

Mr. &G um. I endorse the concept of evenhandedness. I think
that it is appropriate to point out that mothers who stay home are
working mothers. I think that the tax credit idea is really a very
old idea which is what we used to call the children's allowance that
liberals had been working for in-this country for 25 years.

Now that we are living in a country in which over 20 percent of
children are in poverty anybody that comes up with a plan that
tells me they are going to give a poor family $1,000 per child, that
is great; but it has absolutely nothing to do with the child care
problem of women who work.

Mr. GRANDY. But, again, are we to exclude fomilies that arbitrar-
ily make that choice to forego income, to forego a larger

Mr. ZIGLER. In the best of all possible worlds, I would subsidize
everybody. Unfortunately, you decision-makers have the very
tough task to take a limited amount of money and spread it around
a very large population of need. If the money could be found to pro-
vide children's allowances for very poor children, that would be
wonderful. But don't make the mistake of thinking that if you give
a working woman, particularly a single-parent mom-25 percent of
the children in this country are being raised in single-parent
homes, 90 percent of which are headed by women. Giving that
woman $1,000 will not take care of her needs. There would be no
way that $1,000 would be an inducement to stay home. She has to
bring meat and potatoes home every week. So it is simply a non-
solution for that very large group of parents and most other par-
ents.

It is a wonderful bill in principle. I would love to see it in place
because it would get a lot of children out of poverty, but it is really
irrelevant to the child care needs of the United States.

Mr. GRANDY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman HAWKINS. Mrs. Lowey?
Mrs. Lower. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Dr. Zig ler, as a member of the New York State Child Care Com-
mission for many years, we have had the benefit of your expertise,
and Ithank you for your excellent testimony.

Concerning school-balied child care, I have a few questions. First
of all,,many of us may feel that school-based child care is the ulti-_ mate -goal because it would provide child care to all, and I com-mend you for your plan. However, certainly in New York State aswe struggled with this issue, there are a multiplicity of providers.
We have-the community-based organizations, we have church-based
care;- and --ce have school-bated care. In some of our schools we dohave some child care.

My, question -tb you is, if we were to look at the schools as theultimate lace for child care, considering our budget crisis and con-sidering the financial problems we have, how do we pay for this?
You mentioned in your testimony that in middle-class neighbor-

bootie school -based programs caa ho self-supportive on parentalfees. In my State, child care providers have been paid between
$7,500 and $15,000 a year, which I feel is totally inadequate, and
we certainly have to deal with it. So realistically, how do we deal
with your school-based child care program in paying for it?

'Mr. Zior.sa. I believe that over the short-term again the biggest
chunk- of the money is going to have to come from parental fees
because the cost is just great. They are already paying for it. If you
are g;iVing them a sound, reliable place, they will pay for it there.The big problem is when we move, these schools into the inner
cities. We are going to do that in Kansas City and in Hartford, so Iwill know more in a year or so. But the fact is that is where the Lig
need is. .

We really need a fee system that goes all the way from no fee for
poor people all the way up to fairly large fees. I know where thecountry is going, I think, and one doesn't have to be terribly pre-scient. Over the long haul, these fees I see over the next 20-25
years. Down the track where this country will be, they will say, ifyou really want tc optimize the development of children you havegot to be worried just as much .ibout child care as about education.

Finally, when the schools, you know, 25 or 30 years from nowthey will. be paid out of the same tax base that schools are nowusing. So _that is the long-term solution. The short -term solution isfees for people who can afford to pay for them. And what we lookto you for, primarily, is money for very poor families who need the
service the most but have no money to pay any fee. That is what
we need Federal help with.

Chairman HAwKors. Mrs. Lowey, have you concluded?
Mrs. LOWEY. Yes. Thank you.

. Chairman HAWKINS. Mr. Goodling?
Mr. GOODLING. Dr. Zigler, two questions wrapped up into one. Ishouldn't be asking these two questions because I advocate what

you are talking about. But I do have two questions.
Number one, much of the research would indicate that many ofthe- gains made by preschool youngsters at the present time seemto be lost in the first couple of years of elementary school. Does

that give you any concern?
Mr. ZIGLxR. You are misinformed, I am afraid. There is some-thing of a -fadeout effect, but we have now argued in my field for
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25 years whether good quality early intervention for poor children,
poor children only, have long-term effects. That case, as far as I am
concerned, has been firmly made today. We have the Cornell con-
sortium data. We have even later data. There is absolutely no ques-
tion that good early intervention for poor children results in long-
term effects on social competence indicators that decision-makers
care about.

Mr. GOODLING. Well, we are even finding, for instance, in Chap-
ter 1zand I have been an educator a long timethat as a matter
of fact with those long-term gains, there also seems to be a tremen-
dous regression.

Mr. ZIGLER. We are talking about two different bodies of data, so
T think we could both come out of this being right. The Chapter 1
data is really very weak. The long-term effects of Chapter I pro-
grams are exactly as you have described them. There is a whole
collection of early intervention p , more within the Head
Start model, the high-scope mode there is a dozen different
models, some of which have gone to the school but not through
Chapter 1. So Chapter 1 over the long term has not been terribly
impressive in documenting long-term effects.

These other early intervention programs with high quality
models have, indeed, documented long-term effects. So you have to
divide up those two streams of money.

Mr. 000DLING. My second question deals with the fact that we
cannot attract the brightest and best to the teaching profession. I
don't .think it matters much what we do, we are still not going to
attract the brightest and best.

Yesterday, I spoke to 335 Presidential classroom students on the
floor of the House. The one young lady said, "What are you going
to do about improving the quality of education in our schools? It L
not very good." And I turned that question around by merely
saying, "And you are the 335 of the brightest and best. How many
are going to be teachers?" and 10 hands went up out of 335. Even if
we put out all sorts of "you don't have to pay back if you go into
the teaching profession," et cetera, et cetera, we are going to have
a problem.

I would assume that you are talking about strict standards in re-
lationship to certification in your program. Will that create a prob-
lem at a time when all of the post-World War II teachers are retir-
ing? We are not getting new teachers in, we don't have the option
of saying, "Women, you have two choices, you either teach or you
be a nurse," as we once had. Does that give you some heart-burn in
relationship to your plan?

Mr. ZIGLER. You are discussing a national problem to which
there is no easy answer. But those of us who are concerned about
the quality of care, and we are talking about child development ex-
perts working in child care whether it is in the school or out. One
of the massive problems very much related to quality is the train-

, ing and pay of the people who care for our children, be they teach-
ers or chile care workers. We will never have a high quality system
unless we make education at everyand I see child care, really, as
being "educare" from 3 to 5. It is the first step towards education.

We have to find some mechanism to upgrade the quality of life
for these people, which would includewe are now paying child
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4ire,,workeri,f on the average, about what we pay animal caretak-ers, ,and this is an intelerable.sittiation. So one of the hardest prob-lems to resolve is how do we upgrade the pay of people, caring forchildren. jt iS a tremendous problem because the pay of teachersaud,,thelitty of child are workers is 75 percent of the cost of childtheanelie minute you increase pay, then you increase
theebitto the-parents if they are paying a. fee. So it is a terrible

-70hilirini001.inis. Mr. Poshard?
'iv,ME;-Poiiikitii, Thank you, Mr Chairman, and ladies and gentle-men:0We committee.

pr:4Zigler;IJUit have a couple of questions in my attempt ti.denier-your model. First of all, what is the relationship...betweenthe Valliiiised day care center and the surrounding private pay_day 'care Center& can see that one of the problems we have withf...114ifetiiitAs,that, people from the -private pay centers are goingtiatatt .yelliag--. their heads off right away that the schools areTr: '-ever-their business. Do you envision this as an oversi,ght4t. function? Is it information sharing? Does it involve a certificationproCestkat all? What role does the school play with the surrounding
.Privtite_pai day care centers?

Zaitsa. For the private centere, they should play no role,1*On'il the-information referral, telling parents that such centerseinst;We are talking about a real major change in the nature ofOur `society with this new type of school. They will have the same-relation to private providers as public schools today have with pri-vete providers, which is a kind of a friendly sniffing at ea,th other,and that is about it.
Mr..Poduaan.' Okay. So there is no real competition. Well, there-Would be competition.

&Giant. There will be competition.
Mr. Poe ARD. Sure.
Mr. Mac& You are faced with a very difficult task. There is ab-solutely no way that you are going to develop a bill that is going tomake everybody happy. You are exactly on target.
Mr. PONIARD. Thank you.
Mr. Zioula. The minute schools start this, the private sector willsay, well they are subsidized, we are paying our taxes. This is why

we are looking to you for real leadership. The idea that you areping to come out of constructing a day care bill without somebody
being unhappy with you is really a-dream.

Mr. POSKARD. Well, I'don't think any of us have that dream. ButI have one other question. I represent a district that is predomi-nantly -nantly rural. It is about 220 miles long and 135 milea wide. Interms of the function of your model, is there any significant differ-
entiation tatv:cso the way it would operate in a rural area as op-poied to tr: urban area?

Mr. Zue,taa, None at all. Right now, in Missouri, and PlatteCounty is a rural area. We are starting one in Connecticut in arural area. You will have special problemstransportation. Butthat what schools are already dealing with, so I see no special,problems for rural areas.
Mr. PONIARD. Thank You.
Chairman HAWKINS. Mrs. Unsoeld?

4
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Mrs. Uitamitn. Thank` -you, Mr. Chairman. But I will yield my
tinie-thiercitrifffor the witnesses.

ChaiiiiiiiiitHAwirtha- Thank 'on. Mr. Jontz?
Thenkjrau;Mr.

Dri:Mgler, I am interebta in your observation that at the
rpresent tune we h&c, a Iwo-tiered care -system' and that this results

Compromising of the development of a lot of children based on
economic criteria relating to their family. It seems to me that our
success in getbing.good child care legiidation approved by the Con-
grisatiiill depend to a large extent on our ability to make the case
that in. fact the situation .does exist and that the development of
ehildreii4.behig voniprOmited because of the system as you de-

-sbribe-,itf_ 'and, Bedondi- that legislation we produce will make a chi-
fereiiceanotwilraddiese thit problem.

I wonder if you could amplify a little bit for us in terns of crite-
ria by Whiehyod.meastne the difference between quality child care
that sonic) receive because of their' economic means and child care
of-a lesser quality which others receive because they cannot afford
thebetter care. Could you amplify on that observation?

ZIGLER. I will do it very quickly, because I have sitting
behind me Deborah Phillips, who is our Nation's premiere author-
ity on the nature of qualLy and how you define it. Essentially we
are talking about staff -child ratios, training of the teachers, size of
the group. I am sure Dr, Phillips will go into this at greater length.

The fact is among the experts we have absolutely no difficulty in
knowing what we mean when 'we say high quality as opposed to a
custodial setting. We have been working on these standardsI
have been working on them since 1968 with the first "Fitker." Ex-
perts come together and agree very readily on what children need,
what the right staff ratios are. There is no great mystery in what
good quality child care is, and a lot of it is out there. People who
have got the money go out and buy it. But for many people the fact
is there is a very dose, positive relationship between ant and qual-
ity. There L no free lunch, and many simply cannot afford what
good quality care costs.

Mr. &Rm. Thank you.
Chairman HAWKINS. Mr. Bartlett?
Mr. BARTLETr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I apologize for being

out of the roam a moment ago when I was called on.
Mr. Zigler, I want to see if I understand your recommendation

with some precision as to what you would have this Congress do.
As I understand, you advocate a model of school-based child care.

First; does your model include school-based child care for under
the age of 8 or beginning at age 8?

Mr. ZIGixa. It does to the extent that it provides appearances, for
teachers to actually go in the homes to help parents or whoever is
taking care of the children, family members, in the optimal devel-
opment of their children. The other place that it hits the 0 to 3,
which is the very toughest and most expensive kind of child care to
provide, is by taking all of the family day care around the school
and tying it into a genuine network with the hub. I think what we
are going to see is many infants and toddlers, as we see today, will
be in family day care, and it is that system that has got to be
drawn into as part of this system.

3:1
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Mr. 13Akrur1'r. SO you would advocate, then, a school-basedsystimi iibluding both-but school-based being the' hub?
Mr.'ZitiLica. It would-just be the hub. They- don't take thebabiesinto the, school building, but. they would then reach out to thefamilydayltare- mothers; -train them, monitor them, provide themwith,supliort.
Mr.BAIxrr..When you describe the family. day. care you .are

--Mr:licaxx. This is where all womenwhere a woman will takein, depending on the State regulations, from four to ,six children.We -also,:Juive what,* called group family day care where maybetwo women will "serve 12 children. And that is what it looks like.These very little tiny, four or five children settings.Mr: Biarrizrr. Do you find it to be a quality model that ought tobe encouraged?
Mr. Zama. I certainly do. It ia where the babies, infants and tod--dlers Lire now: his where you can find some of the very beat care.The problem iiithat is where you find really bad care as well. Sowhat his to happen is to put a floor of under that by tyingthese *eif little places into a network and having somebody incharge, and that is what the achool hub would do.
Mr. Biziurrr. Let me focus, then, on the quality question for amoment. We all 'see anecdotal incidents of low quality or unsafeconditions. Oftsntimes, the debate about quality points the fingerat the family day care or in-home providers that you describe ashaving incidents of unsafe conditions, and I think that is correct.Whatia often left out of the debate is there is a Similar number ofanecdotal incidents of unsafe conditions in licensed larger day careproviders, that are fully licensed and meet all standards, or at leastseem to, until an incident happens.
My question is whether there is any quantitative study or com-parative study that in fact has reached any conclusions statingthat one type of structure is more safe or more unsafe than theother.
Mr. ZIGLER.. Yes, there have been such studies, and I think theycan be summarized very :quickly. Everything you are saying is true.You can find horror stories in both settings. The heterogeneity, thevariability tends to be greater in family day care than in centers.The range is bigger in family. day care. So for centers you don't godown as far or get up as high, so it is a more constricted range ofquality issues. That is about the size of it.
But the secret is having good quality in both kinds of settings be-cause there are horror stories to be found in both. That is anotherreason I favor the schools, which have a long historical traditionfor caring for children in a nonabusive way, and parents trust theschools, and I see moving to the schools as being part of the qualityquestion.
Mr. BAirrucrr. You do advocate, then, whatever finalor what-ever action that we take as a Nation on child care, including alarge mix of heterogeneity or diversity in the provision of that

care, or would you tend to homogenize it?
Mr. &GLIM I certainly do. In fact, schools that will provide thiskind of care in Missouri, they will turn out to be as they alreadyare in Colorado, where they have one school. They will become

3:41
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.,rap.444at ;schools., Parents are ,so desperate for child care that one
wayof achieving,integration would be to have schools that provide

,:,cbildcgo,and.pepple from all socioeconomic classes will go to these
doing so in Coloradoloday.i... ;

Iendorse what.was said=earlier. That when we build a system let
us not make the mistake of building a system where all poor chil-
dren go .one, place.. One of the wonderfulthings about. other fea-
tures of your bill, Mr. Hawkins, is the one mistake that we made in
Head-Start:was not to at the outset -find some way to integrate

-children-at4t higher income with lower socioeconomic class chil-
dren. So my answer:to:the issue Of providing a system that allows
every child access to it in an integrated way is a very strong princi-
ple that has trebe built into whatever legislation you produce.

AttrAkirmtkr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman Hitwicnis. Mr. Mfurae?
Mr. Wuriir. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairinan
I don't particularly have any questions of the witness. However,

*Dr. Zigler, I arrived halfway through your verbal statement, so I
went back to read the written transcript to make sure I got a full
understanding of the model that you were trying to present and
prOpose. I think it,is fair to say,,like some of my colleagues, I have

, some degree of small reservation based primarily in my case on my
unfRmilinri1y With the concept itself. However, I think it is a well
thought out; well reasoned, and certainly well intentioned ap-
proach to an ever increasing problem that faces us.

I would like, perhaps at a later date, to ubmit, if I could, Mr.
Chairman, some questions to Dr. -Zigler based on some ideas that I
have, and would ask unanimous consent that I might be able to do
that.

Chairman HAwsnrs. Without objection, the questions will be sub-
mitted to Dr. Zigler, and we would appreciate, Dr. Zigler, if you
could respond to the questions of Mr. Mfume and any of the other
members who may have them.

Mr. ZIGLER. I will be glad to do that. I also will leave behind in
my wake, because I have not presented the entire plan of the 21st
Century School, but I will leave for the record that which may
answer some of your questions. But any questions beyond that I
will be happy to prepare written replies for this committee.

[The information follows:]
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A SOLUTION TO THE NATION'S CHILD CARE CRISIS:The School of the
Twenty-first Century
ty

EDWARD F. ZIGLER

The White House Conference on Children in 1971 voted child
care as the single most

serious problem for America's families.
That was seventeen years ago. ne question then and now is, "How
is this nation going to solve the problem of child care?" Over
the course of the last seventeen years, I have worked and thought
about the problem. Now for the first time in complete form, I am
documenting a solution to America's child care problem.

If we look at the numbers,
we will have a sense of the

magnitude of the problem, which is now celled America's child care
crisis. The magnitude is reflected in the number of children and
families 'n1731ved. The best dollar cost that I have estimated, $75
to $100 billion, will tell us what it will take to solve this

problem. But most important for developmentalists such as myself,
is the impact on the development of children that we will face if
we do not solve the problem.

Today in America roughly 65 percent of the mothers of

school-age children are in the out-of-home workforce. Among pre-

schoolers, that number is now approximately 55 percent; of

infants under one year of age, over 50 percent of their mothers

are now in the out-of-home workforce. Our best prognostication

is that by the year 2000, 75 percent of all two-parent families

will have both parents in the out-of-home workforce. What does

3.
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this nean in terms of the numbers of children? There will be 2

million infants, babies under one year of age; 9 million children

over age one and under age 5; 7 million school children ages 6-9;

and 8 million 10-14 year olds with mothers in the workforce.

Twenty-six million children -- half of the nation's population of

Children -- will have either a mother or both mother and father in

the labor force.

Academics and economists are often engaged in a discussion

and analysis of why women are in the labor force. There is no

question in my mind that women work primarily for economic

reasons. in 1983, it was reportze. that in two-parent homes, 25

percent of the mothers in the out-of-nome workforce came from a

family situation where the income was estimated at $10,000.

Fifty percent had husbands who earned less than $20,000. Both

husband and wife must now work to provide their family a decent

standard of living.

In single-parent families, a phenomenon that has grown

dramatically, the average income is less than $10,000. "Single-

parent" is a euphemism for female head of household, since 90

percent of single-parent families are headed by women. Today in

the United States 1 in 4 of all children come from single-parent

families. Among our black citizens, that
number is now 52 percent.

These single mothers have no choice other than go to work, go on

welfare, or starve. For this group of mothers, child care is a

3:/

2



33

Edward Zigler
October 14, 1987

particularly pressing need which will determine
whether or not the

mother can work. One final statistic:
of all women in the labor

force, married or single, 85 percent will become pregnant sometime
during their work lives.

Now let us examine the dollar cost of caring for these
children. No one.in or out of government wishes to deal with the
true dollar cost of providing good quality child care to all the
children in our nation who require it. The best estimate

that we have been able to produce is that it will cost this country
$75 to $100 billion a year to sclve the child care problem. The
Bush Center's Public Informion

Specialist, Rita Watson, has been
engaged in a detailed analysis to determine as realistic and as

accurate a figure as possible. We will continue to work on these

figures. The fact that our federal government has no firm figure

to give to policy analysts ed decision makers indicates to me the

vacuum of leadership at the national level that we have witnessed

for over a decade as the child care problem has ever worsened. How

can anyone begin tc., think about solving a problem until he or she

has some sense of the dollar cost involved in the solution?

The most important aspect of the problem, however, is the

impact on the development of our nation's children. When a parent

selects a child care setting, that parent is not purchasing a

service which permits a parent to work, but rather this parent is

purchasing an environment. This environment is a major determinant

3
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of the development of the child. We must make parents and decision

makers cognizant of the fact that environments can be arranged on a

continuum of quality from good to bad. If the environment

experienced by the child falls below a certain point on this

continuum, the optimal development of the child will be

compromised. Standards and their expression in licensing codes

represent our efforts to objectively define this threshold point mi

the environmental continuum. There is no doubt in my mind sat

today in America, hundreds of thousands of children are

experiencing child care environments that are compromising their

optimal development.

I am particularly concerned about the many thousands of

settings that constitute family day care. In family day care

homes, which are used by the majority of working parents, one

woman will take care of 4 or 5 children in settings that range

from excellent to God-awful. If you wish to read the horror

stories of what has occurred in our nation's family day care

system, I suggest that you read the National Council of Jewish

Women's Windows on Dad Care. Remember that 70 percent

of children under 3 years of age are in out-of-home family day

care settings. They are :laced there by parents because most

parents feel that family day care is more homelike than center

care. It is concerning these very young children that we are

currently finding our colleagues arguing vigorously about whether

or not there are negative effects, particularly for out-of-home

4
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care for children under 1 year of age. For further evidence
substantiating my concerns, I refer you to the state by state
analysis of staff/child ratios in infant and toddler settings in
this country which was done by my colleague, Kathryn Young,

Acting Assistant Director of the Bush Center.

The experts all agree that the staff/child ratio for infants
should minimally be no more than three infants per adult
Caretaker. Only three states in the United States meet this
standard. Six to one, and even eight to one, is not uncommon.
Ho adult, no matter how well-trained, can provide proper

stimulation and ca=, to six or eight infants. A staff /child

ratio such as this constitutes prima facie evidence that the

development of children in such settings is being compromised.

We have, today, the knowledge to provide good quality child

care to every child in America, regardless of the child's age.

What is lacking in our country today is the commitment and the

will to do so. What we actually see in this nation is a two-tier

child care system. There are many parallels between the current

two-tier child care situation and the situation this country was

in when it decided to move toward universal education. Education

once looked exactly like child care looks in America today. Some

children did wonderfully and went on to Princeton and Harvar0 and

did very well. Others did not.

With child care we see the more economically advantaged

purchasing good quality care for their children, whereas parents

5
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of many pocr children, working class children, and even many

children in the lower middle class are receiving marginal or

inadequate care. Many children whose development is at risk

because of economically disadvantaged life circumstances are

put at even greater risk when placed in poor child care settings.

What is the solution? There are proposed solutions which I

feel are unrealistic and not workable; cnese are help from the

private sactor, charitable organizatiols, and resurrection of old

child care bills.

The private sector solution is one favored by the Reagan

Administration. Nr5iely, private business should provide or

underwrite the cost of its employees' child care. Senator Dodd,

who is currently at the cutting edge of our nation's efforts on

behalf . :ten and families, has pointed out that of the

6,000,0L =yens in the United States, only 3,000 assist with

child rare, and usually the assistance is through information and

referral services. We should do all we can to get private

employers to do more, but the nature LC our private enterprise

system guarantees the failure of this approach as a real solution.

We do not ask business to pay for education; why should la ask

business to pay for child care?

Others have suggested that we give the task of child care to

a conglomeration of caring people: churches, YMCA's, and some

other non-profit settings. While those who run these

institutions have their ',earts in the right places, they have

6
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neither the money
nor the expe "tise for such endeavors. Some halts

suggested that we resurrect the 1971 Child
Development Bill and put

into place a national network of child car. settings available to
all citizens (along the lines of the Swedish model). Given our
'federal government's current precarious financial

cc,,dition, this
solution is unrealistic; my counsel is to not waste our energy
pursuing it. That time has come and gone. Some have suggested
expanding the Head Start pr:,gram. The new Acting Assistant

Secretary for Human Development, when asked recently what the

government was doing about child
care, pointed to the Head Start

effort. Ths fact is that the Head Start program !s not brand

enough in regard to the ages that must be served. Furthermore,

today it is serving only 15 percent of the children who are

eligible for it.

However, there is a new effort.
Sixty-five organizations in

the United States have come together and have produced what is

known in Washington as the ABC bill, named after the coalition, the
Alliance for Better Child Care. Spearheaded by the Children's

Defense Fund, this group is asking for $2 1/2 billion for tha

country. This amount would not begin to impact the magnitude of

our child care problem. Even if the money is prcvided, we still

would not have the necessary coherent child care system to

optimally expend even these small funds.

My plan has taken me over a lot of intellectual terrain.

relied primwrily on my own knowledge about the nature of children
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and what they need. In the process of evolving this plan, I have

decided to note explicitly certain principles and criteria that

must be met for a satisfactory child care system to come about.

If it does not meet these principles, then X would consider it

inadequate. The child care system that we provide, and the child

care services in that system, must be reliable and stable. We

cannot wait each year to see if the federal government will

appropriate the required monies. The child care system must

become part of the very structure of our society. It must be

tied to a known major societal institution.

Child care, like education, is not mentioned in the

Constitution, and, therefore, like education, child care must be

primarily a state-based system. I do believe that there is an

important federal role, however. The federal government should

to doing the research that is necessary for adequai-s child care,

and it should be subsidizing the care for the most needy and the

handicapped (as it currently does with Chapter 1 in the Elementary

and Secondary Act and Public Law 94-142). Our federal people in

the executive branch have been slow in providing the kind of

leadership that can only come with what Theodore Roosevelt called

the "Bully Pulpit".

Another principle is that every child should have equal

access to child care and all ethnic and socio-economic groups

should be integrated as fully as possible. Let us not repeat the

one great mistake of our nation's Head Start program, where we
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send poor children to one set of centers
and affluent children to

another.

Another principle is that the primary goal of the system is
the optimal development of the children using

the system, not that
of permitting parents to work. Helping parents to be able to work
will contribute to optimal development for two reasons: 1) wages
earned by parents are sc important to the optimal development of
the child; 2) the stress in the working family produced by

undependable and inadequate child
care negatively affects the

development of the child in care.

Ma central principle cf my plan is child care of good quality
as defined by those Federal

liter -Age ay Day Care standards
developed in 1980 and sent to Congress by the Carter

Administration. The child care solution must cover the child from

as early in pregnancy as possible through at least the first 12

years of life.

Let us not again fall into tne trap of magic periods. We

are now hearing so such about the first five years of life. While

these are truly important years, the next five years are also

important. We must remember that half the need for child care is

represented by children ages 6 to 12. We must remember also that

the developing child is growing from stage to stage, and that each

child requires particular environmental nutrients which vary stage

by stage. In additi.on, child care programs must be committed to

optimal development of the child across the entire range of human
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development, not just the cognitive i,pects of development. We

must optimize physical and mental health. We must be just as

concerned with the child's personality development as we are with

the child's IQ.

Another principle we have learned is that the child care

systems must be predicated on a true partnership between parents

and the children's caretakers. We have learned this from our

nation's Head Start xogram and such successful school programs

as the Comer project in New Haven. The key ingrealent in our

child care plan is an adult who cares for the children while

parents work. The system will n.-:r work unless the adult

caretakers are themselves good. We must do everything we can to

train, upgrade the pay, and increase the status of those

individuals who we ask to care for our nation's children. Does it

make any sense to

adults caring for

percent of family

We are apparently

anyone that today in America 75 percent of all

children make less than the minimum wage? And 90

day care mothers make less than the minimum wage?

paying to the caretakers of our next generation

about what we pay, on average, to zoo keepers.

Another principle is heterogeneity. We must appreciate the

great heterogeneity of children and, while all children will be

in the same system, the system must be sensitive to variations

and varying needs of children and their families. A Zamily

should not be forced to fit itself to the characteristics of

4
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our system, but rather, the
system should be one able to adapt to

the varying needs of the families and children using the system.
And finally, despite the high cost of providing such a system,

we should attempt to make the program as cost effective as possible
without sacrificing good quality.

We can solve the child care crisis by implementing a second
system within already existing

elementary school buildings, where
formal education takes place, and creating the school of the
twenty-first century This second system will operate on-site
child care for children ages 3 to 12, and will have three outreach
programs.

* a family support system for Lirst
time parents;

* support for family day care homes within the
neighborhood:

* information and referral services.

Now, let's start from the beginning, the beginning being

infant care leaves as proposed by the Yale 3ush Center in Child

Developme.tt :nd Social Policy. We convened a national panel of

experts who have studied the problem and made formal

recommendations to Congress. There is a consensus today

among all experts that parents should care for their children

during the firs:: few months of life. We should all, therefore,

support the current unpaid parental leave bill and move this bill,

over time, to paid leave. The Bush Center Committee re,ommended

the provision of six months of leave, three months paid at 75

11
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percent of the salary.

Now let us look at what will happen in the school building.

The On-Site Program will offer quality child care for 3 to 12

year olds both before and after regular school hours, and on a

full-time basis during vacations. For 3 to 4 year olds, there

will be child care within the school building itself, not formal

schooling, but care within the school building. For 5 year olds,

our recommendation would be for children tc have one half day of

kindergarten in the formal school system which already is in the

building. Then dk: noon, if the child required it, the child could

move over to the ch;ld care system for the other half of the day.

The school buildings we are talking about would open two hours

before formal schooling began and remain open two hours later than

the current school day. This would allow for the provision of

before and after school cdre for children ages 6 to 12 a- the

parents required it.

The child care system in the school building will provide

three other services, as I have stated: support for first time

parents, support for family day care homes, and information and

referral services. For example, the system I am conceptualizing

would reach out to parents through child care workers in the school

who would work with the parents of infants up to age three. This

is taking place in Missouri as part of the "Parents as First

Teachers" program. In this program, the parents receive guidance

beginning in the third trimester of pregnancy and wise counsel and

12
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support to help promote the child's
development thereafter.

Thereis an outreach
program from the school

building to provide this
support service for all parents.

Next, we should take all the family day care homes
surrounding the school and combine them into a network with the
school's child care system providing

the hub of this network.
That hub, in the school building, would monitor, train, and
generally support the family %, y care mothers.

Finally, the providers in the child
care component of the

school buil,ling will have in place a general information/refclral
syste;., to help meet other needs such as night care for t'alAren.
Clearly I am incorporating

much that I have learned from American
family support groups.

Who would run the school of tae twenty-first
century? Formal

schooling today is in the hands of professional
educators,

principals and teachers. Those educators are already overburdened
and are working endlessly to try to upgrade the quality of the
formal schooling system. It is not appropriate,

therefore, to say
to then, "Iar.e c:er crali care as '.;e11." Also, most of cur current
school personnel do not have the training

or expertise necessary to
work with very young cnildren and their families. If this child
care system were in the hands of formal educators, the cost to this
nation would be pro1,4bitive.

I see the child care system within the
school building headed

by someone with a Master's or Bachelor's degree who is trained in
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early childhood education. Such a person would be in charge of the

overall child care system. The day-to-day care of children should

then be in the hands of child development associates fully

qualified for such a rote. This would require expansion of our

nation's child development associates program.

The big question in the mind of most taxpayers is who will pay

the huge cost of this system? Wben the percentage of working women

reaches a critical mass, that is, when some 80 percent of all women

are in the workforce in the twenty-first century, this cost should be

absorbed primarily through property taxes. Today education is paid

for by taxes. When most woman are in the workforce, we can expect

that this nation will not be opposed to a tax for child care.

However, during the interim period, in order to absorb costs, and

to keep quiescent the vocal and active minority of taxpayers who do

not wish to see public monies expended to aid women's entry into

the out-of-home workforce, I suggest a fee system. Each family

that voluntarily chooses to use a child care system in the school

will be asked to pay a fee based on a -aiding scale. The high cost

of good quality child care will demand subsidization by all levels

of government, particularly in the case of the working poor who

most need this service. To further offset the costs, private

businesses should be induced to routinely include child care as a

conventional fringe benefit for employees.

The first step in implementing our plan would be the

development in this country of 60 demonstration schools (at least

14
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one in each state) of the kind that I have outlined.
These

demonstration schools should initially be funded by the federal
government; then the role of the federal

government should be to
help states move as qutckly as possible to open more schools of
this type. A bill proposing such demonstration schools that
encompasses this model Will be introduced by Senator Dodd in the
nsar future..

This plan is the fruit of almost a quarter of a century of
my thought on this matter.

The child care problem in the United
States today is so massive and has been ignored for so long that
it is too late to reli on band-aid approaches. We must

institutionalize high quality child care for each and every child
who requires such care. Our society and our place in the world
depend upon the degree to which we optimize

the development of

every American child, as influenced not just by quality education,

but by quality child care as well. The model I have presented

today is based on that view.

0

Edward Zigler, Sterling Professor of Psychology, is Director of theYale University Bush Center in Child Development and Social Policy.He was a member of the National
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Chairman Haw-aNs. If there are no further questions, Dr. Zig ler,
again we thank you, and appreciate your appearing before the com-
mit* this morning.
, The next witness is Dr. Norton Grubb, from the University of
California at Berkeley.

Dr. Grubb, we welcome you before the committee.

STATEMENT OF W. NORTON GRUBB, PROFESSOR, SCHOOL OF
EDUCATION, UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNA, BERKELEY

Mr. GRUBB. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the com-
mittee.

Chairman HAWKINS. The written statement of Dr. Grubb will be
inserted in the record at this point in its entirety, without objec-
tion.

Mr. GRUBB. Thank you very much. I am pleased to be here. I am
pleased to see you addressing this important issue.

I have been asked to analyze for you two kinds of issues: one is
the wisdom of using tax credits, rather than direct spending mech-
anisms, to support child care, and the second is to comment on
H.R. 3 and H.R. 30. Before I tackle these two questions I would like
to remind you that there are really four strands that have brought
us into this room today, that have caused the real interest in child
care and early childhood that we see now.

One of them, of course, is the continued increase in the numbers
of working women. A second is an interest in providing develop-
mental programs for low-income children so that they can perform
better as they go on into the school system and then later in life. A
third strand of interest has come from the evidence about the ex-
emplarj programs that we see, and I am specifically referring to
Head Start and the Perry Preschool program which have shown
such strong benefits to children and such good benefit-cost ratios.
And a fourth strand of interest is, of course, an interest in provid-
ing child care so that more mothers on welfare can work, some-
thing that you dealt with when you passed the Welfare Reform Act
last fall.

These four strands of interest are not always consistent in their
implications for policy. Sometimes they imply quite different pro-
grams. But, in my opinion, Federal legislation ought to try to tie
those strands together and to develop a bill in which those will all
become consistent rather than mutually exclusive forms of interest
in your children. And I will come back to that as I comment on
these other two subjects.

First, let me comment on tax credits, which have gotten a great
deal of attention and support from many commentators and econo-
mists for their alleged efficiency. I would like to lay out five argu-
ments against tax credits because I think they are quite weak
mechanisms of serving Federal interests and national policy pur-
poses.

But, first, I would like to join Dr. Zigler in his comment on Presi-
dent Bush's proposal for a $1,000 tax credit for low income mothers
and low income families I think it is a wonderful proposal. I think
we should all support it. I think we need to get more money to poor
children, but we shouldn't consider this a child care program. The
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money' in that proposal is not restricted to c care. Most of thefunds, if that proposal were enacted, would not go for child care;they would go for food, housing, utilities, clothing, other necessitieslike that, and the amount of money, as Dr. Zigler pointed out, is
much too low' in an era where child care costs $3,000-$4,000 a year.A thousand, dollars doesn't do much for that. So it is a wonderful

;income Support program, but it is not a child care program and weShouldn't pretend that it is. And it certainly doesn't address thosefour kinds:of concerns that I began with. It doesn't really do any-thing akin to them:
let me, Outline Some arguments against tax credits and in favorof dbreet'' spending programs like H.R. 3 and H.R. 30. First of all, it

is very difficult to get money through tax credits to low incomefamilies. It i is not impossible because we have the earned incomelax credit which does just that. But, in the past, Congress and theIRS have not been very kindly disposed towards either refundabi-
lity or forwarding funding of tax credits, and so it becomes diffi-

t, if not impossible, to get money to the poorest of the poor whopa y no taxes andttherefore find it difficult to get credits.
There are two other problems with getting money to very low

income people. One is their information about the tax system is
worse Orlin it is for well-informed people who have tax accountants
at their dispogial, so that they often simply don't know about cred-
its they; -are eligible for. And, Secondly, many low income people
don't have any contact with the tax system. They don't work for
employer's that are Part of the tax withholding system. They maybe self-employed or employed in a cash economy. So their connec-
tion with anything that would allow them to get the credits in alyithliolding system juit isn't there, and there is nothing I know of
that Congress can do about that. So my fear is that tax credits will
always leave the poorest of the poor out, and I think that that is
the group that we should be the most concerned about.

Secondly, it is nearly impossible to do anything about the quality
of care through tax credits. It is very difficult to monitor quality.
You have heard from various witnesses before, from Dr. Zigler, andmany of you have concerns about quality. I think that if we are(ping to put in place high quality programs, particularly high
ity compensatory p for low income children, it is mappro-pnate to use tax Is which essentially give up on the issue ofquality.

A third problem is that tax credits and other mechanisms which
put money in the hands of parents assume that parents are perfect-
ly informed about the alternatives they face. Now I certainly think
it is true, that parents know their children best, and I would never
'dissociate myself from that statement. But parents don't necessari-
ly know very much about what child care options they face in the
community, nor do they necessarily know how their children wouldfit in with a child care situation which is not a family-rearing situ-ation,

The resource and referral agencies which Mr. Kildee has re-ferred to have found that parents really are often quite bewildered
when they first confront the choices that they face over the child
care, and the 'task of these agencies has been to inform them aswell as to inform providers. In California where we have a very
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well-developed voucher system in child care, everyone agrees that
it works appropriately, but only where there are resource and re-
ferral agencies to provide information to parents and providers. So
I Will tar credits in the absence of that information would not
necessarily be the kind of efficient mechanisms that some people
claim for them.

A fourth problem with tax credits is that the way they operate to
increase supplythis goes back again, Mr. Kildee, to your concern
about expanding supply. The way tax credits would expand supply
is by putting More money in the hands of some families allowing
them to pay more, increasing the price of child care so some pro-
viders would presumably offer more. That is fine for those people
who are subsidized. But if there are people who are unsubsidized,
for example, moderate income families who are above the upper
income limit for eligibility, those families will see the price of their
care`go up or the quality of their care go down, and that is a prob-
lem with tax credits as a mechanism of public funding that is not
true for *direct spending as in H.R. 8 or H.R. 80.

Finally, I have to say that I think the fiscal accountability of tax
credits is quite poor. We never know quite how much is going to be
spent through tax credit mechanisms. We have to estimate the
amounts. The amounts are not subject, to regular scrutiny through
the appropriations process of Congress. Congress, as a whole, has
begun to eliminate tax preferences as you did in the 1986 Tax
Reform Act, and I think that as long as direct spending mecha-
nisms are available and can be used it is really not a goal idea to
reverse this trend for early childhood programs

So I am not in favor of tax credits. I think that they are inequita-
ble. I think that they are not good in their lack of attention to
quality. I think that, they are potentially quite inefficient if they
are put into place where parents are not well informed. And I
t k they are fiscally not well accountable.

These objections to tax credits don't apply to vouchers. There are
voucher mechanisms that exist, and, again, I can tell you a little
about the California situation if you would like to hear about it.
Vouchers in early childhood education are very different from
voucher proposals for the K-12 system, but it is certainly true that
they can work. They can be., used to expand parental choice. They
canto address Mr. Goodling's concern about the integration of
children in child carethey can enhance the integration of low
income children into middle-income child care facilities, of minori-
ty children into _predominantly white child care facilities. They can
do many other thWe to expand flexibility.

Those are not necessarily ruled out in direct spending programs.
They would, in fact, be allowed under Title III of H.R. 3 and under
H.R. 30, the ABC bill, as well. But tax credits are a quite different
story, and I would submit that they are not the best way for Feder-
al policy to go.

Let me make some comments now on H.R. 3 and H.R. 30. I really
want to focus my comments on H.R. 3, the bill that you have intro-
duCed, Mr. Hawkins. H.R. 30 in its previous incarnation has gotten
a great deal of attention, and I will pay less attention to it.

I am, of course,,very happy to see a piece of legislation that takes
Seriously the programs for young children, as H.R. 3 does. There
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are some other parts of H.R. 8 that I especially applaud. The billrecognizes something that often goes by :ILI board: that most chil-dren now need-full-time care and that it is no longer appropriate oradequate 'to legislate a series of preschool programs or half-day pro-- grams: -The extension of Head Start into full-day programs, for ex-ample- 441 aLverY geed aspectof H.R. 3.
.IncadditiOn, there is good language in that bill supporting pro-grams of good quality and the need for appropriate training ofearly childhood-workers, and I applaud that as well. And I hopethataiiithing that goes forward from Congress will retain al these

'118r8.-ever, there are some provisions Of H.R. 3 that concern me,and, in particular, the tripartite division of H.R. 3 into Title I, TitleII; Title III;causas me some problems, and let me outline diet theyare.
First of all, I-think that H.R. 3 perpetuates an old division thatexists between custodial care on the one hand, and developmental

or educational care on the other. Mr. Hawkins, you have alreadyalluded to this dividon. It does so by having a division between theTitle III p whioh are administered by the Department of'-Education, State departments of educations and local school dis-tricts and which have a language in them about promoting an envi-roluileat which cenhanbes ';the educational, social, emotional andrecreational development- of children, and then that is contrastedwith the litle III programs administered by the Department ofHealth and--Human Services with purposes dominated less by thesesorts of developmental and educational concerns and more withconcerns about the safe arrangements while parents worked.My fear that under Hit 3 over time the division between edu-cational or developmental programs in Title II and custodial pro-grams focused more on care while mothers work or parents work,that division would become stronger and we would replicate onemore time in Federal policy the division, which is not very healthy.The reason the division between custodial and developmentalprograms is unhealthy is because it suggests that programs mustbe or are'either one or the other. But, in fact, all km*, ams are de-w.' -nmental because children continue to develop in them. Theonly qt. ition is Whether the piograms d so intentionally si d areof good quality' to sustain that development rather' than retardingAnd, 'similarly, in an ore where all mothers are workingPotall motherswhere many mothers are working and two-thirds ofthem are working full time all programs need to be custodial in thesense of at lead taking care of children throughout the day. Weshouldn't choose between custodial and developmental programs,in my view. I think we need to try to bring those divisions together,and I am not sure that H.R. 8 "does that.
A second problem I see in H.R. 3 is its tendency to earmarLmonies- in 'Title I for Head Stait programs and in Title II forschool-based programs.-I really don't-see a good reason for Con;,::to make the decizion 'about which programs are funded. I thinkthat these are pry that could-be made more .appropriately. atthe State level and at the local- level and' exactly the kind or mech-anism that is embedded in Title III of H.R. 3.
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I should note that the trend over the past 20 years has been for
Congress in general to reduce the amount of earmarking that it
does in programs and to allow more local and State discretion, and
I tl ink particularly in the realm of young children where I think
we all agree that parents need greater flexibility and choice it is
important to drive the decision about which programs are funded
down to the State and local level rather b.nan having them be made
here in Washington.

Let 'me first talk about some --roblems with limiting programs in
Title II to school-based children. I certainly support public funding
for school-baseci early childhood programs. In my own State of Cali-
fornia, and your gitate, lir. Hawkins, we have a system of child
care programs that have operated through the public schools ever
since World War II and they are, by and large, excellent programs
and show that public schools can really run very good programs.
Public school systems elsewhere in the country have run good pro-
grams, too.

Now it is also true that public school systems can run very bad
programs. The State of Texas enacted a program with a 22-to-1
child-adult ratio. That is a ratio that is beyond the pale according
to any opinion that I know about, and I think there is very little
chance that the Texas program can be really very good as long as
it sticks to that particular ratio. So schools, clearly, can run very
good programs. They can also run, pretty poor prognins.

= a question is not whether schools she ad be able to participate
ae tney now could in Title III and in H.R. 3O, it is whether there is
a rationale for giving schools a monopoly over some small pot of
money, and here I think there is really no rationale for that. We
had a rationale for a monopoly of the schools in the early .1.9th cen-
tury when we were setting up the public school system. We wanted
all children to get the same kind of political and moral training. I
dor 't think that justification is appropriate anymore, and there has
instead been an attempt to expand parental choice both in th,s K-12
system, and, of course, I think most of us think that parents of
young children should have expanded choice as well.

I think if schools as well as other institutions are allowed to pro-
vide early childhood programs, then in many areas of the country,
including, for example, rural areas of the country where the
&chools are almost the only game in town, the schools will provide
a great deal of care. In fact, they will probably provide mix a than
the one-third that has been earmarked for them in Title II.

But, in other areas where there are community-based organiza-
tions that are especially good or where the school systems have me-
diocre reputations or where the schools simply don't want to pro-
vide early childhood programs, then the restriction in Title II to al-
lowing only schools to provide these programs would hamper State
and, local choice, and I don't think that that would be a good idea.

I ought to mention that schools are not all enthusiastic about
providing early childhood programs. Some of them are hostile to
early childhood programs as merely babysitting. Some of them
don't want to get into it for fiscal reasons. In California, a number
of the school districts have been turning back their early childhood
programs for fiscal reasons. So there is no reason to a that
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iverrschool. district itu the country would embrace the restriction-in-Title II to-school -based rrograms.
z4I.alsothink it would be good thing -yin terms of getting the dif-fei'ent groupaor carc-os, .or strands of interest in young children to-gether 'if-schools and otheritirganizations were together under asingle funding "structure, :father than having schools in Title II andcommunity-based organizations in Title III. At the State and locallevelrthey have.a great deal to learn from one another. Communi-, .ty-based organikations could learn from the educational lechniquesfi th3f pchools, And the schools could learn from community-basedo 1,,rgati4ationf! as, well.- So I think keeping them separate would not1:be.agood loth:m.1y ,It?. do. .

hEive. abOut earmarking funds for Head Startprograms In Title I, again on the assumption that it would betteito allovatates and localities to make' this choice rather thanto,ebistraitt funds from the local level. In many areas Head Startprograms will under a funding mechanism as there is in ABC get agreat deal of fmiding, but in other areas, for examplc, areas whereHead Start programs don't exist or in areas where Head Start pro-ara.of mediocre quality, then earmarking funds specificallyor them would constrain local choice in ways that I think wouldoperate to the detriment of children.
Let me make a third point about this tripartite structure in H.R.3. Itis.going to create serioua.problems with coordination down theline. What it does is set up three funding mechanisms: Title I setsup one from HHS directly to the local level, Title II sets up a fund-inb scream from the Department of Education to :late depart-ments of education down to local school districts, and Title III setsup a funding mechanism from HHS down 'e a single State agencywhich might or might not be the State department of education.-Soyou create coordination problems at the Federal level because youhave at least two agencies, Education and MIS, involved in policy,and potentially two different bureaus within HHS. You create co-ordir ation problems at the State level because you have the singleState agency and the department of education involved and neitherof them has any responsibility over the Head Start programs. Andthen at the local l:.: 'el you create a number ofprograms, all provid-ing services for young children but funded with different streamsunder different eligibility standards and regulations.

So, in five or ten years, if tripartite structure were to remain inplace, you would face coordination problems and then you wouldsee Congress moving to enforce coordination by creating yet morecoordination councils. We have a long history in Federal legislationof creating separate pieces of legislation at the national level, cre-ating coordination problems at the local level, and then havingCongress tell people at the local level that they have to solve theproblem that has been created at the Federal level. We have donethis in education and t..Rining programs. We are going to face it inthe Perkins Act and the JTPA case. We have done it in other pro-grams for children. We have done it in programs for the elderly. Idon't think it s a good thing to start that process again. I thinkthe most advisable tack would be to develen a single funding struc-ture which floats from the Federal to the State to the local level.That would help eliminate these problems of coordination.
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- My .final point is about an omission from H.R. 3 that I assume is
unintentional; and that is, that 3-year-olds were not included in the
bill:. There are programs for 1 and 2-year-olds, but then neither
Title Thor, Title III includes 3- year -olds who can be served only in
Head -Start- programs I assume that that was unintentional and
can be corrected. But it is a deeper problem than just the oversight
of a particular group of children. It really has to do with the conti-
nuity of care:

.1 think we need to set up programs that allow children and par-
ents haye continuous care; that is, where a child can be in the
same program from age 2 to 3 to 4 until the age at which that child
moves into the public school system. But H.R. 3 doesn't allow that
because 1 and 2- year -olds can beunless children are h. Head
Start programs, because Title III serves 1 and 2-year-old children in
certain -programs, then they become ineligible for any programs
when they are 3 yearn old, then they have to move into school-
based programs funded by Title II when they turn 4.

So, under H.R. 3, in this sort of particular division between Titles
II and III, you would see a lot of children bouncing in and out of
programs rather than being able to find a good program and stick
with it for several years, particularly during the crucial 2, 3 and 4-
year ages. So I think the issue of continuity care needs a little bit
of attention. I think it would be desirable to create a structure that
would allow continuous care, and I think the divisions between
Titles II and III and the omission of 3-year-olds doesn't allow that.

So I think the tripartite structure of H.R. 3 causes some prob-
lems. There are certainly some solutions that are available to it,
but I do think that it would be. advisable to think 1-arder about
having a single funding structure that would embrace a variety of
programs within it with State and local choice over those rather
than specifying many of those at the Federal level.

Thank you very much.
Chairman HAwKasTs. Well, thank you, Dr. Grubb, for a very ex-

cellent presentation.
[The prepared statement of Dr. W. Norton Grubb follows:]
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Testimony of W. Norton Grubb
Professor, School of Education

University of California, Berkeley
before the House Committee on Education and Labor

February 9, 1989

I am pleased to be asked to testify before the Committee on Educetion and Labor as it
considers the important subject of early childhoodprograms. I am a an economist by training, and
am now professor in the School of Educat: al at the University of California, Berkeley. I have
written extensively about various programs affecting children, especially about the economic and
policy aspects of early childhood programs. I am also the father of two children whowere 'n child
care since the; infants, and some of my observations spring from my personal experiences as
well as from research and analysis.

I have been mod to analyze the wisdom of using tax credits rather than direct spending as
a way of providing federal funding for early childhood

programs, and to comment on H.R. 3, the
Child Development and Education Act, and H.R. 30, the Act for Better Child Cart. First,
however, I would like to remind you that the current interest in early childhood programs which
has led to the introduction ofso many bills in Congress has at least four distinct sources: (1) a
continued increase in the numbers of working mothers with young children, most of them (about
two-thirds) working full time; (2) an interest in providing developmental programs for low-income
children, as a way of better preparing them for school and for the e. Alenges of an advanced
society; (3) the evidence about the positive effects and the high benefit-cost ratios of exemplary
early childhood programs like Head Start and the Perry Preschool, with the promise that good
prox.ans will benefit not only children and parents but society as well; and (4) an interest in
providing more child care for mothers on welfare so that they can obtain the necessary education
and training, begin working, and become independent of the welfare system. These strands of
interest in early childhood programs, each quite powerful, are sometimes inconsistent in their
implications for early childhood policy. However, in my opinion any new federal legislation
should seek to reconcile all four of these interests. Otherwise the programs that result will be
incomplete and address only some of the needs of children and parents.

Tax Credits as Mechanisms of Child Care Policy

Many bills before Congress would use the federal tax system to subsidize early childhood
programs through tax credits, in contrast to legislation -- like H.R. 3 and H.R. 30 - that
accomplish the same ends by direct spending. While the Committee on Education and Labor does

1
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not have jurisdiction over tax issues, Congress as a whole must confront which of these two

approaches to funding early childhood programs is preferable.

Before outlining the serious deficiencies of tax credits as instruments of child care policy, I

would like to comment on the proposal of President Bush to provide a taxcredit of $1,000 to low-

income parents. I support this proposal un eservedly: poor children need more resources,

especially because the amount of poverty among children has gone upsince the early 1970s while

government funding to combat poverty has decreased inreal _erns. However, President Bush's

proposal is not a child care program. The funds which parents receive would not be restricted to

Ind care; the amount of $1,000 is far too low in a period when good-quality programs cost

between $3,000 and $4,000 per year -- to induce low-income parents to buy child care; and the

majority of these resources will be spent on food, housing, clothing, and other more pressing

necessities. We can all applaud President Bush's proposal as an income support program, but we

should not pretend that it is a child cam program or that it will address the varied strands of interest

that have brought child care to public attention.
Many observers, including many economists, feel that tax credits are good ways to achieve

public purposes because they are efficient and they maximize consumer choice. However, in my

opinion tax credits are poor instruments of federal policy, at least for early childhood programs,

and Congress should instead consider direct spending programs. There are at least five problems

with tax credits:
(1) It ;s difficult (though not impossible) to use the tax ystem to provide resources to low-

income parents, who pay little or no taxes. There are, of course, mechanisms like the Earned

Income Tax Credit which provide both refundability and advance funding of credits through the tax

withholding system. However, in the past Congress (and the Internal Revenue Service) have

strongly resisted extending these mechanisms any further, and so most credits tend to benefit

middle- and upper-income recipients. Similarly, an analysis of several proposed tax credit bills for

child care reveals that several of them would provide greater benefits to upper-income parents than

to lower-income parents.'
Furthermore, there are two deficiencies of tax credits, even if carefully structured to reach

low-income parents, that Congress can do little about. First, information about tax benefits is

worse among low-income families, so that they may not know to apply. Second, many low-

income parents do not work for companies that are part of the tax withholding system; they are

either unemployed, self-employed, or work for cash in irregular and casual labor markets These

families cannot benefit from any mechanism of forward funding of tax credits, and their children

I "The Child Care Crisis: Arc Tax Credits the Answer?", Owens for Tat Justice,
Washington D C., July 1988.
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will therefore be left out of the benefits of any tax credit for child care. While I have no estimate of
how many low-income children would be left out, I am sure the number is substantial -- and these
are likely to be among the very poorest children, the most in need of support

(2) It is very difficult to monitor the qualityof early childhood prog...ms supported through
tax credits. Again, it is not impossible: Congress could require, for example, that all child care
eligible for tax credits be licensed, or a_aedited or approved in some other way. But the IRS is not
a child development agency, and enforcement would be difficult, so tax credits would give away
the ability of the federal government to provide good quality programs.

Much of the recent interest in early childhood programs has been stimulated by exemplary
programs like Head Start and the Perry Preschool, and by the widespread publicity about their high
benefit-c,ost ratios; and everyone agrees that compensatory programs for disadvantaged preschool
children need to be carefully designed and of high quality. It is therefore inappropriate to leave a
concern with quality out of federal legislation, as tax credits would inevitably do.

Advocak s of tax credits usually argue that they would not require the creation ofa new
bureaucracy -- that they would provide "funding for parents, not bureaucrat' ". Bureaucracy-
bashing is a popular sport, of course, but we need to understand what public officials do. In the
realm of early childhood programs, many administrators are concerned directly or indirectly with
the quality of care, since they formulate and enforce quality standards, decide which providers
should be funded, and provide technical assistance to local programs. :he decision to use tax
credits to avoid creating another bureaucracy is simultaneously a decision avoid funding these
methods of enhancing quality in early childhood programs.

(3) Tax credits assume that parents are well-informed about the child care altematives they
face, and that providers of prog ams are responsive to parent demand. If these assumptions are
incorrect, then parents may make poor choices and the "market" may not respond to increased
demand. Resource and. Referral (R&R) agencies have been established in many cities and towns,
specifically to provide parents and providers with better information; they have typically found
parents to be u.tinfomied about the choices available to them, and often bewildered about how to
find good programs for their children. In California, which has a voucher program funded by state
revenues, there is general agreement that vouchers (similar in many ways to tag credits) cannot be
used in areas without R&R agencies. Therefore Congress cannot presume that parents have the
perfect information required by tax credits and voucher mechanisms, since R&R agencies are r.ot
yet common (except in COfnmia. which has established them in all counties).

(4) Tax credits would operate to expand the amount of child care by increasing the demand
for care, increasing the price, and causing more child care providers to offer programs. However,
this would increase the price of child care for those parents who arc ineligible for public subsidy. If
federal legislation increased tai, credits only for low-income families, families with moderate

3



56

incomes might see their costs for child care ilicrease (or the quality of the programs they could

afford would fall). Direct spending mechanisms, which expand the supply of care directly without

the need to increase prices, avoid this problem.
(5) Finally, the fiscal accountability of tax credits is poor. The resources expended through

tit mechanisms must be estimated, and are never known with precision; and tax expenditures are

typically net subject to the same regular scrutiny that direct spending programs must go through in

the annual appropriations process. Congress has begun to eliminate tax preferences, particularly in

the Tax Reform Act of 1986, and as long as direct spending mechanisms are readiiy available--

it is inadvisable to reverse this wend for early childhood programs.

I conclude that tax credits are poor mechanisms of achieving federal goals in the area of

early childhood; they are inequitable, irresponsible in their disregard of quality, inefficient when

parents and providers are uninformed, and 53cally less acco.intable than the alternatives.

The arguments against tax credits do not necessarily apply to vouchers for early childhood

programs, however. Vouchers are often considered similar to tax credits because they expand

parental choice. However, they can do so without many of the deficiencies of tax credits.

California has adopted a voucher system in its Alternative Payment program, providing funds to

local agencies often R&R agencies -- which in turn pay for the child care chosen by eligible low-

income parents. Funds are thereby directec to those families with the greatest needs; the R&R

agency provides information about alternatives, so that parents are well-informed; and the agency

also monitors quality so that low-quality programs are not funded. There is ger eral agreementin

California that such voucher mechanisms are an appropriate part of a more general child care policy

funding a variety of programs; voucher mechanisms certainly can expand parental choice, and are

particularly helpful in funding child care in rural areas, and for children with special needs or

special hours of care. Voucher mechanisms could be established by states as part of programs

funded by H.R 30, for example, expanding parental choice without the drawbacks of tax credits.

Given the value of vouchers as part of an overall early childhood policy, I find it unfortunate that

H.R. 3 does not allow them to to funded.

H.R. 3 and H.R. 30

Fortunately, given the serious deficiencies of tax c. edit proposals, there are several

excellent proposals for direct funding of early childhood programs, including H.R. 30, the Act for

Better Child Care, and H.R. 3, the newly-introduced Child Development and Education Act of

1989. Since H.R. 30 has been widely discussed, I want to focus my remarks on H.R. 3

As an advocate for young children, I am of course pleased to see legislation which would

provide additional federI sup; nr for childrea, especially since federal revenues for children's

4



57

programs nave been so badly eroded over the past decade. I am also pleased to see that H.R. 3
recognizes the need for full-day programs, and for expanding part-day programs like those typical
of Head Start into full-day programs to accommodate the needs of parents working full-time. The
language in H.R. 3 supporting programs of good quality and the need for appropriate training of
teacLers in early childhood programs is also appropriate, and I hope that Congress will retain this
language in any early childhood legislation it enacts.

However, there are several provisions of H.R. 3 that concern me, related to the three-pan
division of funds into resources for Head Startprograms, resources for school-based programs,
and resources for infant and toddler programs. In general, I feel that this tripartite division is
unwise: it will perpetuate unhealthy divisions in early childhood programs, the earmarking of
funds for particular institutions is unjustified, and the division will create serious coordination
problems. I will address each of these in turn.

(I) H.R. 3 seems to perpetuate an old, unhealthy division between "dev..lopmen'al" or
"educational" programs and "custodial" programs. This division, which extends back to the early
years of this century, has pitted the interests of educators and child developmentalists, with their
concern for the development of the young child, against welfare reformers and officials more
interested in the employability of mothers. In current federal policy, it manifests itself in the
difference between Head Start programs, with their low child/adult ratios, developmental
emphasis, and supplerr;atal services, with child care funded through Title XX/SSBG, which has
lower costs and the employment ofwelfare mothers as the primary concern. H.R. 3 perrtuates
this split with the division between Title II -- administered by the Department ofEducation, state
departments of education, and local school districts, with strong language about "an environment
which enhances the educational, social, emotional, and recreational development of children" --
and Title III, administered by the Department of Health and Human Services, with purposes
dominated less by developmental concerts than by concerns for safe arrangements to enable
parents to work. (While these purposes are taken from H.R. 30, H.R. 3 omits the "Findings" in
H.R. 30 that stress the importance of the young child's development and the need for high quality
programs.) My fear is that programs established

under the two chapters would begin to diverge,
and would over time replicate once again the division between "developmental" and "custodial"
programs.

This division is unhealthy because it promotes the wrong-headed idea that programs for
young children can be one or the other. But all programs are "developmental", since all children
continue to develop within them; the only question is whether this development will be carefully
nurtured and supported in good-quality programs, rather than being ignored or even stifled in poor
programs. Similarly, in an era where most mothers are working (especially most low-income
mothers), all programs should be "custodial" in the sense of providing care during n working day,,

5
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which H.R. 3 wisely supports. One goal of federal policy, in my opinion, should be to knit these

two strands of interest in early childhood together but the differences between Title 11 and Title

III in H.R. 3 not only fail to do this, they may exacerbate this outmoded division.

Ironically, i,iven the apparent intent in H.R. 3 to designate Title 1:1 programs as more

"educational" or "developmental" than those in Title III, the legislation does not include adequate

requirements about quality in Title II. The programs in Title II would be governed only by

"applicable State standards" presumably licensing standards -- and would require only that "at

least one staff member supervising each group of children" have early childhood training. This

would allow programs where only the head teacher has any early childhood training and all other

teachers have almost none. In contrast, Title III (and H.R. 30) contains a reqairemeut for a
National Advisory Committee on Child Care Standards to propose minimum standards in several

areas, include adult-child ratios, group size limits, and qualifications of teachers. Potentially, then,

H.R. 3 could support low-quality school-based programs for four-year-olds under Title II and

much better programs under Titles I and M. Lest you think this is impossible, I should point out

that Texas has a statewide prekindergarten program with a 1:22 adult/child ratio, one which is far

too low by anyone's standards and which cannot possibly encourage even adequate programs, and

several other states have similar ratios in their preschool programs. If one intent of Title II is to

rovide high-quality compensatory programs like Head Start and the Perry Preschool for low-

income children who might otherwise do poorly in the elementary grades, there is nothing in Title

II to assure that will happen.

(2) H.R. 3 earmarks one third of its authorizations for Head btart programs and one third

for school-based programs. I see no good reason for Congress to make decisions about the kinds

of early childhood programs funded; these are decisions that can be made more appropriately at the

state and local levels. Indeed, the trend over the oast twenty years has been for Congress to reduce

the amount of earmarking and to provide greater decision-making authority to states and localities.

Particularly in the realm of young children, where everyone agrees that rsents should hare

flexibility and choice and that there must be local variation to accommodate the varying needs of

children, the designation of funds for particular programs introduces an inflexibility and rigidity

into early childhood policy, one which can only operate to limit choice at the state and local levels.

There are several problems wit limiting the programs in Title II to public schools. I

certainly feel that public schools should be eligible to provide early childhood programs. The

experience with school-based child care programs in California, which has the most extensive

network of such programs, as well as experiences in other states indicates that schools can institute

very good programs -- although they may also can also institute poor programs, as Texas has done

in its prekindergarten program with a 1.22 adult/child ratio. The issue vhether schools should

have a monopoly over certain programs, and I see no justification for this. The historical rationale

6
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for the public schools having a near-monopoly over education -- the need in the early nineteenth
century to establish a common schooling system in which all children would learn a single set of
moral and political values no longer seems appropriate as a justification for monopoly, and has
been replaced by greater interest in parent choice and variety at all levels of the educational system.

If schools as well as other institutionsare eligible to provide early childhood, Its in H.R. 30
and Title Mof H.R.3, then in manyareas of the country especially where the schools have good
reputations, or in rural areas where the schools are the only potential providers -- many of these
programs would be provided by school districts. Indeed, in some areas schools might even receive
more than one third of federal funds. But where there are e'vrimunity-based organizations with
strong reputations for their early childhood programs, or where the schools have mediocre
reputations, or where the schools are indifferent or even hostile to early childhood programs, then
the earmarking of funds in Title II for school-based programs will st...-ve the interests of neither
children, nor of parents, nor of the schools, nor of the federal government's interest in stimulating
high-quality programs. I should also note that school districts are not uniformly enthusiastic about
providing early childhood programs, on both philosophical and fiscal grounds: in Texas many
districts denigrated the prekindergarten program as "mere babysitting", many others have obtained
waivers because of the ink of facilities and teachers, and some school districts in California are
now abandoning their child care programs because of insufficient funds.

The designation of schools as mipients in Title II seems to assume that only school-based
*-,ograrns can be developmental and educational. But this assumption is clearly wrong: most of the
best programs in the country, including most Head Start programs, are not in public schools.
Furthermore, giving schools a monopoly might encourage some school systems to treat programs
for four-year o! 's as downward extensions of the elementary grades -- with the teacher-directed,
overly di..,ctic, te'laviorist approach to teaching and learning common to the elementary schools.
While the provisions in Title II for training in early childhood education would moderate this
tendency, it would also be wise to have both schools and other organizations provide the
developmental prop .ms envisioned in this title. Then there would be more variety and choice for
parents. Furthermore, if school-based and community-based programs can interact and Team from
each other, this provides another way of drawing together the different communities with interests
in young children: schools can learn from organizations with different concerns and goals, and
community-based organizations can absorb some of the educational techniques of the schools.

Finally, Title II will create problems kith the continuity of programs: as children become
four years old, they will have to change the p ogram they are in if they are to benefit from federal
funding.
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In sum, I think it inadvisable to earmark funds for schools. Instead, schools should be

allowed to compete along with other organizations for federal funs' % as they would be in Tit'e III

of H.R. 3 or in H.R.'30.
For similar reasons, earmarking funds for Head Start programs in Title I is not, in my

opinion, a particularly good idea. Such a restriction would reduce the flexibility states andlocalities

have to choose the mix of early childht el programs most want and need. Instead, I think it better

to allow Head Start programs to be eligible for federal funding especially in order to expand to a

full day and full year under the funding arrangement in Title M or in H.R. 30. In many areas of

the country government officials and parents would naturally choose to expand Head Start

programs; indeed, in some cases it may be that Head Start wouldreceive mom than one third of

federal funds. But in other areas -- where there are few Head Start programs, orwhere He'd Start

is of mediocre quality then parents and officials may prefer other programs, and earmarking one

third offederal funds would restrict their ability to do so. Again, such earmarldng assumes that

Congress can make better judgements than can state and local decision-makers about which local

programs are best and most appropriate, an assumption that strikes me as incorrect.

Still another problem is that Head Start programs have been, in most areas, isolated from

the rest of the early childhood community. Earmarking funds for Head Start would only perpetuate

this division. It would be better, in my opinion, for all early childhood programs to be included

under one funding mechanism and administrative structure, rather than creating legislation whicn

divides the early childhood world into several independent groups with different funding.

(3) The tripartite structure of H.R. 3 would create serious problems with coordination. It

would create three different funding streams: one for Title I, located within HHS, distributing

funds directly from the federal level to local programs and apparently bypassing any state agency;

one for Title II, allocating funds from the Department of Education to state education agencies for

distribution to schools; and one distributing funds from HHS to some single state agency which

might be the state education agency, but might in some states be a welfh,e agency or a special

agency for children's programs. This makes the coordination of early childhood policy difficult at

the federal level, since at least two and potentially three different administrative entities would be

involved, and it also makes the formulation of state policy difficult, since in many cases two state

agencies would be involved hnd stat would have no involvement with Title 1 programs At the

local level, it means that early childhood programs providing similar services would be funded by

different mechanisms, with inconsistent regulations and standards.

If Congress adopts this particular approach, then in five or ten years it will begin to

recognize the inconsistmcies created at the local level by different funding mechanisms, and then

require cool dinatie.1 of local programs. There is a long history of Congress creating separate

programs and then imposing coordination requirements, when the source of the problem in the first

8



place' is federal legislation; this has happened in programs for children, in welfare programs, in
services for the elderly, and id vocationaleducation and;ob training programs. Once legislation is
enacted, then interest groups form and make substantial revision difficulg and local coordination

"fforts are invariably hampered by divisions originating at the federal level. It would be much
better to devise legislation at the outset which contains a single funding mechanism, a single
administrative agency at the federal andstate levels, a single set of regulations, eligibility, and
quality standards, and then allows different kinds of programs to develop within this single
structure. H.R. 30, the Act for Better Child Care Services, does precisely this; but the tripartite
funding structure of H.R. 3 wr -id on the cont.-art. create serious coordination problems.

(4) Three-year olds have been left out of Titles II and III of H.R. 3 -- I assume
unintentionally. Unless corrected, this oversight would limit the continuity of care that is, two-
year-olds enrolled in Title II programs would be ineligible for subsidized programs for a year
(except for Head Stan programs, which would be filled with their own two-year-olds who turn
three) until they turn four and can enroll in a Title Di program.

Because continuity in a child's life is desirable, federal policy ought to encourage the
establishment of programs which can provide stable and continuous care for children until they
leave for the pubic school system. This implies not only that three-year-olds ought to be
incorporated into Title III, but that the current approach of limiting programs for four-year-olds to
the public schools (except for Head Stan) is inappropriate because it would force children to
change programs when they turn four. The continuity of care possible under H.R. 30 is for this
reason superior to that which could be achieved under H.R. 3.

In summary, I find numerous problems with the tripartite structure of H.R. 3. To be sure,
this legislation would be an advance over the current situation, since federal support for early
childhood programs has declined in real terms, and declined enormously relative to the expanding
need. But H.R. 3 increases federal support in ways that are inconsistent with diversity and parental
choice, in ways that would maintain

unnecessary divis,c, 4 early childhood programs, and in ways
that would create serious problems for the continuity of care and for coordination. I conclude that
the worthwhile goals of federal policy can be more directly and more simply achieved with H.R.30.

9
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Chairman Xi lawicixs. May I just point out several things concern-
ing,your remarks .First of all, the coordination that you speak of
cannot b finalized, until such time as the bill will include the
other compOinuite..W, We recognize your criticism as being valid, hew-
ever, iiiiel'euchAiihe ati. the bill is finalized, obviously, the struc-
tuie ca n& together.

Ithink there is a misunderstanding also about the subject of cov-
ering. &year-olds. This is really a misunderstanding because the
"bill, in expanding Head Start, assumes that since Head Start
covers .3-year-olds that,they. will be covered. So I don't think it is
exitaliv accurate tosay that they are not covered.

Let me indicate, however, that if there is any misunderstanding
about that, that it is the intent, obviously, to include them. And I
think calling attention to that is veal:lid.

You seem also in your remarksthis is just a matter of clarifica-
tionto suggest that .there is a distinction which you make be-
tween vouchers used in preschool programs as being distinct from

4 vouchers in K-12 programs. Do I understand that you have made
such a distinction? That is,that the argument for or against the use
of vouchers -depends to a large extent on whether you are talking
about preschool rather than the use of vouchers in the K-12 pro-
gram? Am I clear on that?

Mr. GRUM Yes. The argument that I am making is that what-
ever you may think about vouchers for the K-12 system you
shouldn't apply that thinking to vouchers for early childhood pro-
grams because they would operate quite differently. The institu-
tions that we now see in early childhood are very different from, those in the K-12 system, so that whatever negative aspects there

ht be in a K-12 system wouldn't be true I think in the early
dhood system.

They have operated quite successfully in California, Mr. Haw-
kins. Not as the mainstay of California's child care program, but as
one element among other programs where there is adequate infor-
mation to parents.

Chairman HAWKINS. Well, the point I am trying to establish is
that the acceptance of vouchers in the preschool program does not
necessarily set a good precedent for their expansion into K-12.

Mr. GRUBB. That is right. nl'here is no reason to make that jump.
Chairman HAWKINS. you. Also, on page 5 of your testimo-

ny you argue that Title III of H.R. 3 has insufficient emphasis on
developmental concerns when compared with H.R. 30. Now, as a
matter of fact, Title III of H.R. 3 for infants and toddlers was based
on the ABC bill, actually, H.R. 30.

Mr. Gauss. Yes, that is right.
Chairman HAWKINS. You seem to me to be saying, therefore,

that if the statement of findings in H.R. 30 is included in Title III
of H.R. 3, that the developmental emphasis of that title would be
completely clear. You are pointing out that which, as I have indi-
cated earlier, we are obviously trying to move in the direction of, in
making any child care program inclusive of early childhood devel-
opment. That is what we are seeking. But am I clear that if the
statement of findings as exemplified in H.R. 30 is inserted in Title
Ill of H.R. 3 that then would, in effect, get the developmental em-
phasis that you recommend we make?
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Mr. GRUBB. I think that that would help a great deal. My otherconcern about it really has to do with institutional structures, how-ever. I do understand your developmental and educational focus inTitle III. I think that is absolutely wonderful. My concern is thatpeople-in general will start to view the programs run through theeducational system as somehow intrinsically superior to the onesthat flow down from HHS, and it is that institutional divisionrather than any specific language in the bill that could develop.Now there are always safeguards against that.
Chairman,HAwms. Well, I quite agree with you there are some

gop in the schools thatare bad. There are some that areod. But that is also true of community-based organizations.Mr. GRUBB. Absolutely.
Chairman HAwxngs. So we seem to be not being too logical whenwe say some are good, some are bad, but it depends on what weintend to do, what we are trying, to correct.
Mr. GRUBBY. And there are, in fact, the safeguards in Title IIIand_ the proposals for setting quality standards with this nationalcommission think are excellent. They would go a long way to-wards eliminating these low quality community-based programs.Chairman HAWKINS. Thank you. ltdr. Tauke?
Mr. TAUKE. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you, Dr.Grubb, for your testimony. I had an opportunity to review your tes-timony, but, unfortunately, another hearing kept me from hearingthe early part of your oral testimony. I still am not sure that Ihave a clear picture of what kind of program you would design ifyou were in our shoes. Perhaps you might take just a moment totell us if you were chairman of the committee, and you had a com-mittee that would always go along with you like our chairmanMr. GRUBB. Let me provide you the vision, and I have to apolo-gize for the fact that it draws a great deal on the California experi-ence. But it is not only the one that I know the best, but it alsohappens to be the State system which is the best developed in thecountry.
If there was a single funding structure from the Federal levelthat then went down to the State level, then there could start to bedeliberations at the State level about the kinds of programs en-acted locally. There also -eds to be a State and local piece of matso that many of those decisions end up getting made at the locallevel, and not in Sacramento and the other State capitals of theworld.
But this is essentially a recommendation that there be a singlefunding structure with some development of State policy, andstrong State policy, that can then make clear decisions about whatprograms are most appropriate given the conditions that vary fromState to State.
Now I have to say that this funding structure looks quite similarto the one that is in Title III of H.R. 3, and in H.R. 30, the ABCbill, which does precisely that. So that much of my vision for how aFederal program would be structured would be in Title III of H.R.3, which essentially takes the funding mechanism for H.R. 30.Then it would remain for the Federal Government to make surethat in fact States provided adequate leaderoldp and really did acompetent job of developing their programs,
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But, again, in Federal legislation that is before us, many of those
safeguards are already in place, the National Commission that
would sxamine quality standards and so forth. So I think the
answer to my question, I certainly would tinker with some aspects
of Title III of H.R. 3 and with H.R. 30, but I think that basic struc-
ture has been 'one over at great length. It has been examined by
the early chi:dhood community quite substantially, and I think
most of those elements are really quite good.

Mr. TAUKE. How much money would you put into your program?
Mr. GRumi. How much money would I put into my program were

I czar ?? Wei', I harre to agree with
Mr. TAME. No. No, just chairman of the commii
Mr. Gauss. Oh. Just chairman of the committee?
Mr. Timm. Operating within the constraints in which we oper-

ate.
Chairman HAWKINS. He is no czar, I will tell you that.
iLaughter.]
Mr. Gauss. There is no question that Ed Zigler is right. That if

these programs were fully funded they could cost tens of billions of
dollars. Let me give you some figures.

In California, which typically spends 10 percent of the money on
programs in .the country, because vre have got about 10 percent of
the populationwe spend $320 muiion on child care programs and
we serve 7 percent of the eligible children, who are those under 84
percent of median income. If we were to expand the pi gram to all
those under 84 pert...int of medlar income, we would have to multi-
ply $320 million times 14, which comes out te a figure of, roughly,
$4 billion, and if we multiply that times 10 that is $40 billion for
the country as a whole.

The point is that when you begin engaging in thi-: exercise you
can see the requirements are enormous. We will move to them over
decades, I assume, just as 150 years ago it 400k us decades and dec-
ades to move to a public schooling system, which we now accept as
a fact and inevitable. I think the amounts of morey as starters are
fine, but I think we shouldn't fool ourselves that it will be enough.

Mr. TAUKE. Part of the concern of many of us is that, if we have
a limited amount of money to spend, how do we best apportion the
funds? And, in part, the question is do you try to provide, in es-
sence, full funding for a few zhildren or do you try to use the
money to stimulate the development of services by State and local
governments or maybe community groups? That is one of the chal-
lenges before us, and if I am hearing you correctly, in essence what
you are saying is serve the 6 percent or the 7 percent that you can
afford now and thel maybe down the road you can expand that.

Mr. GRUBB. In my view, it would be preferable to serve a limited
number sf people, of children, in good quality ?rograms than to
give small amounts of money to parents who then can't really use
that to upgrade the child care that they use. If you give them a
thousand dollars, in fact, it is not going to buy child care. It will
buy something else, but not the kind of high quality programs I
think we are looking for.

Mr. TAUKE. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman HAWKINS. Thank you. Mr. Kildee?
Mr. KILDEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.



,24111111MINEMANI

. You mentioned that H.R. 3 tends to promote a division betweencustodial and developmental child care. Is there any phase of childcare that is solely custodial?
Mr. GRUBD. That is or should be?
Mr. Kttnu Should be, let's put it that way. I know there is somewarehousing.
Mr: GRUBB. No, not in my opinion. "c know, there shouldn't beany level that sheald be merely custodial. Some people argue, forexample, that after-school care for children in the primary gradescould be custodial You know, 15 kids in a room with some ne tomake sure they don't break their arms and legs, and let it go atthat. I don't think that that is appropriate.
Those kinds of programs can get wild and out of control. Theyare not good places for children to be. They leave them frazzled.They leave them bored, and I don't think there is a justification forthem at any level of the system.
Mr. littDEE. Assuming that we maintain the three fundingstreams in H.R. 3, how could roordination be better enhanced?
Mr. Gauss. Well, the typical way is to set up coordination coun-cils at the State and local level, and to force everyone to talk to oneanther. That is what we de in JTPA and Voc. Ed., in the PerkinsAct. That is what we do it other children's services and servicesfor the elderly. I think that the record of these coordination coun-cils has in large part been dismal. It is a good thing to get people totalk together, but it doesn't necessarily cause them to change theirprograms, and rarely do these coordination mechanisms forcepeople to get together or force them to reallocate funds acrossbranches.
For example, there are no mechanisms in H.R. 3 as it now standsthat would enable a decision to be made in a place where there areno HE -4 Start program o transfer funds from Title I into Title IIor III, tad so the discussion can.go only so far. Discussion is betterthan nothing, but it is usually not very good.
Mr. MIME. You mentioned the importance of parents havingccess to resource and referral programs. What level of involve-ment should parents have in actually implementing child carepolicy?
Mr. GUIBB. You mean in making decisions at the local level andthe State level?
Mr. KILDRE. `:es.
Mr. GRUBB. Well, I think it is a good thing t include parents onany of these advisory committees that are established. :rf I remem-ber correctly, the advisory committee required in H.R. 3 and H.R.30 does include parents, does it not? An I think that that is per-fectly appropriate.
I would also envision that if there were a Federal-State-local divi-sion of responsibilities that there would also be local councilswhich would include parents. Ard, in fact, where mayor's advisorycommittees have been set up aruund child care issues they always

include parents and provide some voice for parent interest to be ex-pressed. I think t'-g+ is completely appropriate.Mr. Krum. tic you very much. Thank you for your testilyny.
Chairman WRINS. Mr. Ba-tlett?
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Mr. BARTLETT. Thank you. Mr. Grubb, I want to explore with you
just a bit became I want to focus in on what you would recommend
that we do to promote diversity. You say in the conclusion of your
'estimony, that H.R. 3 increases Federal support in ways that are
.liconsistent with diversity and parental choice. On the flip side of
that, if you were drafting the bill, would you include `n the bill
Federal standards for child care? And how would that allow for di-
veriuty?

Mr. GRUBB. When I me It H.R. 3 limits diversity it is because
there will be some are& .tie country where limiting Title I to
Head Start and limiting II to school-based programs will limit
abilities to make choices in other ways. That is what I meant by
limiting diversity. So to remove those kinds of constrictions would
open up choice.

Now it might be choice that viouldn't be exercised. In some re-
gions of the country ..hey would Le perfectly happy to spend a third
of the money on Head Start and so forth, but in other areas that
might not be true.

To address your question about quality standards, if I were czar
or chair and writing the bill, I would put in three or four Federal
prescriptions rel ting to quality. One is a ratio of 10 to 1, a maxi-
mutt' rat*, of 10 to 1, because I think, that that is a ratio that there
has been -a great deal of consensus on. Second, I would put in a re-
quirement about early childhood training, and there is, in fact, in
H.R. 3 already a good deal of that language. Third, I guess I would
put in some language about parental participation in developmen-
tally appropriate care. But many of the other aspects of quality are

.r very difficult to write in precise legislation. They aro very
difficult, for example, to handle in State licensing codes and it is
not clear that State licensing codes get to them. But the national
commission that is proposed both in this legislat...a and the ABC
bill which sets up a council to examine the issue of quality and pro-
vide guidelines and technical assistance, and so forth, would go a
great we.y to providing models of what good care is.

Mr. BARTLErr. Would you recommend that commission be limit-
ed to offering models? Or would you have the commission, like in
H.R. 3, actually setting the standards?

Mr. GRU1.B. Well, what I have said is I would include m the legis-
lation a very small number of very clear standards, ratios, group
size is another one I forgot, a limit on the group size, early child-
hood training and parent participation, and then the commission
itself could adrlress its efforts towards those more subtle aspects of
early childhooa programs. They are difficult to put in regulatory
language.

BARTTErr. And using those standards to encourage diversity,
would then expand Federal child care support the ore tra-
ditional I child care? Or perhaps nontraditionalaccording Feder-
al legislationchild care church -bawd facilities, in-home
child care, unlicensed child care of the family day care providers
that in many States are unlicensed because they have fewer than
fourwould you expand Federal support to those also?

Mr. GRUBB. I would have qualm*, about extending Federal sup-
port to unlicensed faciPies. I don't h :nk that that is a good idea at
all.
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Mr. BARTIMIT. Too diverse for you?
Mr. GRUBI3. Well, it is not that it is too diverse. It is that some ofthose facilLies may be very bad for children, and that if they aregoing to quality for Federal support they ought to be of sufficientquality so that they can qualify under licensing standards.I would certainly extend Federal support to family day care, andthere is plenty of room for that in Title III of H.R. 3 and in H.R.30. I would certainly extend Federal supinrt to church and temple-based care because they have been providers that have providedmorethey have provided more of their own resources to youngchildren than I think any other sets of institutions in the country,and I think that that is completely appropriate. And I think thereare many situations in which in-home care, for example, by rela-tives, ought also to be supported. That is something that can bedone with these little voucher mechanisms, incidentally, for par-ents who really need to be working but would like to have someonecome into their home.

Mr. BARTLETT. Would you have a different set of standards for in-home care, for example, or the same standard as a larger institu-tion?
Mr. GRUBB. May I duck that question? I am not quiteI thinkthat there should be some standards--
Mr. BARTLETT. You can take the excuse of the red light if youchoose.
Mr. GRUBB. I think that that is a very tricky issue. I think thatthere probably need to be some in-home care standards if there isFederal support going into it. Because, again, if you look at thisfrom the child's eyes, we don't want any of them to be in care,whether it is in their own home or out of their own home, which isreally substandard.
Chairman HAwiciNs. Mrs. Lowey?
Mrs. LOWEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Dr. Grubb, in your successful California system, I am particular-ly interestc.d in the role, if there is one, of the private sector. InNew York State we have been trying to encourage on-site childcare centers realizing that in ordc_ to fulfill the need in the shortrun, while we are waiting for the long run solutions and workingon them, we have to encourage the corporate sector, and this hasbeen rather slow.
Is there a role? Do you enco... age it? And how does it work inCalifornia?
Mr. GRUBB. Well, I think it is fair to say it has been slow in Cali-fornia, too, and not for lack of any efforts. There have been tre-mendous efforts to try to get corporations to fund early childhoodprograms. There is a very an, :11 number of them that do it. Thesame names turn up time and time again. In the last list I saw ofthe corporations prop iding early childhood programs at least halfof them were hospitals, other kind of quasi-public institutions,corporations that have some sort of public interest bent to them,for example, Tom Hayden's Committee for Economic Developmentdown in Santa Monica. So that the number of real true blue profit-making corporations that offer early childhood programs is prettyslim.
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I think it is something child care advocates need to continue to
work on, but I don't think we should hold out much hope that
there will be a great deal of support coming from corporations for a

long time. And I particularly think it would be quite inappropriat.-
to try to institute special incentives for corporations, for example,

through the corporate income tax, because I think that those would
be really quite inequitable. The people who would benefit from

those would be people who work for large corporations, who are
typically better paid and are not low income. They would be quite
inefficient in the sense that they would reward a few corporations
already providing early childhood and probably not induce many
more to enter that area. So I think it is an area whi.z:h has in Cali-

fornia, as in New York apparently, not lived up to the hopes that

many people have had for it.
Mrs. LOWEY. You guessed my second question. Now another ques-

tion that I have concerns the California coordination mechanism.

In New York State we worked for a long time in trying to establish
one child care entity through which all the programs would flow.

Westchester Countymy countyhas been successful in establish-
ing a child care entity, an agency through which monies from the
private and public sectors flow. The coordination is rather good

not perfect but rather good.
I wonder if you could explain further the mechanism on the

State level through which funds flow in California?
Mr. GRUBB. Well, what happened was that several years ago the

State Department of Education which had run these programs
since World War II also received the Title XX programs, the pro -
grains that funded child care for welfare moms. And so by includ-
ing those Title XX p.. grams now they are Social Services Block
Grant programs-7 including those within the Department of

Education, the Department of Education had the control, so to

speak, or the responsibility for all the publicly funded child care
programs in the State with the exception of Head Start, which is
not under that.

Now what happens with child care provided earough the work
fare program, GAIN, and what happens with the new Welfare
Reform Act with the jobs programs is anyone's guess. But it is Ly

concentrating all of the programs within one agency that it has

been possible to do something about coordinating programs.
Now the problem is that what happens at the Federal level also

happens at the State level. California State legislators keep on en-
acting new little programs, and so we have a program for centers
in schools and centers in community-based organizations and mi-

grant care ait, family day care and resource and referral agencies

and campus-based carewe have about 18 or 20 programs.
Mrs. LOWEY. We are familiar with that too.
Mr. GRUBB. And coordinating all of thole even though they are

in the same agency is a mess. So there is now a move afoot for

guess what?
Mrs. LO'WEY. New coordinat:on mechanisms.
Mr. GRUBB. New coordination mechanisms and putting them

bac' together. So we recreate many of these things at different
levels, and I think again the counsel from all of that is it is best to
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Chairman HAWKINS. Mr. Poshard?
Mr. POSHARD No questions, Mr. Chairman._Chairman Hkwir.als. Mrs. Unsoeld? No questions.Mr. Jontz?
Mr. Jowl-z. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Dr. Grubb, I want to make sure that I understand one of yourarguments with regard to tax credits. Er. Zig ler described to us asituation in which consumers of child care make different pur-chases based on their purchasing power, and your criticism of thetax credit approach is that the individuals who would receive thetax, credits have other needs with regard to shelter, clothing, etcetera, et cetera, which would probably result in the use of that taxcredit not to increase their purchasing power in the area of childcare but rather to meet other unmet needs. Is that a fair summaryof your argument?

Mr. GRUBB. Well, there is two ways you could structure tax creC.-its. In President Bush's proposal every family gets a tax credit of$1,000 and it is unrestricted as to what you spend it on. So, if Iwere a poor family earning 8,000-10,000 bucks a year, I don't thinkI would go out and spend that on child care. I would probablyspend it on food and rent.
The other way to structure tax credits is the way we do in thecurrent dependent carethe dependent care tax credit, which is tosay you get a credit only if you spend the money on child care.Now, in that situation you do spend the money on child care, and itis, you know, restricted to that.

So you could do it in either of those two ways.Mr. Joifrz. Okay. That answers my question. Thank you.Mr. GRUBB. I answered the question?Chairman HAWKINS. Dr. Grubb, we appreciate your testimony.Thank you very much. We will continue to call on you from timeto time, I am confident of that.
The next witnesses will be on a panel, and I would ask that theyassemble at the witness table: Dr. Deborah Phillips, Ms. NancyTravis, Dr. Lynn Kagan, and Dr. Sandra Hofferth.Dr. Phillips, we will hear from you first, and then we will call onthe other witnesses in order. We would hope that the members willthen be able to address either one of the panelists.The testimony of each of the witnesses will be inserted in therecord, and we would appreciate them summarizing their majorpoints so that we will have an opportunity to address questions toeach of the witnesses.

Dr. Phillips, we will call on you first.
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STATEMENTS OF DEBORAH PHILLIPS, PH.D., ASSISTANT PROFES-
SOR, DEPARTNIMNT OF PSYCHOLOGY, UNIVERSITY OF VIRGIN-

IA; NANCY TRAVIS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, SAVE THE CHIL-
DREN; LYNN KAGAN, rum, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, BUSH
CENTER; SANDRA HOFFERTH, PH.D., SENIOR RESEARCH ASSO-

CIATE, URBAN INSTITUTE
Ms. PHILLIPS Thank you. It is a delight to be here today. This is

an issue that I have spent most of my adult years working on, and
it is really rewarding to see this committee dedicating their energy
and commitment to this issue. I thank Mr. Hawkins, in particular,
and also Mr. Kildee, for his work on the ABC bill.

I have been asked to address a couple of issues. One is questions
about Federal standards and quality of care. The second is to talk a
little bit about salaries and child care staffing issues, and I want to
include in that some discussion of turnover rates in child care.
Both of those issues are really the fundamental questions about
quality of care for children h child care.

The capacity of any child care legislatOn to effect the quality of
child care is crucially important for only one reason. It affects the
environments that children are experiencing day in and day out,
month in and month out, year in and year out during the most
critical years of their development. Children's development is
never put on hold, and the question we are facing here is whether
we want to protect it, maybe even promote it, or whether we are
going to compromise it and gamble a little bit sith children's de-
velopment.

Some have argued that quality suffers in child care because we
really don't know how to define quality because there is nc. consen-
sus among experts about the basic ingredients of quality care.
Nothing could be further from the truth. We know how to provide
decent and safe child care in this country. We even know how to
provide fabulous child care in this country. We now have over a
decade of research directed specifically at the question of what is
good for children in child care. This literature is condstent and it
is unambiguous, and it is evidence, first of all, that child care
varies widely in quality; and, secondly, that better child care is
better for children, not a very surprising finding.

But more importantly for your purposes, research has identified
three critical ingredients that can be regulated that seem to have,
really, a very profound effect on child,' n's development and child

care. The first is staff-child ratios. The se- -ad is group size. The
third is care-giver training. You he "e ready heard these this
morning. These features were first identified by the Federally
funded National Day Care study. It was conducted in 1975, re:mita
came out in the late 1970s. Subsequent research on a much smaller
scale in different sites around the country have replicated these re-
sults again and again. So has research in Canada and research in
Bermuda, for that matter.

These three factors appear to be important because, basically,
they enable care-givers to provide children with the rurturance
and the interaction and the instruction that they need to develop
well. For example, in the National Day Care study in classrooms
with small groupings of children, for example, at most seven fa-

7 b
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farts together in a classroom, care-givers were observed to interactin more appropriate ways with those days. They are morelikely with older children to assure that the children are not wan-dering aimlessly around, which you do see a lot in child care; thatthey are not sitting and watching television, but that they are en-gaged in appropriate tasks. The children were found to be more co-operative and more involved in their tasks, and their test scoresshowed greater improvements compared to the score of children insmaller groups. Those are very striking, very tangiole kiwis of re-sults.
Researchers have recently identified an additional element ofquality in child care, and that is staff stability, the inverse side ofstaff turnover. We even have longitudinal data at this point sug-gesting that the stability of children's child care is associated withtheir levels of achievement in first grade.
The bottom line about quality in child care can basicclly be sum-marized with three words: child care workers. Given f e vital im-portance of child care staff, not only to children, but also to par .ents and to their employers, one might expect child care work to beamong the most highly paid jobs in the country. You know that itis not. It is not only poorly paid, a recent study by the NationalCommittee on Pay Equity ranked child care teachers and providersas the second most underpaid workers in the Nation. Only theclergy earned less.
Nowhere have I seen a more conspicuous and striking gap thanthat between the research evidence which points tc, the staff inchild care as the cornerstone of quality and indicators of the actualvalue that we as a Nation place on child care work. In 1984, 58 per-cent of center-based child care workers earned poverty-level wages.Their median annual income for full-Vri... workers was just slightlyover $9,000 a year. The poverty level in 1984 was $10,610 a year. In1986, the median annual income of child care workers rem linedunder $10,000. The poverty level had increased to slightly over$11,000.

The salaries of child care workers, as one child care worker saidto me, are right up there with janitors. They are also right upthere with parking lot attendants, bartenders, and people who takecare of our pets. Interestingly, in the GAIN program in Califor-niaperhaps Norton can expand on thisan individual who wasinvolved in crafting that program explained to me that there wassome consideration given to using child care workers as one of thepossible employment options for the women who were involved inGAIN, and it was subsequently eliminated because they discoveredthat they wouldn't earn enough money providing child care to getthem off of the AFDC rolls.
Some say that these low earnings derive from the low c.lucation-al level of child care workers. Again, I turn to the National DayCare study for the facts. In 1977, center-based child care workershad on average 14 to 15 years of formal education. Close to 30 per-cent had 16 or more years of formal edtcation, twice the permit-age among all employed females in the *United States at that time.Does it matter? Should we care that child care workers are basi-cally underwriting the real cost of care by working for povertylevel wages? There is growing evidence that salaries are very close-
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ly tied to turnover of child care staff. Child care workers have the

highest ratesamong the highest rates of job turnover of any occu-

pation that is tracked by the Department of Labor. It is set at 42

percent among center-based workers and close to 60 percent among
home-based child care workers. The center-based rates are more
than double the average rate of turnover in all occupations, which

is 19 percent.
I am involved now in following up some child care workers that

we have been studying in the National Child Care Staffing study.
We are calling them six months after we saw them in their child
care centers, and about, 30 percent of themthese are only prelimi-

nary dataare no longer in the centers where we found them six
months ago. That is not even a year long turnover rate.

When you ask child care workers why they leave, they tell you
that they love child care work, they wish they could continue to
work with children, but they truly cannot support their own fami-

lies on their child care wages and they see no hope for improve-

ment. In northern Alameda County, i California, researchers
survey child care workers every two years. Their 1988 survey re-
vealed a decrease in teachers' and directors' salaries coin lared to
1986. During this same time turnover rates among teachers
climbed from 17 percent to 36 percent. This was in contrast to their
1984 to 1986 data during which time both salaries increased and

turnover dropped.
If you were to ask me what is my single greatest concern about

children in child care, I would tell you that is is the remarkably
high rates of staff turnover fueled by poverty level wages. Let me
turn, then, to talking a little bit about State child care standards.
It is important to look at State child care standards for a couple of

reasons.
First of all, it is the only indicator we have at this point on a

national level of what the face of quality really looks like out there
in child care. We really have no national data on the quality of
care in child care. Secondly, State standards are important to ex-
amine because some argue that States are already doing a perfectly
adequate job of regulating quality in child care, and therefore we

don t really need Federal day care standards.
So we have to ask, Have States, in fact, shown evidence of incor-

porating the research base that tells us what is good for children in
child care? Some have. In fact, many have. But others have not,
and a significant minority has not.

This past summer I had the opportunity to review the State's
child care standards for the Department of Defense. Each of the
four branches of the military has uniform child care standards for
centers and family day care homes regardless of where that center
or family day care home resides. The four sets of standards are also
highly comparable. The military is now reexamining those stand-

ards with, at least my understanding, the intent to, perhaps, up-
grade some of those standards.

Even a cursory review of State child care standards as of 1986,

which is almost recent data, reveals tremendous variation from one

State to the next in the provisions of their standards. For example,

28 States have no group size requirements for child care centers.
With respect to ratios in center-based care, Georgia and North

77
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Carolina permit staff-child infant ratios of 7 to 1 for infants oneyear of age and younger. At the other end of the spectrum Kansas
and Maryland have ratios of 3 to 1 for infants. Twenty-nine Statesrequire staff-infant ratios of 1 to 4 for children age one year oryounger. Ten States have staff-infant ratios of 1 to 6 or worse.

For 2-year-olds, 21 States have ratios of 1 to 6 or better, but 11States allow one adult to be responsible for 10 or more 2-year-olds.For preschoolers age three and four years, States vary from the 17that have ratios of 1 to 15 or worse to the 19 States that haveratios to 1 to 10 or better.
Training requirements are among the weakest provisions of

State licensing laws. Twenty-eight States require neither prior ex-perience in child care nor trammg in early childhood education forfamily day care providers. Twenty-seven States have no educationor training requirements for center-based staff.This is not just a litany of statistics. I could go on and on withthose. It is variation that affects families and it affects children. Acolleague of mine, Carollee Howes, actually did a study in Califor-nia where she divided child care centers into those with ratios thatmet the California standard for infants of 1 to 3, for toddlers Ithink it was 1 to 8. They had trained staff and thr4 had stablestaff. Then she lothed at children who were in centers with worseratios, very little training, and very unstable staff. She followedthose children until they hit first grade and found that the chil-dren in the better child care centers showed better school perform-
ance than the children in the worse child care centers.

Another source of information alx-at the c arrent status of qualityin child care comes from those of us who are out there in the fieldstudying and providing child care. I want to tell you what I amseeing in a study of child care staff that I am conducting now incollaboration with Dr. Carollee Howes at the University of Califor-nia, Los Angeles, and Marcy Whitebook, of the Child Care Employ-ee Project.
What we are trying to do un this study is to get some basic factson who is providing child care. We have a very woefully inadequate

data base. We are also trying to look at the job ceimmitment andstability of this labor force, their training, how much experiencethey have, who they are, and then more importantly, perhaps,
trying to relate those aspects of staffing to the quality of care thatis received by the children in child care. We are presently analyz-ing the data. In June, we will be presenting our first results, and Iwould be more than happy to dome back and brief you on the re-sults of that study. In October, we will be releasing our final reportincluding a policy report of our findings.

Today, what I want to do is share a couple of impressions withyou from our site staff and also from my own visits to the over200I didn't go to them all. There were 200 child care centers thatparticipated in this study in five citiesAtlanta, Boston, Detroit,Phoenix, and Seattletrying to represent a broad spectrum of thecountry.
The process of conducting the study itself brought home severallessons, the most dramatic of which did concern turnover rates. Itwas not unusual for us to schedule a visit one week in advance ofgoing to the center in order to interview the t taff and then discover
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that the staff with whom we had scheduled the interview had left
the program. In Phoenix, one center went through 26 staff in one
year to maintain their staff of six adults. A center in Atlanta lost
both toddler teachers during the 'vo weeks that we were collecting
our data, and the director turnea to our research assistant at that
point and said, "Oh, dear. We run through staff just about every
two to three weeks." Children are faced with revolving door staff.
In contrast, in Boston, where Massachusetts has very high stand-
ards for staffing, we never missed an appointment with one of the
care-givers in the study.

We are also seeing a child care market that is living on the edge
of compliance with licensing. In both Atlanta and Phoenix, center
directors are using a staffing formula that works like this. If you
have a staff who is dividing her time between infants and toddlers,
for example, she counts as two staff. So you have a ratio that looks
pretty good, but, in fact, you have an adult running back and forth
between a couple of classrooms trying to manage the demands of
taking care of, in this case, seven infants. Moreover, in Atlanta a
center can legally enroll seven infants, 20 toddlers and 33 pre-
schoolers, that is 60 children, and hire five classroom staff to pro-
vide the care. In Boston, this would require a minimum of 10 class-
room staff.

Finally, we are seeing what I have come to call at this point ac-
cordion staffing. To reduce staffing cost, programs add rtaff in the
mornings as the children arrive and reduce staff in the evenings as
children leave. This is an efficient business practice, but it is a ter-
rible practice, we believe, for children.

In one 'center, this was actualiy an extremely expensive subur-
ban center, I counted six possible changes in staff in a single day
for a child that arrives at 6:30 morning and goes home at F:30 at
night, which is not an unusual schedule for a child in day care.
That center happened to be in Atlanta, but you can find it in other
places as well. This may explain in part why our staff in Atlanta
were not uncommonly approached by the children and asked it"
they were their day care teachers that day. Those are children who
are experiencing very high turnover rates.

Though these are not systematic data at this pomt, they are
enough to convince my research team that the level of child care
standards in a State has a very profound effect on the quality of
care that the children are receiving in the centers.

I just received some of our very first data. I hesitate to present it
because it is so preliminary. But we looked, for example, at the
ratios that were reported to us by the directors in the centers based
on the State requirements in each of the five States that we were
in. What you find is a very systematic relationship. Boston, Detroit
and Seattle reside in States that require ratios of 1 to 4 for infants
or better. What the directors tell us on average their ratios are
hovers around 2-1/2 children per adult for infants, bo they are ac-
tually doing better titan is required.

When we go to Phoenix where it is required that you have one
adult for six infants, you see an average ratio, again reported to us
by the directors, of about four infants for one sTaff. When you go to
Atlanta, you see five infants for five infants for one staff. So you
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get an incremental increase that is directly rorresixmding to therequired ratios.
State regulations also undoubtedly make a difference in the

stresses that child care staff are subjected to, and so may indirectly
play a role in the high rates of staff turnover that we are seeing inchild care.

Finally, there is one additional study I want to share with youthat may have direct implications for your arguments about stand-ards. It was a study actually conducted in Canada, and these inves-
tigators looked at regulated day care centers. Then they looked at
regulated family day care homes, and they looked at unregulated
family day care homes. And they found that their language devel-
opment, which is what they were studying, of the children in the
regulated centers and regulated family day care homes looked just
fine. But when they looked at the unregulated family day carehomes, the language development of the children was delayed.
These investigators have spent a great deal of time in the United
States visiting centers and homes, and have said that basically
what hey see looks very similar to what they are seeing in this
country.

Quality has been framed as the luxury issue in child care, to
which the answer has all too often been, "We can't afford that."
Those of us who have spent years studying how children develop in
child care believe that we cannot afford inattention to quality. The
longitudinal research on early childhouu programs has revealed the
cagt effectiveness of investments in high quality care. Less is
known about the cost to children and their families of allowing the
very low floor of quality that is permitted in a sizable minority ofStates. We certainly are losing some benefits. The fear is that we
are subjecting some children to harmful environments for whichthe slogan, "Pay now or Pay Later," may be all too apt.

Let me close at that point and move to the other v"itnesses. I
don't want to hog the time.

Chairman HAWKINS. Thank you, Dr. Phillips.
[The prepared statement of Dr. Deborah Phillips follow c:]
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I as a developmental psychologist
at the University of Virginia. Ny

research has focused on the question of quality in child care. I was
Principal Investigator in one of the first studies to examine the range of
quality in child care centers and to relate quality of care to children's
development. I an now involved in the National Child

Care Staffing Study withDr. Carollee Howes at the University of California at Los Angeles and Marcy
Whitebook, director of the child Care Employee Project. We are looking in-
depth at questions of the competence, training, compensation, and turnoeer
rates of child care staff in over 200 regulated child care centers in Atlanta,
Boston, Detroit, Phoenix, and Seattle. I an about to embark cn a flee-year
study of infant day care, along

with five other investigators in different
institutions around the country, which

has just been funded by the National
Institute of Child Health and Hunan Development.

Today, I will address three issues:
(1) The fact that research has

documented the positive effects on children of
good quality child care and identified specific indicators of quality that
make a difference to children;

(") The tremendous variation that
characterizes state-level child care

regulations and how this translates Into the quality of car: that
children are receiving; and

(3) Questions of cost and
government responsibility around which the issue of

federal child care standards appears to revolve.
Does quality of care affect child development and can we define in

The capacity of any child care legislation to affect the quality of care
is crucially important for one reasons This can affect the environments that
childr n art experiencing day

in and day out, -onth in and month out, year inand year out during the most critical years of their development.
We now have over a decade of research directed specifically at the

question of what is good for children in child care. What does this
literature tell us? First, it is unambiguous in its evidence that child care
varies widely in quality and that better quality care :s better for children.
Quality of care makes a tangible difference in children's l.,es.

Second, research has identified three key ingredients of quality child
caret Staff-child ratios, group size, and caregiver training in child
development or early education. These features were first identified II, the
federally-funded National ray Care Study, conducted in the late 1970's and
virtually ignored since then. In this study, eroup size and caregiver
training in child development or early education not simply years of
education) emerged as the most potent predictors of c -'dren's cognitive and
social development; the staff-child ratio was relatieeiy less significant fol.
preschoolers, but was equally important for infants and toddlers. Subsequentresearch conducted in various cities around the country has replicated these
results.

These three factors appear re be important because they facilitate
positive interactions among cateyv.ers and children. In effect, they increase
the probability that staff will know how to encourage children's development
and mediate their social interactions,

attend to the needs of individual
c.ildren, assure that children are engaged rather than left to wander
aimlessly about or to spend hours of time in front of a television set, and
forge supportive relationships with patents. For example, in classroo.es with
small groupings of children (i.e., less than 7 infants), categivers have been
found to engage in tore social

interaction with children, children are
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observed to be more cooperate:., innovative,
and invoked in tasks, and

children's test scores show greater improvements
compared to the scores of

children in larger groups.
Finally, researchers have recently identified an an '.tonal elerent of

quality care -- staff stability. The stability of the child's caregiver(s)

appears to be a highly sign scant predictor of their behavior and development

in child care. Ve even have longitudinal data suggesting that the stability

of children's child care is associated witL their levels of achievement in

fiist grade. These results takes on added significance in light of the 42%

turnover rates that characterize
center-based child care workers as estimated

by the Department of Labor.
To summarize, the empirical a idence

regarding quality paints che

following picture: stable caregivers who are trained in child development and

who work in programs that make reasonable
demands on their expertise and

energy by keeping groups small and ratios high offer children the upem-,Ision

and responsive, stimulating interactions
that promote positive den iopgratal

outcomes.
'at is the status of (' le care quality_;n the states?

Hcw many child care iraneements fit the profile of goo'l quality care

that I ust described: Ufortunately, we know virtually nothing about the

current status of quality in our nations' child care arrangements. But, state

licensing standards provide one means of assessing how far quality can fall in

one segment of the child care mar }.et.
:tate standards are also important to

examine because some have argued that the states are already doing an adeq'Ste

job of regulating child care thus rendering fed( ,1 standards superfluous.

Have the states incoiporated the
knowledge ,ase about quality .:are in

their child care regulations? Some have. Others have not. 'hi: past summer.

I reviewed the states' child care standards for the Department of Defense.

E.cl, of the four branches of the military has uniform child case standards for

cent%-s and family day care homes in all states, and tne four sets of

standards are also Lighly corparable.
Even a cursory review of state child came standards as of 1986 reveals

tremendous variation from one state to the next in the pro-isions of their

standards. For example, twenty-eight states have no group size requirements

for child care centers, despite the
documented importance of this dimension of

program structure. 'ith respect to ratios in center-based care, Georgia and

North .arolina permit staff-child ratios
of 7:1 for infants one year of age

and younger. At the other end of the spectrum, Kansas and Maryland have

ratios of 3:) f .nfants. Twenty-nine states require staff-infant ratios of

1:4 for ch.'dre 4e 1 year or ',ounTer. Ten states have staff-infant ratios

of 1:6 or worse. For two year olds, 21 states have ratios rf 1:6 or better,

but 11 states allow 1 adult to b
rP,.,ousiale for 10 or mo'e 2 year olds. For

preschoolers, aged 3 and 4 years, states vary
from the 17 .nat have ratios of

1:15 or wo,se to the 19 states that have ratios of 1:10 or better.

Training requiremeh . ire among the weekest provvions of most states'

standards. luenty-eight states require neither prior experience in child care

nor training in child development
for family day care providers; 27 states

have no education or training requirements for Lnter-based staff. Neither

pre-service nor on-going training is
required Jf center-based staff in 7

states.
This is not Just a litany of statistics. This '-ariation affects families

and it affects children. A friend of rine -- an early childhood educator by

0
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profession -- lives it Kansas City, Missouri. Missouri has no trainingrequirements for child care staff and there are no licensing
provisions thwaaddress parent tisitition.

Som- centers actually require parents to make anappointment before tney visit the center at times other than drop-off andpick-up. Finding-thebe conditions unacceptable, my friend drives across town
to Kansas City, Kansas, where she ran find child care 1/411 unrestricted ,:rentvisitation And adequately t ained sta'f.

Another source of information
about the current status of quality inchild care comes from those of

us who are out there in the field studying anW1.toviding child care. I want to tell you what I am seeing in the study ofchild care staff that I mentionned earlier. This study has four objective.:
(1) To provide a contemporary profile of center-based child care workers andtheir working conditions, including

their age, family status, professional
preparation, length of time working in child care, and their compensationand benefits.

(2) To examine the jab commitment
and stability of this workforce.

(3) To relate these facets of the adult work environment of child care to theoverall quality of care that
characterizes the program and to children'sdevelopment in care.

(4) To compare the calibre of
staff and overall quality of care in five statesthat vary widely in the stringency of their sate licensing standards.Our sample consists of 45 child care centers in each of the following five

cities' Atlanta, Boston, Detroit,
Phoenix, and Seattle, making this thelargess observation.1 study of child care in the United States.

We are presently alyzing the data. In June, we will be releasing the
first results of the study and could welcome the opportunity to brief you onour findings. The full report of the study will be released next Octoklr.Today, I will report impressions

from our site staff and insights I obtainedfrom visiting progrars in Atlanta and Detroit. What I have seen and heardleaves me very concerned about the
quality of care that some children arereceiving in child care centers in these cities.

The Process of conducting this
study has brought home se%eral lessons,the most dramatic If which cancer s turnover rates. It is not unusual for usto schedule a vi ., one week in advance of the center visit, only to arriveand discover that the staff with whom we had scheduled an interview have leftthe program. JJ Phoenix, one center went through 26 staff in one year to

maintain their 0-person staff. A center In Atlanta lost both toadler teachersduring the 2 weeks that we were collecting data, and Air research assistantreported that the dir,ctor explained,
"we run through staff just about every2-3 weeks". Children are faced with revolving door staff. In contrast, inBoston, with Hassachusetes high standards for care, we never missed staffinterviews as a result of r'rnover.

we are also seeing a cnild
care market that is living on the edge of

compliance with licensing. In both Atlanta an Phoenix, center directors areusing a staffing formula that defines
one staff member who is sprewd acrosstwo classrooms as two staff members. This is a way of short-cutting legalrequirements. So-:alled "floaters" are extremely prevalent in these twosites, but apparently less common in Boston and Seattle which require morestaff in classrooms.

Moreove-, in Atlanta, a center can legally enroll 7 infants,, 20 toddlers,
and 33 preschool,:s (60 children) and hire 5 classroom staff to provide thecare. In Boston, this would require a minimum of 10 classroom staff. As a



80 o

5

result, we never saw fewer than 2 staff in any classroom in
Boston, whereas we

often saw one staff with 7 infants in Atlanta. When rtrs staff member is sick

or has to leave the room
momentarily, supervision is re. xed to the point

where clear risks to children are involved.

Finally, we are seeing what I have come to call "accordion staffing". To

reduce 'gaffing costs, programs
add staff in the mornings as children afrive

and reduce staff in the evenings as children leave. This is an effici.nt

business practice, and a means of reducing costs to parents. But what it

means for children is
multiple changes in caregivers, peers, and classrooms

durii, the course of a single day. In one center, I counted six possible

changes per day for children who are
enrolled between 7:30 and 6:30 in a very

expensive, suburban day care center.
Perhaps this explains why our Atlanta

staff were approached by the
children and asked if they fete new teachers,

whereas this did not happen in any
other study site.

Although these are not systematic data, they are enough to convince my

research team that the level of state child :are standards can make a profound

ditference in the daily e )erience
of children in child care. State

regulations r'so make a di. ,rence in the stresses that child care staff are

subjected to and so may indirectly
play a role in the tremendously high staff

turnover -aces that characterize child care. In a few months, we will be able

to tell you about the effects of this remarkable flux and instability. We

will P' .0 be able to tell you the degree of influence these factors exert on

the cr all quality of care provided in centers across the country.

One additional study has
direct implications for the debate about federal

standards. Two investigator, (Goelman nd Pence) in Canada have studied

regulated centers, reaulated
family day care homes, and unregulated family day

care homes in Canada. Their findings show that children who are enrolled in

regulated family day care homes and
regulated centers are developing normally;

whereas children who are enrolled in
unregulated family day care homes are

significantly less advanced in their language development. The major

difference in the quality of care
delivered by these arrangements is the lack

of specialized training that character:z s the unregulated caregivers,
end its

translation into much less appropriate
aid stimulating interactions with the

children in their care. Both investig: 21's have visited child care programs

in the U.S. and are struck by the
similarities between these programs and

their Canadian counterparts.
Uhose responsibility? How to may for it?

Quality has bee' framed Is a luxury issue in child care to which the

anzwer has all-too . become "we can't afford that". Those of us who have

spent years studying now
children develop in child care belie,,: that we can't

afford inattention to quality.
The longitudinal research on early childhood

programs has revealed the
cost-effectiveness rf investments in high quality

czre. Less is known about the costs to children and their families of

allowing the very for floor of
quality that is permitted in a sizable m.nority

of states. We surely are losing some
benefits; the fear is that we are

subjecting acme children to harmful
environments for which the slogan "pay now

or pay liter" teems all too apt.

Some have argued that quality
suffers in child care because there is no

consensus among experts about the basic ingredient., of quality rare. I hope -

have demonstrated that nothing
could be farther 'rom the truth. In this

country, we know how to provide decent and sec child care. We even know how

to provide fabulous child care.

8 La
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Agreement about the vrlue and ,agredients of
quality care is seen mostexplicitly in two federal ograms o:' longstanding and the other proposed.

Head Start and Smart Start both assume the need for quality standards without
any major debate about whether provisions

that protect the quality of servicesshould be Included. However, when child care under any other name isdiscusse efforts to assume some minimum level of quality become touchstones
for vigorous, and sometimes acrimonious, debate. Eve; mk,:e striking is thatfact that, in many instances,

we are talking about the child are arrangsrentswhere we find those children who
were not lucky (n,,sgh to get Into Head Startor some other carefully safeguarded preschool pr gram.

Rather than being a matter of kno.ledge, I beliel,e that the most
fundamental dilemma surrounding issues of quality in child care lies in herealm of will and values. As a society, we place tremendous emphasis on
family-centered childrearing. This lands child care, particularly publicefforts to increase quality in child care, a highly arbiguous status. On theone hand, the majority of American children send some time in child care
during their preschool years. More than half of all infants under one year ofage now have working mothers (U.S. Deportment of Labor, 1987). On the other
hand, strong beliefs in parent choice, free markets, and avoidance of
government involvement in family matters create a major ideological hurdle tor
organized efforts to intervene in the chi)a care market to increase quality ofc: e. So, we can regulate the toys that children play with, the food thatthey eat the speeds at which they

can travel on highways, and the safety of
the plancs they fly in, but we can't regulate the rhild care environments thathave a far more pervasive influence on their development. The resistance :ofederal child care standards takes several forts.

Some suggest that raising national
standards of care will force currently

regulated programs out of business.
This argurent ra;es the specter of

dramatic and pervasive disruption caused by federal standards. Three presentrtilities suggest otherwise.

First, proposed federal standards in both the past and the present havebeen minimum standards. As 4ith state standards, they are di igned
fundamentally t protect the health and safety of children in child care. Weare not talking about requiring states to offer high comprehenvvedevelopmental care. We are talking about establishing a floor below which thehealth and safety of children is likely to be jeopardized.

Second, the majority of states would be in compliance today with any ofthe federal standards that are being discussed. As recently as 1980, a
federal study estimated that 80% of all child care centers in tae county werein compliance with the full complement of

requirements contained in the 1980
Federal Interagency Day Care Regulations, which were supported by th,
Congross. More specifically, today, 3 out of 5 states are in compliance with
an infant ratio of 1:4 and an equal share have preschool ratios of 1:10 orSetter. While 26 stairs fail to regulate group size in child care centers,
the cost analyses of the National Day Care Study revealed that this is a ,rerylow cost quality improvement.

Adding licensing provisions that require open
parent visitation -- a strong recomm^ndation

following allegations of childabuse in child -- would add no costs. "e training provisions of state
licensing laws require the most attention, the pay-offs in this area arealso likely to be greatest. So, the effect of federal standards would be toraise the quality of care n a minority of ;totes that presently fall belowthe national norms.
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Thicd, not too long ago we witnessed a national experiment -- albeit

unplanned -- in which the insurance industry
suddenly increased the costs of

providing child care to all providers by imposing large premium increases for

insurance. Center-based arrangements experienced insurance rate hikes as high

as 300% and family day care homes typically saw their rates increase by a

lector of 4. The added costs of insurance were compounded by requirements

imposed by the insurance industry, such as higher staff-child ratios, that

necessitated increased costs for quality improvements. Some predicted that

child care programs would be forced to coots and that we would experience

shortages in the supply of child care because of there sudden, added costs.

In fact, between 1982 and 1985, during which time the irt rance crisis

emerged, reliance on center-based care grew from 8% to 19% of all families

using child care for children unC,i 1 year of age.

Others have argued that parents really don't want regulated child care;

that the move for federal standards is propelled
primarily by child care

advocates. In the late 1970's, several major studies asked parents about

their child care preferences. On average, abo .5% of parents indicated that

they would change arrangements if they could, and the majority of preferzed

changes involved moving into center-based child care -- the most regulated

form of care in the United States. Recent Census data confirm this

preference. Gro:'th in reliance on center-based care is outstripping every

other form of care in this country, even for families with infants. It would

not be surprising if one of the major effects of Head Start has been to

educate parents, particularly poor parents, that high-quality group care is

something to be sought for one's children.
Perhaps the most compelling evidence of social concern about c'eld care

quality comes from a 1988 poll conducted under the joint sponsorship of the

American Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employee; and the

Children's Defense Fund. 75% of respondents felt that the federal government

should establish minimal standards of health and safety for child care

facilities rather than leave this responsibility to state discretion. When

subgroups of respondents were examined, the lowest rate of endorsement of

federal standards was still well over 50% (64% among 50 to 64-year olds and

among Republicans). Families of all socio-economic means, with and without

children, in all regions of the country strongly endorsed the need for federal

health and safety standards for child care. This does not indicate a strong

concern about government intrusion;
rather, it suggests that the public feels

that the federal government is shortchanging an important responsibility.

Conclusion
Qualit? of child care makes a tangible difference in the lives of

children in child care -. now he majority of all children, including infants.

Key ingredients of quality care have been identified and a consensus can be

reached about minimum standards.
State regulations vary widely around

acceptable -tandards of quality, and we are seeing how this variation affects

the daily experiences of children in child care.
Yes, federal standards will increase the cost of child care in states

that presently have very lax standards. This calls for a graducl and cautious

approach to implementing federal standards.
Any federal standards should be

small in number and focused on the basic elements of quality documented by

research as well as on basic health and safety features. They should be

piased in gradually to avoid disruption. And, there must be techuical and

financial support available to states as they upgrade their standard,.

ZS i
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Standards are, of course, not the entire answer to quality child care.Federal funds for training child
care providers have been slashed and must berestored, Assuring adequate inspections o: licensed centers is essential ifapplicable standards are to ba more than a paper document.

Coverage ofstandards is also an important issue in light of current efforts, in somestates, bythe so-called Charismatic churches to obtain and expand exemptionsfrom li.aanting. Compensation of child care workers must improve -- jist aswe havelealed recently for teachers and nurses -- if we are to maintain acompetent, .table workforce.
The average salary of a center-based child careworker fall! below the national

poverty level, and falls below what we payadults who :ake care of
our cars, refrigerators and pets. This is a nationalembarrassm nt that demands attention.

Finally, family subsidies, based onincome, combined with consumer education, are an essential component of anycffe.i.t to improve the quality of care received by children in this country.
In :losing, I ask you always to keep in mind that child care is a servicefor children. Child care policy invariably

iavolves business concerns, turfissues, issues of states' rights, and
powerful ideological arguments. But,the end product that I believe we all seek is healthy, alert,

trusting, andspunky children. Federal standards won't magically
produce such children, butthey are one important way it which we can begin to assure that childrenreceive the basics that are required

for their safety and development.
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Chairman HAWKINS. The next witness will be Ms. Nancy Travis,
Executive Director, Save the Children.

Ms. TRAVIS. I, ao, want to express my appreciation to the inter-
est and support that is going into the whole issue of child care
these days. I have waited a long time for this, and it has been very
exciting in. the last couple of years to see these things happening.

I am,. perhaps, in a little different position than some of the
other panelists today in that I am kind of down there on the front
line providing direct services, and, as Debore* has said, Atlanta
and Georgia are rot places that are among the highest quality re-
quirements in terms of child care. However, we do have some
decent child care in Atlanta. I just need to say that or they prob-
ably wouldn't let me come back.

I am going to focus my remarks primarily on care for infants
and toidlers, children under three years of age. Nationally, 52 per-
cent of women with children under 12 months of age are returning
to work full or part time. Statistics from our resource and referral
service show that, of our 8,400 referrals that we made last year, 40
percent were ,:'or children under 12 months of age, and another 29
percent were for children one and two years old. So via have a very
complicated time in finding care for referrals, and particularly
when it is complicated by the fact that many of the low income
women do not work nine to five hours. Very often they need
evening. care or care over some weekends, which a,a times when
traditional day care centers are not open.

Abut 70 percent of our people state a preference for family day
care, and I think the fact of our 1 to 7 ratio for infants in day care
is one of the reasons that is a real option for the parents. We know
both from research and experience that very young children can
thrive in out-of-home care if certain conditions xe met. I think for
a long time we ...Tent time talking about should infants be in care,
but the reality is they are.

In order to be good environment, the environment must be
clean and safe and there must be very careful attention to sanita-
tion, We have learned a lot of things in the last few years about
the kinds of illnesses that can be spread in a program where most
of the children are still in the diarer stage.

Continuity of care is extremely important, and I certainly echo
what Deborah said, that you don't ha ie that continuity without
adequate ray and without train,.;, and without the supports that
come from interar.tfi e with other ' viders and with an organiza-
tion like ours that provides training and a place to come with prob-
lems.

Good quality infant care can be provided in centers and day care
homes. The critical issue is the care-giver herself. A good infant
care-giver needs to be very sensitive to the needs of infants and
needs to have the skill and commitment and the ability to respond
to and respect the individual differences of each chikl. That is very
critical during this early age.

A dee care system also needs to take into consideration the
needs of parents. We need a day care system that is user friendly.
Parents need help often in finding child care. Of course, we are
very strong advocates of the resource and referral service, which
not only helps them to find child care but helps them to learn how
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to be a good consumer of child care. We encourage them to make acareful selection to meet the needs of their particular child andalso to continue to monitor that situation.
I think Deborah's remarks indicated that the choice you made amonth ago may not be a good choice if you now had your thirdother to- cher that doesn't qualify as well as the one that youlooked at originally. So, you know, they have to continue to watchit.
Families with multiple children should not have to use too manydifferent systems. Transportation is often a problem for low incomeparents, and if you Have to take your infant one place and a pre-schooler another riace, and you are nervous because you have leftyour 6-year-old at home with a gap of half an hour before the

school bus comes, it is not good for anybody.
We certainly support the role of the Federal Government in thiswhole day care thing. We need the financial assistance for low andmoderate-income families to help them to be able to afford child

care, and we are certainly going to need a lot of help as we imple-ment welfare reform and some of the other labor problems.
Much of the money that would come from the Federal Govern-ment would be needed to actually pay for the child care. There isalso a need for Federal regulations. States are not particularly en-thusiastic about this, but, again, in a State where you can hqvs oneadult and seven infants, it needs to adopt a different standard ifthey are going to use Federal money. Right now we have new regu-lations that ar..1 out for review which would allow a ratio of ..nestaff member for five infants, which is not ideal, but we would hevery, very happy to get that. However, these regulations are beingvery aggressively opposed, particularly by the private, for-profitsector. You know we are going to work really hard, but we are notsure whether we will be able to get those through.Both the Act for Better Child Care and the H.R. 3 have somevery :Wye features. Both would provide funds to make child careaffor. le to low income children and a sliding fee provision forfamilies up to a percentage of the median income, and I think thatsliding fee scale is tremendously important in terms of what we doto provide the care.

In many States, and certainly it is very, very true in our State,some of the money needs to go to providing some kind of an infantstructure that would allow the coordination of services, assistanceto families and finding child care and in taking responsibility, help-
ing parents take responsibility for monitoring their child care. Re-source and referral services have worked well in some places. Weoperate one in the metropolitan Atlanta area serving 11 countries.We are not State funded and we are not United Way funded, and ithas been a real challenge to keep that program together. But Ithink it provides a model that would be very good for the rest ofthe State, and I would hope that we would go in that direction.It is also a mechanism for providing voucher payments, and,agiln, we are talking about voucher payments for child care andnot er'u --Akin. We are now operating a voucher program forwomen in JTPA training under a contract with three of our pri-vate industry councils, and we also provide that service for refugee
children under special refugee funds.
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Both bills have provisions for extending Head Start to a full day
and also for extending certain school programs for a longer day,
and I think those are very important kinds of things. In some of
our Head Start programs surveys have aen done and the parents
using the service are very definitely asking that those times be ex-
tended. Right now they are four days a week, six hours a day, and
about eight and a half months a year. That would be a very good
solution in some of our areas.

Also, where we have 4-year-olds in public schools and where we
have schools that have an interest in serving this age group, it
would provide the base for having the longer kind of a day for chil-
dren that need the full day care. I would be concerned if much of
the money under the Title II were to be used for part day pro-
grams. I think we need to put in some safeguards, if they would
really provide the day care benefit that many need.

However, by having three separate funding streams our already
diverse child care system would be further fragmented. There is no
guarantee that the Head Start programs or the public school sys-
tems will move into providing expanded services, and yet the funds
would be tied to this option. I think we need to find a way to, you
know, that if the money could not be used in a practical way by
those systems that it somehow be cycled into another kind of a de-
livery system.

In the South our schools are plagued by many problems. A lot of
progress has been made, but space, personnel, and technical exper-
tise would be lacking in money systems, even if the motivation
were there. Also the fact that we have as much busing in our
public school systems as we have would make it very difficult to
serve the very young children. Parents are already concerned
about putting their 5-year-olds onto a school bus with children up
to the age of 12 with only the school bus driver, and I think they
would be, you know, very concerned about even younger children.
So that there would have to be some adaptations made there.

Also, when ylu have a day care system that is dependent on
busing, you create more problems for the families. If you hcve to be
at work at eight -1-lock, and it takes you 45 minutes to get there,
and the ,-;:..hool bus comes at eight o'clock, it means your children
have a gap there that is not covered, and that may happen again at
the end of the day. Where there are neighborhood schools and the
children who are in the longer days can stay at the school and par-
ents can pick them up, I think it would work quite well.

In dividing the funds into these three sections, the amouo '-, that
would be left in Title III that would be available for both subsidiz-
ing infant and toddler sere and building an infrastructure would
nct be enough to help the States that need major change. Day mere
programs which traditionally serve children from six reeks to five
years of age would no longer be viable if the children three and
over were removed. The cost of providing infant care is so great
that centers manage to do so only because of the cost of the care
for the older chilo,t..n is a little bit less, so it would, you know,
really affect the current delivery systems.

In sort of summary, States need Federal funding, but with it
they must accept some basic regulations. States must have some
freedom to develop a delivery system that responds to the problems
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and requirements of their particular State. That we uld mean asystem in place that would provide supports to fami'y day care,which is often a choice for parents. It would be workkg with cen-ters who are already a part of our child caring system and provid-ing quality care to acid infant care which they, perhaps, had previ-ously not been able to afford to offer, and by upgrading programswhich have been struggling to provide service without much fund-ing. Public schools and Head Start could be brought into thesystem based on the need and the capacity and interest of the localinstitutions.
I have not addressed the system of the corporate sector playing arole in this whole child care issue, but when you have a coordinat-ing mechanism like resource and referral services it provides a wayin which they can help the system in a way that is effective fortheir dollars. For example, we have a grant now from Mervin's De-

partment Stores to provide in-depth training for family day careproviders, and to help work with them toward becoming accreditedeither through the CDA or through another process that has beendeveloped by family day care providers th,niselves
So I think that in all ofour deliberations and our decisions aboutwhat to do it is very important to plan in something for resourceand referral services which seem to be vet-, effective or some otherkind of a coordinating mechwism that would provide the helpsand supports that are needre.ci both to parents and to providers.
Chairman HAWKINS. Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Nancy Travis fellows:]
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Hearings before the House Education and Labor Committee,

February 9, 1989, on the various Child Development Bills

currently before the committee.

My name is Nancy E. Travis, Director, Save the Children,

Atlanta, Georgia. My professional career has been spent in the

field of Child Development and Child Care. My agency operates a

Child Care Resource and Referral Services, serving eleven (11)

counties that make-up the metropolitan Atlanta area. We are

contracted to provide referral services to employees of

approximately twenty-five (25), corporations and we also provide

free service to any parent in tr.... metropolitan area. During the

last fiscal year, we _ounseled parents and made referrals for

8,400 children. We also recruit and train new providers, offer

on-going training and technical assistance to day care centers

and family day care homes. We do counseling and referrals and

manage a voucher payment system for women participating in JTPA

training under three (3) Private Industry Councils and for

refugee families. We are sponsors for the Ch Id Care Food

Program and reimburse 10,070 family day care providers each

month for the nutritious meals that they serve to children in

their care. We operate a rural family day care network in West

Georgia which provides care for fifty (50) Title XX eligible

children. We staff a school-age child care council to expand

and improve the supply of after-school care. I also serve on

the Governor's Council on Work and Training and a statewide

Advisory Committee to develop the State Plan for Welfare

Reform. In these various capacities, we are very much aware of

the need for more supports for low-income families and children

in our state and indeed across the crtintry. This need will only

increase as states move to implement new legislation. Without

an infusion of federal funds, we will have short-changed ou.
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children and also failed to protect our investment in helping
families to break the cycle of poverty.

I am going to focus my remarks today primarily on the "Need
For Care For Infants and Toddlers" (children under three years
of age). Nationally, fifty-two (52) percent o" women with
children under twelve months of age are returning t..) work full
or part-time. Statistics from our resource and referral service
show that forty percent of the 8,400 referrals that we made last
year were for children under twelve months of age, with another
twenty-nine (29) percent for one and two year olds. To further
complicate finding care, some request'; were for irregular hours
such as shift work or for care some evenings and weekends. Care
for this age group is scarce, both in centers and in family day
care homes, even for parents who can afford to pay for ., and
the working poor, single parents and teen mothers have few
options.

Needs of Infants and Toddlers in Child Care
We know from research and experience %hat very young

children can thrive in out-of-home care if certain conditions
are met. There must be a clean, safe environment with very
careful attention to sanitation. The group size should be
small, am; there should be a caregiver for every four infants
and eight toddlers. Continuity of care is important, and
caregiver should be paid adequately and have craining and
supports that make the work rewarding so that turn-ov r is kept
at a minimum.

Good and quality care can be provided in centers or in
family day care home,,. The critical factor is the sensitivity
skill and commitment of the caregiver and her ability tn respond
to and respect the individual differences of each child.

Needs of Parents in using Child gam

Parents should have choices in selecting the care for their
own children. They may need help in finding child care,
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f":pecially if they choose family day care, which is sometime

difficult to locate. They need to become good consumers of

child care an continue to monitor and wsrticipate in the care

that they hava chosen. Parents whose income falls below the

poverty level need co have their child care paid for and a

siding fee scale should be available for families earning up to

150 percent of thL poverty level. Families with multiple

children, should not have to use more than two different child

care arrangements. The care should be readily accessible to the

parent so that long hours are not spent traveling with the young

children to and from care.

The Role of the Federal Government

In order to meet the current needs for child care for low

and moderate income families, and to prepare states to implement

welfare reform, federal dollars are needed. Much of the money

would go to pay for the child care but some is needed to

increase the capacity of delivery systems in the various

states. There is also a need for federal regulations, since

many states, including my own state cr Georgia permit

child/staff ratios net are net conducive to quality care.

Georgia allows one adult for seven infants and there is no limit

in family day care on how many of the six children allowed can

be infants. New regulations which are under review for

adoption, reduce the ratio to one caregiver for five infants but

there is aggressive opposition to this change.

Q:mments on the Bills.

Both the Act for Better Child Care (11R30) and Child

Development :.,nd Education Act (11R3) have positive features.

They provide funds to make child e affordable to low-income

children and a sliding fee pro\ .on for families up to a

percentage of the median income.

In Georgia, and in many other southern states, it is

critical tnat there be money to build an infrastructure that

9u
r



91

4

would allow coordination of services, assistance to families in
finding child care and in taking responsibility for monitoring
their child's experience. Resource and Referral Services can do
this as well as work to increase the supply of care and make
training and technical assistance available to family day care
providers and day care centers. It also can provide a voucher
or certificate program that allows parents to use the care of
their choice. The ABC Bill is more supportive of resource and
referral.

Both bills have provisions building on existing programs to
provide full day, full year care that meets the needs of working
parents. It is difficult for parents to have to arrange for two
different plans each day. On a selective basis, this would be a
good use of resources

However, by having three separate funding streams, our
already divsrse child care system would be further fragmented.
There is no guarantee that Head Start Programs or public school
systems will move into providing expanded services, and yet the
funds would be tied to this option. In the south, the school
systems are plagued by many problems. Progress has been made,
but space, personnel and technical expertise

wou?d be lacking in
many systems, even if the motivation were there.

Dividing the funding by ages would make child care a burden
for parents if they must use a different care plan for each age
group. Incidently, it is not clear uthere three year olds fit.

The amount in Title III that is available for subsidizing
infants and toddlers care and building an infrastructure would
not b, dequate to help states who need major change. Day care
programr which traditionally serve children from six weeks to
five years of age, would no longer be viable if the children
three and over were removed. The cost of providing infant care
is so great that centers manage to do so, only because the cost
of the care for the older children is a little less.

cit.
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States need federal funding, and with it they must accept

some basic regulations. However, the States also need the

freedom to develop a delivery system that responds to the

problems and requirements of that State. That would mean

providing supports to family day care which is often a choice

for parents for the very young child, working with centers who

are part of our child caring system to add infant care which

they could not previously afford, and upgrading programs which

have been struggling to provide service without much funding.

Public Schools and Headstart could be brought into the system,

based on the need and the capacity and interest of the local

institutions.

It is important that a bill be passed and be passed soon.

Low-income parents cannot pay the full cost of quality care.

States must have help to develop a delivery system that makes

available good, safe developmental child care to its children,

and especially to those very young, very vulnerable infants and

toddlers.
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Chairman HAWICENS. The next witness is Dr. Lynn Kagan, Asso-
ciate Director of the Bush Center.

Ms. ICAGAzi. Mr. Chairman, and distinguished members of the
committee,- I am really thrilled to be here to share in your very im-
portant and very timely work. I speak to you first as an academic
who has researched and taught policy around young children and
families, and also as a practitioner who recently, while on leave
from-Yale, directed a very large program that links services in
Head Start, day care and the Board of Education in one of Ameri-ca's largest cities.

!Today, I have been asked to focus on partnerships in our field.
You all are aware that there are many kinds of partnerships when
we talkabout young children: partnerships between parents and

-providers, partnerships among staff who care for young children.
Today, I.-am going to focus on two other kinds of partnerships.
First, partnerships between the public and the private sector; and,
second,' partnerships between child care, early education and the
schools. The second will address the coordination issue that you,
Mr. Chairman, that Congressman Kildee, and that Congressman
Goodling addressed in their opening remarks.

Let me begin first with public-private partnerships. It is no
secret to any of you that in the past eight years internal corporate
support for child care and families has burgeoned. It has taken
many forms, parental leave, flex time, child care, R&R, and cafete-
ria benefits. At the same time, however, there has been many inno-
vative public-private sector partnerships that have blossomed and
that yield very promising efforts as you consider alternatives. Let
me share a few.

In Florida, there is a model Public-Private Partnership Act. Ap-
propriating $250,000 during the first year, the legislation provides
for up to 50 percent of the cost for child care on a first come, first
served basis. This effort is interesting. It is distinguished from
other efforts because the Florida statute permits great flexibility in
using the funds for both direct and indirect services, a provision
that particularly appeals to small businesses that have too few em-
ployees to be affected by typical legislation that provides for the
formation of on-site child care.

Another example. Pennsylvania's Governor has established a
model Child Care Initiative that links businesses, partners and par-
ents, I am sorry, parents and providers. Local Chambers of Com-
merce have been very instrumental in this supporting this effort,
first, by publicizing it, and, second, by enlisting support from their
members and others in their community to provide funds.

In California and Connecticut, the State and corporations part-
ner to enhance resource and referral services. In Connecticut, the
State supports a generic data base; corporations fund public infor-
mation and training.

On a local level, in Boston businessmen concerns?` about the
three o'clock syndromethat is, at three o'clock when everyone
balls home to find out where their children areban together with
funding sources to chronicle the universe of after-school child care
in their community. They presented the report to the Mayor, who
set a process in motion that will establish model after-school child
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care programs using a combination of city, private and foundation
monies.

Some corporations have adapted the Adopt-A-School model and,
in fact, are adopting child care centers. And we have a new move-
ment burgeoning, private-private partnerships in the field. These
are developing where corporations provide space rent free to for-
profit providers. The for-profit providers, in turn, agree to divert
the money that they have saved from paying rent and space costs
to provide wages for more qualified providers.

Terrific as these partnerships are, and they are good, they need
to be put into perspective. The Nation has approximately 6 million

providers, employers. Of these an estimated 3,500, about one in
1,700, provide any kind of child care support at all. Certainly these
collaborations need to be showcased and encouraged. Incentives
like those included in H.R. 3 and H.R. 30 do need to be fostered.

We need other efforts, though, that evaluate these partnerships
and that disseminate information about the effective ones, others
that address insurance as an inhibitor to broader corporate involve-
ment, and others that target small business and service industry
where large numbers of women are employed. We must, however,
not make the important mistake of thinking that private sector in-
volvement is an antidote to endemic, deep-seated problems within
our field. It is not.

Early care and education in our country to me functions a bit
like 'a societal prism through which our value conflicts about
family autonomy, about privacy, about independence and equity
are filtered. Some of the reflections are very, very clear to you. We
know we must increase the quantity of services that are available.
We know that quality must be safeguarded if we are to achieve our
expected outcomes: We know that accessit has been discussed
this morningneeds to be more carefully calibrated to allow poor
children opportunities that are comparable to their advantaged
peers. H.R. 30 and H.R. 3 get at these issues, and, Mr. Chairman,
you, and staff are to be complimented.

However, the prism also reflects more diaphanous and murky
issues, those that are very hard to understand and to interpret.
Such is the case with the second kind of partnership, that among
Head Start, child care and the schools, to which I would like to
turn my attention now.

Federal funds support many, many programs that nurture and
educate young children. However,, few of them are linked. Distinct
histories, missions, funding sources set them on separate tracks at
the outset, and each has moved in parallel fashion supported by its
own distinct infrastructure, its own guidelines, its own administra-
tive agency its own monitoring system.

Rarely-did anyone over think about the cost effectiveness of even
comparatively modest collaborative of orts such as the joint buying
of goods across programs in the coma unity or joint training across
funding streams. In fact, almost akin to heresy, commingling of
funds was prohibited, leading to program independencein con-
trast to program interdependenceand to polite turf - guarding, if
you will.

However, things have changed in the 1980s. With the program
expansion, programs have vied for money in State capitols. They
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have come face to face with one another. And at home, they have
vied for staff, for space and for recognition. Tensions have festereddramatically between Head Start., child clue and the schools. How-ever, as this has happened, the programs have realized that theproblems they are facing transcend their individual line, of auspic-es. They are essentially caught in a non-system that is separateand unequal. Today Head Start, child care and school-based pro-grams, are experiencing the same no-win policy conundrums thatwill make expansion and implementation of any legislation thatyou craft very, very difficult unless coordination is emphasized.Let me share with you three scenarios, if I might, that are basedupon my conversations with administrators, providers and leadersin the field of child care, in early education in 22 States over thelast eight months. Though individually these scenarios are impor-tant, collectively I do think they convey the state of child caretoday.

Number one, the staffing conundrum. New monies were providedby a State to expand services in the public schools. That is wheremost of the preschool attention has been to date. The schools offer
better salaries, and this is true in cities throughout the country.
They offer better benefits and better advancement opportunities sothat Head Start and day care staff in those communities are mag-netized into the schools. They are attractive candidates becausethey have been well trained.

Interestingly, some are hired as teachers. Some are also hired asteacher aides. Those that are hired as aides earn more money thanthey did as teachers in Head Start and in day care.
The consequences of this scenario belie its simplicity. Before

public school expansion in preschool, Head Start and day care al-ready had a turnover of 42 percent. Preschool expansions, whichhave been the norm, are not dissimilar from those that are antici-pated in H.R. 3, and therefore they have particular relevance.Where we have seen this pattern vacancy rates in Head Start andday care have soared, compounding the staffing crisis. It is really ahard Catch-22.
If expansion begins at the beginning of the year, then classesdon't open because staff are not available. Parents complain they

have children who need services. And, frankly, directors are frus-trated because they are forced to turn back money that they fought
so hard to get. They can't use the money because they don't havestaff to open programs.

If, however, expansion and related vacancies occur mid-year, thechildren suffer. They suffer because directors are forced to doubleyoungsters up in classes and/or they are forced to provide and hire
less qualified personnel to staff classrooms. I would submit to youthat staffing exacerbated by expansion is the number one problem
we face in our Nation today, and it must be addressed. To reduceit, may I suggest three things?

First, compensate staff equally within communities. Within com-munities, if they are performing comparable jobs and if they arecomparably trained. This will begin to stem some of the staff turn-
over that you have heard about today.

Second, expand pre- and in-service training provisions, particu-larly because now we have so many untrained people coming into

Yo)
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the field. In H.R. 3, five days of preservice and 60 hours of in -serv-
ice might be.minimums for new staff.

Three, we need to fund and evaluate demonstration efforts that
create innovative approaches to the staffing problem with the goal
of dissethinating successfiil strategies.

The second scenario, the regulatory conundrum. In many com-
munitiesthroughout the Nation, regulations that affect 'child care
and early- education vary dramatically, and in many cases schools
and churches are -exempt. When new Federal money came into
community B, the early intervention program was located in the
public schools. This was Federal money located in public schools.
To 'fleet the CETI regulations, renovations were done on the prem-
ises. However, two years later the school needed the space to
expand its own program, and it asked the program, a Federally
funded program, to leave. This speaks not only to the lack of co-
ordination and long-term planning we have out there, but points
Out the consequences of regulatory inequities. Though serving ex-
actly the same age children, 4-year-old youngsters of low income,
the school-sponsored program did not have to meet the code.

Why, I would ask you, and I ask my colleagues, is it good for cer-
tain regUlations to adhere in one program for 4-year-olds but not in
another? Unfortunately, this regulatory inconsistency is so
common, it is so costly, and it is so unjust that what a very good
collaborative mechanism at the local level might have handled is
now ending up in expensive and acrimonious court proceedings.

To reduce this dilemma, may I suggest the following. Bills should
first make safety and quality regulations comparable for all pro-
grams serving the same age youngsters within a community. We
must have regulatory comparability. As it stands now, H.R. 3, Title
I, requires comprehensive Head Start guidelines, while Title III de-
tails general regulations. I would hope that we would be able to
make these regulation provisions a bit more consistent to avoid
confusion and discontinuity.

Second, renovation money should be made available. H.R. 3 does
this, and it is to be commended, in Titles II and III. Might I suggest
that consideration be given to doing the same in Title I?

The third conundrum. In community C, new monies were provid-
ed for the simultaneousthe simultaneous expansion in Head
Start, day care and the schools, a situation that is exactly analo-
gous to what has been proposed in H.R. 3. However, because there
was not adequate planning time, each agency, each funding stream
conducted its own needs assessment. It located its programs where
it thought the need was greatest. And, lo and behold, those pro-
grams ended up, being located within three blocks of one another.

The consequenee-.-because there were not enough children in
that area to fill those three programs, the program staff competed
for youngsters, classes remained unfilled. Empty classrooms meant
that the dollars were wasted on this side of town, while on the
other side of town long, long waiting lists prevailed. This is not just
the casein this community. Nationwide, despite, for example, Head
Start's serving under 20 percent of the eligible children, 44 percent
of Head Start programs in a recent national study indicate that
they regularly compete for children with preschool programs, an
interesting paradox.
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To reduce this dilemma, may I suggest the following? First, as inH.R. 30 and Title III of H.R. 3, we must require and fund local com-munity-based councils to coordinate planning, needs assessments
and the implementation of programs. These councils should handle
issues that single agencies cannot handle or that could be handled
in a more cost effective way en masse. For example, public infor-
mation, resource and referral, training, and even, perhaps, staffing.
Localities need to understand things that impinge upon parents'
choices of care, their housing needs, their transportation needs,
that can't be done from the Federal perspective.

Two, we need to vest these councils with contained authority and
flexibility to craft services according to local need. I agree with
Norton Grubb in this respect. Localities do need support and they
do need guidance, but they need freedom to tailor their efforts.
Any one who has ever experienced the impact of a plant closing onchild care or, conversely, the opening of a large distribution center
in a small community will understand what I mean. Communities
vary dramatically both between one another and even the samecommunity varies dramatically over time. Child care is a highly re-
active and localized industry, and our regulations must underscorethat.

Three, local councils should handle what can't be handled by in-
dividual programs. Similarly, State coordinating councils should
handle what localities cannot handle. For example, they must de-
velop State plans and develop a State action agenda. They can es-
tablish regulatory comparability-across funding streams. They canaddress with State and local colleges the recruitment and the train-ing issues that transcend municipalities, and they can develop
statewide public information efforts.

A good model exists in the State of New Jersey with their urban
prekindergarten program. Here monies were divided 50-50: 50 per-cent went to the Department of Education, 50 percent went tohuman resources. They were APOfor administrative purposesonlyinto education. An effective interagency team was set up tohandle what could not be handled in these funding streams inde-
pendently. The interagency team established guidelines, estab-lished RFPs, promoted an evaluation, and, in fact, began to deal
with the training and the recruitment problems. The team essen-tially is the linker doing what programs couldn't, and I would sug-
gest to you that these teams in the absence of a single funding
stream, as Norton indicated, teams can be and are effective.

Fourth, such an interagency model is needed at the Federal level
as well with particular responsibility to chart the course, to set na-
tional direction and national policies, to link agencies, to assemble
experts, and to address again the issues that pervade departments.
The development of a national data base. It is a crying shame that
we don't have good national data. The development of a national
laboratory of programs where new models and approaches can be
tried out and then disseminated. And the capacity to address crisesthat exist in our field. The insurance crises of a few years agocaused many centers to fold. This was a shame in an era when we
need more programs. We have a national staffing crisis. Such a
Federal interagency effort might address these things.
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H.R. 3 and H.R. 30 move well in these directions. Tightening,
however, is needed somewhat to refine the coordination if we are
going to maintain the tripartite structure that exists. Title III of
H.R. 3 has provisions to do this, but I am afraid that some of the
provisions do so at the expense of infants and toddlers, the group
thatneeds mire services most.
, I might humbly Suggest that a separate provision for coordina-
tion and for developing the infrastructure, the context of child care
and early eduCation might be consideredan umbrella title, if you
will.

Net to this principle of coordination that could be addressed in
such a title, I would place flexibility as the second principle high
on my list. The one-third/one-third split of H.R. 3 is certainly an
innovative approach to a complex problem, and I am optimistic
about its potential for functioning. But, unfortunately, two-thirds of
the money is really allocated to 4's with some of it set aside for 3's,
a comparatively well-served group throughout this Nation. One-
third is reserved for infants and toddlers where care is (a) more
costly and (b) more badly needed. Perhaps a percentage realign-
ment might be considered.

I would also suggest that States be given funding allocations ac-
cording to formula, as you have done, and that the revised percent-
ages be given to them with flexibility according to local need. Many
States in our countryNew York State being one, California being
anotherhave well-developed systems already of preschool services
for .3- and 4-year-old children. They might elect to use the money
more effectively on infants and toddlers.

If we do not allow that flexibility, I submit to you that we are
supplanting exactly what we are trying to encourage; namely, the
development of local and State support for these services.

In conclusion, let me say that I believe H.R. 3 is really a land-
mark bill. That you have embraced three systems: Head Start,
child care and the schools. That you have acknowledged that care
and education cannot be separated, that they are inextricably
interwoven, and that you have anointed no single agency as the
solo or premiere provider is really the bill's genius. I believe that
H.R. 3 sets the stage for linking what have been very separate, dis-
tinct and acrimonious systems. As such you have set a new stand-
ard for partnerships in our Nation and in the provision of early
care and education. I thank you for your efforts on behalf of Amer-
ica's children. Thank you.

Chairman HAWKINS. Thank you, Dr. Kagan.
[The prepared statement of Lynn Kagan follows:]
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Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Committee,

thank you for the opportunity to share in your important work.

speak to you as an academic who has taught and written about

early care and education policy, and as a practitioner who has

directed early intervention programs, most recently, while on

leave from Yale, one that expanded services in Head Start, day

care and the public schools simultaneously. Today, I have been

asked to focus on two kinds of partnerships in early care and

education, those between the public and private sectors, and

those among Head Start, day care and the schools.

In the past eight years, internal corporate support for

families has burgeoned, taking many forms: parental leave; flex-

time; child care; and cafeteria benefits. Simultaneously, many

innovative public/private sector partnerships blossomed, yielding

promising efforts including Florida's Model Public/Private

Partnership Act. Appropriating $250,000 during the first year,

the legislation pays up to 50% of the cost to provide child care

services for employees, on a first-come, first-served basis.

Differing from other efforts, Florida statute permits flexibility

in using funds for direct or indirect child care services, a

provision that particularly appeals to small businesses that have

too few employees to be affected by typical legislation that

th)
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provides incentives to construct large on-site centers.

Pennsylvania's Governor has established a model child care

initiative that links businesses, parents and providers. Local

Chambers of Commerce have been instrumental in supporting the

effort by publicizing it and by enlisting suppert from members

and others in their communities. In Connecticut, the state and

corporations partner to enhance resource and referral services.

The state supports a generic data base, while corporations fund

public information about programs for parents and pre-service

training for new providers. On a local level, businessmen in

Boston, concerned about the "three o'clock" syndrome,

collaborated with other funding sources to chronicle the universe

of after-school programs. The report was presented to the Mayor

who set a process in motion that will establish after-school

programs using school, foundation and city funds. Some

corporations have adapted the Adopt-a-School plan and ore

"adopting" child care centers. Private/private partnerships are

developing where corporations provide space rent free to for-

profit child care providers who agree to divert the "saved" money

to wages for more qualified caregivers.

Corporations, notably IBM, have supported the child care

infrastructure by sponsoring resource and referral services for

their employees. Other corporations, some buoyed by foundation

support, provide information about early care and education by

publishing booklets and providing seminars and workshops for

parents.
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Terrific as they are, these well-intentioned partnerships

need to be put in perspective. The nation has approximately

6,000,000 employers. Of these, an estimated 3,500---roughly 1 in

1700--provide ANY kind of child care support at all. Certainly,

these collaborations need 4,o be show-cased and encouraged.

IncentiVes need to be included in federal and state bills to

stimulate such activity. But we must not make the mistake of

thinking that private sector involvement is an antidote to

endemic deep-seated problems.

Early care and education functions like a societal prism,

filtering our value conflicts about family autonomy, privacy,

independence and equity. Some of the problems reflected are

quite clear. We know we must increase the QUANTITY of services.

We know that QUALITY must be safeguarded, if programs are to

achieve their expected outcomes. We know that ACCESS must be

more carefully calibrated to allow poor children opportunities

comparable to their advantaged peers. H.R. 30 and H.R. 3 get at

these issues. H.R. 3 improves quality by promoting Head start's

performance standards in Title I and by spelling out a process

for infant-toddler standards in Title III. Access will be

increased for those who most need the programs because the bill

targets low income children. Sliding fees, applicable in all

titles, help programs become more integrated.

But sometimes the prism reflects more diaphanous and murky

issues that are hard to understand and interpret. Such is the

case with the second king of partnership, the one I wish to
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stress- -that among Hoed Start, child care and the schools, that

which H.R. 3 takes huge strides in addressing.

Federal funds support 26 programs that nurture and/or

educate young children: few of them are linked. Distinct

histories, missions, and funding sources set them on separate

tracks at the outset. Each moved along, in parallel fashion,

supported by its own infrastructure: guidelines, monitoring

systems, and administrative mechanisms. Rarely did anyone think

about the cost-effectiveness of even modest collaborative efforts

such as joint buying of goods and services or joint training

across funding streams. Akin to heresy, co-mingling of funds was

prohibited, leading to program independence (in contrast to

interdependence) and polite turf-guarding. However, with the

19805 expansion, programs vied for new monies in state capitals

and for staff, space and recognition at home. As tensions

festered, programs realized the challenges they faced transcended

sponsorship lines. They were caught in a (non)system that was

separate and unequal. Today, Head Start, child care and school-

based programs are experiencing no-win policy conundrums that

will make expansion and implementation of any legislation

difficult unless collaboration is emphasized. Let me share

several policy challenges with you and indicate the implications

for bills, particulary H.R. 3.

I. The Staffing Conundrum

In community A, new monies were provided to expand services

in the public schools. The schools offered better salaries,

5



benefits and advancement opportunities so Head Start and day care

staff quickly applied for the positions. Some were hired as

teachers; most as aides. Those hired as aides actually earned

more money for loss responsibility.

The consequences of this scenario belie its simplicity.

Before public pre-school program expansion, Head Start and day

cars staff turnover averaged 41%. Pre-school expansions, which

have been the norm, to date, and are not dissim,lar from those

anticipated in Ii.R. 3, cause vacancy rates in Hea4 Start and day

care to soar, compounding the staffing crisis. It's a catch 22:

if expansion occurs at the beginning of the year, classes don't

open, parents complain, money is turned back and the funding

agency and politicians who advocated for the programs look inept.

If expansion and related staff vacancies occur mid-year, children

suffer. They are doubled-up in classes or are cared for by less

qualified personnel. Please understand, this happens in high-

quality, well-funded programs with terrific director's. In my

travels in 22 states in the last eight months, speaking with

leaders in the field, staffing, exacerbated by expansion, is the

number one problem.

To reduce it, early care and education bills must make

concentrated and coordinated efforts to:

1. Compensate staff equally within communities, if they are

comparably :rained and performing comparable jobs.

2. Expand pre- and in-service training provisions,

particularly for untrained staff coming into programs. In H.R.
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3, five days of pre-service and 60 hours of in-service should be
minimums for new staff without credentials.

3. Fund and evaluate
demonstration efforts that create

innovative approaches to the salary conundrum, with the goal of

disseminating successful strategies.

II. The Regulatory Conundrum

In many communities
throughout the nation, regulatioas and

who they govern vary, with school and church-sponsored programs
frequently ,sing exempt. When new federal money came into

community 8, the early
intervention program was located in the

public schools. To meet regulations, renovations were done. Two
years later, the school, needing

apace to expand its OWN pre-

kindergarten program, asked the program to leave. This speaks not
only to lack of coordination

and long-term planning, but points

out regulatory inequities.
Though serving exactly the same age

youngsters, the school-sponsored
program did not hare to meet

code. Why should the same room have different kinds of

requirements according to funding source? Isn't what is good fc.r

one four year old good for another? Further, such discrepancies

severely alter start-up rates and costs, disadvantaging more

regulated programs. In this case, thousands of dollars were

unnecessarily spent. nfortunately, regulatory inconsistency is

so costly, common and unjust that what a good collaborative

council could have handled is ending up in expensive and

acrimonious court proceedings.

7

r.



To reduce this dilemma, bills should:

1. Make safetr and quality regulations comparable for all

programs serving sate -age youngsters within a community. As it

stands, H.R. 3 Title I requires comprehensive Head Start

guidelines while Title II details general regulations. These

should be more consistent to avoid confusion and discontinuity.

2. Make renovation money available. In H.R. 3 this is done

in Title II and III. A similar provision is needed in Title I.

III. The Feast or Famine Conundrum

In community C, new monies were provided for the

simultaneous expansion of programs in Head Start, child care and

the public schools...a positive situation, analogous. to H.R. 3.

However, because each agency conducted its own needs assessment,

used its own data bank, and located programs without consulting

one another, three new programs were located within blocks of one

another. Because there were not enough youngsters in the area,

programs competed for children and still were half filled! Empty

classrooms meant that dollars were wasted while, on the other

side of town, children waited to be served. Nationwide, despite

Head Start's serving under 20% of eligible children, 44% of Head

Start programs indicated in a national study that they regularly

compete for children with pre-school programs.

To reduce these dilemmas, bills should:

1. Require and fund local community-based councils to

coordinate planning, needs assessments and implementation of

...11==111111111111
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programs. Councils should tackle problems that single agencies

can not handle alone: staffing,
regulatory and location problems.

2. Vest councils with the authority and flexibility to craft

programs according to local need. The 1/3 split in H.R. 3 is an

innovative response to a complex problem. Unfortunately 2/3's of
the money is allocated to fours, who are comparatively well-
served. Given that infant and toddler care is more expensive and
more needy, some realignment would be helpful. Even more helpful

would be greater flexibility for local decision-making. Not

every community will want, or should be required, to oandle

expansion dollars in the same way, nor should specific age groups
be so tightly restricted

by funding streams. Threes (a neglected

group in H.R. 3) might be well served in Head Start, child cars
centers or the schools. Within a set of guidelines, communities
should be the principal architects of early childhood expansion
efforts. In H.R. 3, local coordination needs to be more detailed

and should include private non-profit and for-profit providers.

3. Coordination must exist at the local level, and between

the local and state levels. Local and state responsibilities

must be differentiated with
states handling state-wide planning,

monitoring and accountability, and policy development. In H.R.

3, clarification regarding these i:,les would be helpful: How

will municipalities be defined, according to LEA or health

systems boundaries? How will state councils interface with local
efforts?

4. Local and state councils need to link to a federal policy

9
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group established across departments. Such a group should chart

the national course, differentiate responsibilities, and assemble

experts and practitioners to address issues that transcend

departments. The National Advisory Committee established in H.R.

30 is another vehicle for addressing broad issues. Such

mechanisms should be developed in H.R. 3, as well.

S. Given the complexity of implementing a multi-agency,

multi-level effort of this magnitude, planning time is necessary.

States need to develop comprehensive plans and determine

distribution details while localities meet survey needs, develop

recruitment strategies and create procedures for implementing

fee systems. Pilot efforts in urban and rural and in tightly and

loosely regulated areas might also be fruitful.

H.R. 3 is a landmark bill. That it embraces three systems- -

Head Start, child care and the schools; that it acknowledges that

care and education are inextricably interwoven; and that it

anoints no single delivery system is the bill's genius. H.R. 3

sets the stage for linking what have been previously separate,

distinct and even acrimonious systems. As such, it sets a new

standard for partnerships in the provision of early care and

education.

113
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Early Care and Education:
Tackling the Tough Issues

If our expectations for the true 1980s are to be
realized, fundamental shifu in the way we view the nature
of children and families must be matched by equally dramcmc
shifts in the way we conceptualize and craft policies

for them, according to Ms. Kagan.

5.

11)

BY SHARON L KAGAN

Y1RADITIONAL standards. .
the Sash should have been
ccamarauvely simple Armed
with approved mandates and

dollars. an un-
precedentet7t9truZbn:e:if clues and states
set off to unplemett !ugh-quality early
childhood programs fu Americas young
children in the late 19S0s. The nine
seemed npe, well-publicized research
extolled the benefits of early interven-
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non, demographics reflecting the massive
movement of women Into the paid labor
force fortified the need for addmonalser-
vices for young children; and a consen-
sus about definitions of good early child-
hood pedagogy and practice, not preva-
lent 20 years before. had emerged

In spite of obvious need. a strong em-
molly based rationale. and a growing
political will, the hoped-for promise of
a new era in child are and early educa-
tion faced complex, deeply rooted chal-
lenges. My purpose here is to explore
these tough issues inequity, discon-
tinuity. and fragmentation and to of-
fer strategies for addressing them I sug-
gest that, dour expectations for the late
1980s are to be realized, fundamental
shifts in the way we view the nature of
children and families must be matched by
equally dramatic shifts in the way we
conceptualize and craft policies for chil-
dren and families

THE SOCIOCULTERAL CONTEXT

Calmly. there can be no doubt that
cone, i about the are and education of
young iluldren is at a two-decade high.
That more than a hundred child- and
family-related bills, many of them with
biparnsan spc dorslup, were introduced
an the 100th Congress attests to the per-
vasive concern with these issues among
elected officals. That the National Gov-
ernors' Association reports. The This Six-
ty Months and The First Sixty Months.
The Neu Steps, focused on children's is-
sues suggests a further nperung of polit-
ical awareness. That corporate Amenca.
through the programs of individual firms
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and through the Committee foe Economic
Development report, Children in Need.
added its considerable stature and acumen
to the cause is also noteworthy

Such concern in poLucal and econom-
ic circles has also been matched by the
efforts of educational organizations and
agencies. Recently, the U.S Department
of Education affirmed its commitment to
early are and education through its fund-
mg of significant research efforts on the
topic and through Its sponsorship of a ma-
jor national conference Countless pro-
fessional organizations have established
task forces and panels that have rendered
thoughtful analyses and recorrunenda-
nOnS,

States and cities throughout the nation.
Infatuated with early care and educa-
tion. are noticeably increasing services
to young children Since 1980.21 states
have increased spending for prelanden
:erten programs. and five have begun
making contributions to state Head Start
programs.' Services in the for-profit
sector have expanded as well. Corpora-
tions are investing in child are and in-
stituting benefits that provide employees
and their farnilk s with more flexible
tone, more unormanon, and more fman-
nil support than ever before. Family

support programs are emerging as ad-
juncts to hospitals. mental health clinics.
and schools.

These events bespeak a new institution-
al receptivity to addressing the needs of
children and families, and such commit-
ment does not emerge without sound
Cause Clearly, demographic data that de-
tail the growing participation of women
an the labor force. the feminization of

poverty, ar.d rising rates of divorce and
teen pregnancy paint a portrait of family
life that differs dramatically from that of
the past for Americans from all economic
strata. With half of all fl), ned mothers
of infants and half of all mothers of pre-
schoolers in the work force. child are
and early education are no longer prob-
lems of the isolated few The 'deficit
orientation' that characterized early in-
tervention efforts of the 1960s and the
stigma long areciated with child are
have been replaced by anew understand-
mg of the importance of child care as a
universal work-force issue. From empir-
ical research has come a new understand-
ing that high-quality qtly intervention is
-st harmful and in fact can be benefi-

cial for low -income populations This has
made parents more comfortable with ear-
ly are and education and has called poli-
cy makers attention to the issue as a na-
tional priority.

However, social phenomena, such as
the ascendancy of early are and educa-
tion. can be explained only partiaLy by
demographic and empirical data. Beneath
the numbers and bits of data. large cul-
tural and historical forces also shape our
social perspectives. Offering a sociocul-
tural perspective, Sandra Scan suggests
that our visions of childhood and children
change over time and that these chang-
ing visions alter pedagogy and practice.)
Quoting L Borstlemann, who suggests
that each era invents as own child."
Scarr indicates that changes in our con-
ceptions of children typically reflect
broader beliefs about social, economic.
rebgicis, and political issues.

A qu. -k chronology of early-care and
education programs reflects these chang-
es an the sociocultural ethos and their
impact on policy. Decades ago, when
psychodynarruc approaches characterized
the theoretical context, early education
was seen as a vehicle of exquisitely deli-
cate and sophisticated intervention in the
psychic development of children Those
who wotked with young children were
privy to the secret that the preschool
years were "a time of great formative
influence -, Early csre and eduaauon
were seen as ways to strengthen chil-
dren's psychological fiber

Emerging from a different scciocultur-
al ethos. child are was fashioned prunat-
ily as a way of providing a safe comfort-
able environment for children so that
their parents could work Later, amidst
the optimism of the War on Poverty.
Head Start was launched with the hope
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of lifting children Out of poverty. With
the coming of Head Start. early educa-
tion, ook on another mission, that of
providing comprthensi.c services to
anothdr constituency, children of very.
low-income fanuhes. In each era. our
collective vision of children and their
needs changed, as did the programs craft-
ed to meet those needs.

If the sociocultural context drives our
thinking abciut children and the services
they receive, then we need to explore
current sociocultural and theoretical con-
Squat that frame the changing ethos.
Buoyed by thoughtful acholarly work
over recent decades, our perceptions of
bow children grow and learn have been
aReied. Budding on the work of Une
Bronfenbunner, there is general recog.
town that the development of young
children cannot be considered outside
the context of the faintly nd common'.
ty.3 The words kalanc and ecological.
strangers to nonspecialists orly a few
decades ago, now fill the literature and
characterize the orientation of many cur-
rent programs

In a similarly pervasive change, we
have altered our conception of when to
Mtervene, we have moved from treat.
illsttto prevention, realizing that it is far
less costly socially, emotionally, and
financially to prevent the onset of
problems than to treat them after they be-
come rooted Consequently, there is a
greater focus on the importance of inter.
venom in the early years as an antidote
to such seemingly intractable mai af-
fictions as illiteracy, teen pregnancy. and
welfare dependence David Hamburg, in
Au presidential essay for the Carnegie
C.:vocation, summed up this national
sentiment when he dubbed the rust few
years of life the 'great leverage lk.nt for
the human future.-*

Generally, current thinking suggests
that, although very young children are
fragile, vulnerable, and in need of pro-
tection, they early years represent a peri-
od of great opportunity for parents and
service providers Irrespective of income
level, race, or locale, getting infants and
young children off to a good sun is
a universally accepted goal Preventing
problems before they begir and strength-
ening families and comrnurunes are con-
cepts that also reflect our current so-
ciocultural view. These are our beliefs
about what is wise and gust for children
and families. as well as for the collective
societal good.

Given this sociocultural context how

Getting infants and young
children off to a good start

is a universally accepted goal.

can and should our policies be crafted to
reflect this ethos? Can a policy frame-
work established over decades to pro-
mote categorical and fragmented pro-
grams change to embrace the current
holistic onentauoris Can systems estab-
lished to serve children, age 5 and old-
er, be altered to accommodate younger
children. their families, and a commit-
ment to prevention' in short, can our
policies shift to accommodate changes
that have already taken place within the
sociocultural context, and what do past
child and family policies suggest about
the potential for future change'

cosssvnoNng POLICY

Gilbert Steiner, in acknowledging the
difficulties inherent in establishing com-
prehensive family policy, suggests that
"the design of policies that can positive-
ly affect the quality of faintly life chal
lenges the inventive capacity of any
government He adds that 'organizing
on behalf of family policy ts not feasi-
ble, because it is more like peace, Jus-
tice, equality, and freedom than it is like
higher welfare benefits. or school fus-
ing, or medical are for the aged " Al.
though Steiner was writing about family
policy, his commentsapply equally well
to the difficulties of developing a com-
prehensive policy for children and affirm
the lack of such a poacy Although we
have no compreherm ve national policy
for children or :anul.es. isolated policy
initiatives !WI slti reveal a great deal
about our appro., h to crafting services
for children.

Recalling the history of free public
education in the U S and the mesa to
provide kinderganens within the public
schools, one is immediately struck by t' e
parallels between these two movements
and the current movement to provide ear-
ly care and education In both earlier
cases, as now, services were initially
provided to those who Ltuld afford them.
so that, long before free public educa-
tion existed. the children of the prosper-
ous received private instruction in their

11U

homes, in fashionable academies, or in
private undergartem In both earlier
cases, as now, one critical Justification
for the expansion of publicly funded ser
vices was the inequity of oppornuuty If
forded by a non.wuversal system and the
desire to help the poor move out of pov-
erty. In both earlier cases, as now, ex-
pansion occurred at the state level, wish
a nationwide movement emerging onlyas
a result of widespread, though geograph-
ically dispersed, intarest.

Such parallels in policy strategy over
the years are more than cowndental. One
explanation suggests that past policy ex-
penencu left a legacy that has shaped en-
suing policy. Like family train passed
from one generation to the next, the na-
tion's policy stance on children, formed
early on. perpetuates itself and transcends
decades and issues. An alternative prow.
smon suggests that fundamental ethical
and moral principles have shaped and
continue to shape the American ethos.
Rather than reflecting the concerns ofan
era, which. in WM, molded subsequent
patterns of debate, the unique (and not
always compatible) American values of
family privacy, the work ethic, and re-
Ii2ous freedom have formed the bedrock
on which all children's policy has been
and will continue to be built

Whichever explanation one accepts.
two points follow. Fast, any mayor ef-
fort tut fundamentally alters theconcep-
tual onentason toward delivering ser-
vices to children (e g , from targeted to
universal `,om pnvate to public, from
categorical to entitlement. from federal
to state) will become embroiled his value-
related controversy, trresfective of the
era Second. and more significant. the
greater the degree to which new chd-
drens services seek to alter these exist-
ing onenutions, the more complex the
challenge

Functioning within thus policy context
it is not surprising that the historical
stance toward early care and education
has been father timid Lacking political
clout and robust empirical data until re,
rend). most policy initiatives on behalf
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Children's policies have
simply grown, without an

overall plan or design.

of young children have not sought to al-

ter the conventional orientation. Instead,
they have sought to add programs and
services that fit in with existing models.
Child and family policies have been craft-
ed as individual and independent entities,
framed by the interplay of long-standing
fundamental ethical values and the chant
mg sociocultural ethos. Children's poll-
mes have simply grown, without sit over-
all plan or design. There have been
no codified developmental principles to
guide policy development. Though legis-
latively expedient. such a linkeruig-at-
the-edges* policy strategy has yielded a
jumbled any of overlapping and com-
peting services whose overall quality

is severely compronused Tackling the

tough issues of inequity, discontinue,.
and fragmentation is the challenge we
(ace today.

THE LEGACY Of CONYENDONAL POLICY

Inequity. Current systemic inequities
affect, both directly and indirectly, the
quality of children's services. Directly,
there are vast inequities regarding dui-
dren's eligibility and access to programs
Access ts limited because there are not
enough available services. For example,
Head Start now reaches about 16% of the
children who need its services.' Middle-
and upper- income families also have dd
funny obtainuig services. particularly for
infants and toddlers.

Weed. the (non)system of early edu-
cation and child care is universally char.
acterued by "two nem." Children are
segregated by income. with low-income
children attending subsidized centers and
middle- and upperincome youngsters at-
tending fee.for.sery rte programs This
economic segregation often leads to rat.
cud segregation, which does not reflect
either the law or the spirit of our nation
The lack of subsidized programs creates
an -opportunity gap' for children of the

poor even before they enter kindergar-
ten But so -opponunity gap' also exists
for all youngsters, because the segregat-
ed nature of preschool programs damn.
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tubes the opportunities for unegrauon and
equity, which lead to excellence.

Indirectly, children are affected by the
lack of equity that exists for their pro-
viders and teachers Young children need
the care and expertise of welltrained
leachers who can affurd to maintain a
commitment to then profession. When
staff turnover is so high that the quality
of a program is Jeopardized, the young-
sters suffer. Motivated by higher sala-
ries. better benefits, and superior work-
ing conditions offered in other protest.
stow, people are leaving the field of early
childhood education and are at unprece-
dented rams.

But an internal problem exists as well
Because significant differences often exist
between the salaries and status accorded
those in child-care programs and those
in schools (even if they perform com-
parable work and have comparable train-
ing and experience), within-field shifts
are also frequent. While career advance-
ment is encouraged, the lack of equity
within the system exacerbates the prob.
tern of staff turnover and severely corn-
promises quality.

A third issue in the debate about equi-
ty centers on inconsistent regulations
Currently there are no federal regulations
governing early care and education. al-
though Head Start has national perform-
awe standards. States are responsible for
licensing, but they carry out this func-
tion according to vastly different regula-
tions Even more problematic than the
&putty in regulations from state to state
is the lack of consistent standards across
programs within a given state or commu.
nay For example, in some states, pre-
school programs in churches or schools
may be exempt from luensure, while
programs around the corner that serve
the same population must meet lengthy
hcensure requirements Such regulatory
differences significantly affect start-up
rates and costs and breed acrimony
among programs and providers,

These equity issues MIX tough pram
cal and philosophical challenges that need
to be addressed in a systematic way

They do not fall within the purview of
any single adnunistrame agency; rather,
they must be addressed across social sot-
vi= systems. Do all children deserve
equitable services and equal access to
them? Do we continue to serve children
in segregated settings, or are there in-
ventive alternatives that will foster great-
er economic and social integration?
When programs are expanded, what steps
should we take to insure greater equity
of access? Should such programs be pub-
licly or privately financed?

Discontinuity. Although development.
Gluts affirm the importance of contort.
ty between the spheres cif a young child's
life (e.g., between home and program or
from grade to grade), maintaining such
tics has proved problematic. Often, for
example, natural differences m values.
expectations, and goals exist between
parents and 'cachets or caregivers. and
these differences heighten the challenge.
Because continuity is so closely linked to
quality in all services for young children
and because continuity is often diffi-
cult to achieve, programs must focus at-
tention and staff resources on matmain-
mg bonds with families. This ts often
done through employing tangy workers.
through outreach activities, and by pro-
viding support and education for parents.
Without the intention to foster continui-
ty between home and program and with-
out staff members available, such con-
tinuity ts, at best, difficult to achieve.

A second dimension of the discontinui.
ty problem focuses on the pedagogical
and curricular discoruinuity that exists
among preschool programs, kindergar-
tens, and elementary schools. Essential-
ly, the pedagogical question of what to
expect from early care and education has
not been answered definitively. Are pre-
school programs preparing youngsters
for kindergarten and the demands of
schooling, or are they preparing children
for later life, when motivanon, cunost-
ty. and creativity are important
How one answers this question deter-
mines the curricular orientation that will
be established Without consensus, with-
out dialogue between preschool and kin-
dergarten teachers, and without the input
of the institutions that prepare teachers.
cumcular discontinuity will prevail

The duconumuty is somewhat eased by
the advent of the National Association
for the Education of Young Children's
DtVelOplaeltatily Appropnate Pracnces.
which provides early childhood educators
with a helpful common guide for quit-
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ty. Nonetheless, developing good pro-
grams remains a challenge Ratios of
adults to children and mandated cumcu-
lum and instructional modalities prevent
good early duldhool pedagogy from tak-
ing root in many classrooms i0 Further-
more. teachers realize that children dif-
fer on every measurable charactensuc,
so that, even with ideal curricula and
adult/child ratios, the goal of individu-
alizing activities and programs to meet
each child's needs and to make each
child's experience continuous is not al-
ways easy to achieve.

A third dimension of the discontinuity
dilemma relates to policy strategies that
deterriuni when and if children will move
to the next grade Currently, develop-
mental testing and screening are being
used to help guide parents and teachers
as they make decisions regarding the en-
try and placement of young children. In
some cases, such testing denies children
access to programs and holds then. back
without sound evidence that such strate-
gies are productive." Because of the po-
tential to misdiagnose based on a single
test score, the questionable validity of
many of the tests being used, and the dif-
ficulty of testing young children, some
hive cautioned against the use of tests and
h.ve called for unproved teacher obser-
vations and for record keeping that in-
.ludes developmental logs and checklists

Fragmentation. Partly because of dif-
ferent historical roots and different social
missions and partly because of our sit-
u on's piecemeal approach to policy mai-
m& the tableau of child care and early
education is a muted assemblage of vin-
ous program types, each having Its own
mission, audience. rclind&Oofts- and fund.
mg stICAMS. In certain instances, such an
assemblage works well, but in many
communities the picture is one of confu-
sion and competition among programs.

The hotly contested debate about where
to locate new early-care and education
programs is a clear example of the lack
of agreement that continues to fragment
the field Advocates of an expanded role
for the public schools tout the advan-
tage of the schools' acce sibdity. while
advocates for a more mixed system of
child care and early education point to
the variability of communities and sug-
gest that local option should prevail. Still
others are concerned that public schools
may not be sufficiently flexible to meet
the comprehensive needs of young chil-
dren or that the schools may not be suf-
ficiently sensitive to accommodate the

needs of culturally and linguistically di-
verse populations.

Two highly visible consequences of frag-
mentation have been chkussed above,
inequity and chscenununy But more sub-
tle consequences also pervade the field
Boldly pointing out what the field has
long recogruzed, a recent report on Head
Start chronicled the intensity of com-
petition between Head Start and state.
funded school programs. Of the total
number of programs nationwide, 44% re-
ported competition for cluldren. 59% for
staff. 52% for space. and 37% for all
three." While this report documented
Head Start's relauonslup to state-funded
preschool initiatives, such competition
also affects many communities, particu-
larly those that are experiencing program
expansion and personnel shortages simul-
taneously. Cooperative training across
sectors ts an effective strategy to combat
such tensions, but it rarely takes place.
in spite of its cost-effectiveness. Joint
purchasing across funding streams re-
mains rare as well Rather than a group
of programs working together withcom-
mon spirit and resolve. the 'system" of
early care and education remains frac-
tured in most communities.

Beyond Inefficiencses in service delsv-
cry. competition and fragmentation have
serious consequences for the ways in
which providers and professionals think
about and shape visions for the future
Given intense programmatic loyalties. it
has been difficult to generate a broad con-
stituency to advocate for early care and

_ ,

education. a constituency that transcends
specific programs The Head Start corn-
mutiny is well-coolish:ed. t'e for - profit
providers have coalesced. and day-care
advocates remain staunch supporters
for expanded services ut their domain
Such loyalties, while necessary to main-
tain specific programs, have prevented
the easy formation of alliances among
professional colleagues that can bind and
build a profession.

A NEW POLICY CONTEXT

Thus far. I have suggested that, while
a new and fundamentally different so-
me:dr:Ira! context exists in the field of
early care and education, it has not been
matched by a shift in the policy context.
Moreover, I have argued that merely
tinkering an the edges of policy on early
care and education has proved dysfune-
tonal The results of such a strategy have
made the delivery of services to children
mequitable, segregated, and lacking in
the quality that could and should charac-
terize the system.

What is needed to alter the convention-
al policy -making strategy to tackle the
tough issues? Julius Richmond and Mil-
ton Kotekhuck's theory of policy con
urucuon offers guidance. They suggest
that three factors must converge before
'we can really talk about the development
and implementation of public policy.'
These are ly an appropriate knowledge
base, 2) the necessary political will, and
3) a social strategy is
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The discussion above suggests that the
first two conditions are being met But
what of the third? Is there a social strate-
gy that is sufficiently articulated to guide
policy making on early case and educa-
tion? An analysis of the proposed legis-
lation of the 100th Congress and of the
numerous commissions studying early
care and education suggests that a single
strategy has not emerged But such an
analysts also indicates that provocative
dialogue as taking place and that new
strategies that transcend incremental ad-
vances on what has gone before are be-
ing considered,

Recognizing the seventy of the frag-
mentation among systems, neatly every
bill ranging from large federal to small
municipal initiatives, including those that
endorsed singlesector delivery systems
(e g., the schools) called rid the es-

. ublislunent of interagency or muludis-
ciplinary committees to facilitate cross-
sector planning. To promote continuity
for children and the stability of centers.
some bills proposed to establish 'habil'.
ty insurance pools.' so that centers would
not be forced to close because of a lack
of insurance. Other bills encouraged full-
day and fuUyear services for youngsters.
thereby maximizing continuity in &differ-
ent way. Tax credit proposals, although
they vrned widely in detail would have
increased parental choice Other bills
proposed o improve quality of pro-
grams by eualoltshint oustent regula
lions and by providing training for staff
members. Although the legislation re-
mained Inc' Hocked" in the daring days
of the 100th Congress. the levels of bind-
ing discussed also increased from mil-
lions to billions. Just as important new
social state 'des were discussed that tack-
led systems problems of inequity. dis-
continuity. and fragmentation.

Outside the policymaIang arena. them
at even more dramatic evidence that a
new ethos one that addresses the tough

issues is taking tom. The move to view
problems and solutions more broadly is
evident in foundation programs, us the
work of scholars. in the professional or-
ganizations. and in the corporate sector
Foundations, recognizing the seventy
of the problems posed by fragmemnion.
are supporting the development of inter-
disciplinary. commumthased planning
teams. Analysts are pursuing the issue
of equitable salutes, looking at who is
teaching. who is coming Into the proles.
mon. and what can be done to improve
Wanes and benefits
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Because chscortinuity and fragmenta-
tion characterize the social fabric of ear
ly care and education and dramatically
erode quality, nearly every commission
that has dealt with services for children
and families has called for cross-system
collaboration The National Governors'
Association. the National Association of
State Boards of Education. the Assocts-
lion for Supervision and Curriculum De-
velopment, the Council of Chief State
School Officers, and the National Black
Child Development Institute, to mention
but a few, all recognize the crucial un-
pomace of considering the total ecolo-
gy of early care and education it

In a dramatic shift from a categorical
to an entitlement approach, the Council
of Chief State School Officers. an Ele-
ments of a Model State Statute to Pro-
yule Educanonal E.nutlements for As-
Risk Students, suggests that school dm
'nets make half-day Add development
programs available to all young children
who are at risk. While school donuts
have offered preschool programs in the
past, they have done so at the discretion
of local authorities And with rare excep-
tions (e.g New York City's Giant Step
program), there was no stipulation that
programs be offered to altar even to all
at -irk preschoolers. Thus the recom-
mendation of the CV.111c d of Chief State
School Officers constitutes a dramatic
change in orientation that has the poten-
tial to reduce fragmentation and acrimony
us the field.

Other inventive proposals reflect a
similarly broad reconstruction of conven
sons] approaches to policy In advanc-
ing the proposal to create a Children s
Trust, Jule Sugarman has shifted the na-
ture of the debate to embrace law ap-
proaches to financing services for chil-
dren In addition to creating a much larg-
er pool of resources, the idea of a trust
would not significantly increase the re-
gressivity of the tax system. nor would
it impose an unreasonable financial bur-
den on lower-Income taxpayers .5

While a single strategy has not yet
emerged. at is significant that a sanely
of new approaches is being discussed
and debated Business as usual is being
altered scholars and practitioners use
framing problems differently Our con-
stellation of beliefs is changing. and new
visions of the future are emerging That
such provocative proposals are being
considered signals a ripeness for change
Without question. this is a fertile and
creative time when conventional policy
strategies are being challenged.

Two key forces have fertilized the cur-
rent reveptivity for change. First, there
o a growing sense that what has gone be-
fore has been only marginally effective
Second. there ts a willingness to learn
from the past and to structure approaches
that will address previously intransigent
issues, including inequity, discontinuity,
arid fragmentation discussed above

In an era of such creative thought, yet
one that lacks a unified vision. how do
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in early care and education
there are clear signals of

discontent with the past..
we move ahead' At this Juncture, what
steps can we take that will improve ser-
vices in the short run and ready us for
longterm structural changes?

\UT MOS
To minutiae the impact of these three

problems, communities and states must
plan in ways that span ogera-y bmindanes
and funding streams. To this end, ern-
munines need to establish mechanisms
and engineer partnerships that will fos-
ter collaboraucn among planners, poll-
cy makers. and providers of services.
Capitalising on the current Zeitgeist and
preparing for a future teonentation can
be accomNik.1 through community-
based planning coun.a: whose member-
ship includes representatives of the pub-
lic and mate sectors, of higher edit-
ation, and of the regulatory agencies.

These councils or planning teams need
to identify principles that are tooted in
knowledge of child development and that
reflect the unique values of their commu-
nities. Planning teams in each commu-
nity should identify an ideal array of set.
vices that young children should receive
Each council should undertake an assess-
ment of the conunututy's need for ser-
vices, and the councils should' priori-
tize these needs according to principles
agreed upon is advance, Funding sources
and other resources should be identified
to assist with implementing each comas,-
ruty's plan.

Because states control licensing, set
standards. esubluh monitoring prom-
dines, and have the ability to enjoin
patties to take action, they can be caw
lyric in preparing for change States need
to look at the comparability of regulations

across:funding streams. as well as at
regulations that may prohibit the creative
use of (raids. States also need to develop
interagency planning bodiessud to assist
communities in setting up thea councils.
In States where there is to coordinating
office. consideration should be given to
establishing one To be successful, such
an office would need to have sufficient

= s.

funding and interagency authority to car-
ry out program planning and develop-
ment One variation might be to estab-
lish an interagency office within an en
isting agency

Although this strategy places a heavy
burden on communities and states, there
are important roles for the federal gov-
ernment The federal government should
t.'ke on the responsibility for generating
and disseminating information ft should
support research that extends our collec-
tive knowledge base, and at should sup-
port demonstration efforts that create
structural alterrathes to our current
piecemeal delivery system Information
about promising efforts should be chs-
senunated widely. As in other ualustries.
the gm eminent should find support when
there is a cnsts m early care and educa-
tion, such as when a lack of liability in-
surance forces programs to dose or when
Insufficient numbers of qualified itaff
members prevent programs from open-
ing Fatally, waking to concert with the
states, the federal government should re-
examine its policies and procedures to in-
sure that high quality is ma mined and
collaboranon between programs is facili-
tated.

Predicung major 'tufo in the way a
field progresses is sometimes difficult.
Yet, in early are and education there ate
Cleat signals of discontent with the past
and of a readiness to alter conventional
modes of dunking and doing. the tame
seems rtpe for change. Whether a fun-
damental transformation takes place and
what its consequences will be are uncer-
tain What is attain IS that the field must
tackle the tough issues. To do so, it wel-
comes emerging creativity of thought and
firmness of purpose.
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Chairman HAWKINS. The next witness is Dr. Sandra Hofferth,
Senior Research Associate, Urban Institute.

Ms.-Minium. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the
committee. -I really appreciate this opportunity to testify about
child care before the Committee on Education and Labor.

One of the questions that I am asked all the time is whether
there-ds a discrepancy between the demand for and the supply of
child care. The answer in brief is no, probably not. But that does
not mean there_ is no legitimate and important concerns that policy
and legislation might address such as licensing, the price of care,
whether parents are getting what they want and children what
they need.

I will address demand, then supply, then put them togeth-
er. Finally, I will address two important concerns, expenditures on
care and parental preferences.

First, how many preschool,children need care. If you look at my
testimony, figure 1, you will see that demand depends on the
number of children and the number with mothers in the labor
forces In figure 1, the number of children has been increasing since

i1980. That is the bar on the left, the higher bar. By 1995, if current
trends continue, there are expected to be 22.5 million children
under age -6. And, in addition, although it is not shown in this
figure, there are projected to be 30 6 million children 6 to 13, would
be relevant to' the school-age child care issue.

The second part of demand is the number of children with moth-
ers in the labor force. The bar on the right in figure 1 shows that
number that are with mothers in the labor force. If trends continue
as they have been since 1970, I have projected there to be just
under 15 million preschool children, 14.6 million, with mothers in
the labor force in 1995, and that would be about two-thirds of pre-
school children.

Locking at school-age children, and it is not presented in this
figure, there .would be about 23.5 million school-age children 6 to 13
with a mother in the labor, force. it would be about three-quarters
of all school-age children 6 to 13.

Now the question is, or one question' is will this happen? Certain-
ly the labor force participation of mothers can't keep increasing in-
definitely. We have seen a slowdown in the past several years. The
biggest.slowdown occurred among divorced, never married and sep-
arated mothers. These mothers will be affected by welfare reform.
If the Family Support Act of 1988 is successful, the labor force-par-
ticipation of these mothers should rise, so we may see a reversal of
this apparent trend:

y, fertility has been higher than anticipated, so it is really
still too early to tell how accurate these projections will be.

Now,' when they hear these figures many people immediately
jump to the conclusion that in 1995 all 14.6 million preschool chil-
dren will need out-of-home, non-relative care, and when they com-
pare this with the number of slots, they conclude that a big dis-
crepancy exists, but that is just not correct.

of all, the actual looking at figure 2, you see the actual'
arrangements of preschool children. The bar all the way to the
right shows the 1985 figure. You have it for 1965, 1977, 1982, and
1985. If you look at the relative one, on the 1 you see that 48
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percent cf children in 1985 were cared' for by a relative, that in-cludes the father as well as other relatives; 6 percent by a bahysit-leir,lhat is- a non-relative in the child's home; 22 percent in familyday Care' hotfies, that- is a non-relative in the non-relative's home;and 23 percent in a center or nursery school.
There have, of &aurae, been substantial changes since 1965. If youlook from the- left 'to the right,,youswill see there has been a bigdecline iii &rally a-relative or by a babysitter and an increase par-ticularlysin care in a day care Center or nursery school.-lit addition, -I' have not mentioned the tremendous increase indemand for' preschool programs in general, regardless of whetheror hot' their parents work, their mothers particularly. The propor-tion; of to 4-year-olds enrolled in school, in pre-primary school,doubled' between 1970 and 1985, from 21 to 39 percent. In 1985, 87perceift of 5-Year-olds, 49 percent of 4-year-olds, arid 29 percent of 3-year:SIR were enrolled in school, and this is about thesame in 1987, the most recent, which I had.In addition, of school-age chil en, 5 to 13, with a mother in thelabor force, 63 percent were cared for by a parent after school, 4percent by an adult sibling, 10 percent by another relative, 12 per-cent by a non-relative, and 11 percept, no adult. That would bethat they were in self-care or in care of a younger person, a personunder age 14.

NoW; to Summarize the demand for care, in 1987, if you look attable A, that is shown in table A at -the top of the page. In 1987,there were .11.3 million preschool children with mothers in thelabor force. That comes from the column "Number with employedmothers," adding up the Children 0 to 2 and 3 to 5. Of these 11.Million preschool children, about 6 million were cared for by a rela-tive or sitter, and 5.3 million in out-of-home, non-relative arrange-meats.'
Now- I am going to move on to supply, and I will come back tothe demand and try to put them :they.In 1986, there were about 40,111 day care centers in operationwith a capacity of 2.1 million children. That is about double since1975. In 1986, there -were also estimated to he 105,000 licensed daycare homes in operation- with a capacity of half a million children,and that was about third increase in 10 years. That makes itfora.total, in-1986 of 2: million licensed home and center slow.Putting this 'together with demand, and we take the 5.3 millionout-of- -home, non-relative care ,arrangements and subtract the 2.6Million children in care of a relative or a babysitter, and we get,no, the 2.6 million licensed slots and we get 2.7 million children innonlicensed slots, and those 2.7 million children would be affectedby any attempt to increase licensed, compared with unlicensed,slots.

Now one caution I should make in that this is a crude estimate. Iam assuming all centers, for example, are licensed, and that is nottrue. As Sharon pointed out, centers that are under school auspicesin many States are not required' to 'be licensed and church-spon-sored centers are the same in some States.
ci what might be meant, then, by an unmet need for child careby lack Of availability ofcare. First, it might mean a deficiency oflicensed slots, as I have pointed out, this 2.7 million. It may mean a

1 2 4
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mismatch between the ,age ,of child and ages for which slots are
available such as for infants. Few centers actually enroll infants. It
may mean, a geographic mismatch between supply and demand
such that slots are in one place and children somewhere else. It
may mean care that is not affordable. It: may mean that parents
are notgetting what they want or children what they need.

We don't :really -know too- much right now about some of these
issues; for. ,eiample, the mismatch between age, because we are
really lacking important information on the distribution of slots by
agepand the geographic mismatch. Some of this will be addressed in
several studies that are being conducted, one of them by Mathe-
matical:Policy Research who is going, to be doing a national survey
of licensed center day care, home care and the Urban Institute is
condictirig' a study funded by the Administration for Children,
Youth and Families and NAYC of Consumers which will link to
unliCensed: providers. So we will have sore more information in
about the next year. But it is a lengthy process and certainly re-
search is needed is this area.

But, I Would like to focus on expenditures and preferences. A
0410 I conducted on the national longitudinal survey of youth
found.,that in 1985 young families were paying $1.00 to $1.50 per
hour for'care, which amounts to about $40 to $60 per week for full-
time care. 'Not only were families what seems like a low amount,
but very surprisingly, real expenditures on child care in a day care
center or a family day care home had risen very little since 1975,
while real expenditures on care by a babysitter had risen a lot.

These figures are very similar to figures found in analyses of
other nationally representative data sets including the Survey of
Incothe and- Program Participation, Which is Census Bureau, and
the Consumer Expenditure Survey, and in adrliticn a recent 1988
survey of South Oncago, Camden and Newark by Mathematical
Policy Research.. A recent 1988 national survey found the average
weekly expenditure on child care to be $56 per week, about $1.50
per hour.

Of course it may be more important to compare expenditures to
total family income. That is, what is the share of the family budget
that child care represents? Over all families child care takes up 10
percent of the 'family budget, but it is under 5 percent for high
income families but it is as high as 20 to 26 percent among poor
families. Now 10 percent is comparable to expenditures on food, 20
to 25 percent to expenditures on housing. Low income families who
pay for care are paying a considerable portion of their income for
it, but, in addition, I should point out that high income families
could pay more. They are paying under 5 percent now.

NOw, the next issue is perhaps parents are not getting what they
want. Parents report themselves satisfied, by and large. In a 1988
survey, only 4 percent reported themselves to be not very satisfied
or not satisfied at all with their current child care. On the other
hand, almost I.ne in five would like to change arrangements. When
we examine the reasons for wanting to change, the most important
are quality related. Parents are very aware of and concerned about
the quality of their child care, and this is absolutely highest on
their list. Convenience concerns such as location come next, and
cost is third or even lower on the list.

12o
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And I should point out that day care home providers apparentlydo not do much to help consumers know about available slots. TheMathematical Policy studies in three sites found that centers arefilled: pretty much to capacity, but there is excess capacity in daycare-homes. But one of the problems is that they don't do anythingto let consumers, parents, know what is out there. So, as a result,there is, apparently, substantial unutilized capacity in family daycare homes.
So, in summary, even though there has been an enormous in-crease in demand for child care and preschool programs, children

are being cared for. The supply of care has also increased dramati-cally. There are a number of factors that suggest that availabilityof care, per se, is not a major problem. First, few children arecaring for themselves, particularly preschool children. Second,supply has increased enormously. Third, parental expenditureshave not increased much. These three suggest very elastic market
response to increasing demand. And, finally, parental preferencesshow overall satisfaction with their children's care arrangements.

However, a number of possible problem areas such as care for in-fants and care for children of low income working parents need im-mediate attention. Finally, and there may be other important goalssuch as equity, such as between males and females or between fam-ilies with and without children, and the well-being of children
might justify intervention into the market.

Let us not blame it on the market, however, but address thesegoals directly. And I think that we have certainly done that thismorning. I am very encouraged by the testimony here.
Simply pointing to some hypothetical gap between demand andsupply is not going to help obtain more high quality, affordablecare. The fact is that children are currently being cared for. Whatthen is the goal? For example, is it that all children now in out-of-home, non-relative care be in licensed care? Is it making sure thatparents have the information they need to select high quality ar-rangements? Is it to help low income families provide good qualityfor their children while parents work?
Clarifying the objectives will greatly improve our ability to figureout where we are, what we must do to get where we want, andwhat it will be like once we get there.
I will be glad to answer any questions. Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Sandra Hofferth follows:]
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One of the questions that
I am asked all the time is

whether there is a
discrepancy between the demand for and supply of child care ard early

Childhood programs for employed mothers. The answer that I give you first is
probably not, since almost all preschool-age children,

the age group on which

I will focus, are being cared for by someone while their mothers work.

Research indicates that only a very small proportion of
preschool age children

- under 1 percent - ace caring for themselves. Although even that number is

too many, it does not suggest a major problem in this age group. I will first
focus on how many children

are in need of care and what types of arrangements
they are in. Then I will propose what I see as several legitimate issues,

such as the number or proportion
of children in licensed arrangements, the

price of care, and whether
parents are getting what they want. First I will

look at demand, then supply, then try to put them together.

I. Now Many Children Need Care?

I will first focus on care
needed because the mother is employed; then

will look at the demand for
preschool programs more generally, regardless of

the employment status of the mother.

The demand for child care for the children of employed
motners depends cn

the number of children and the percent with mothers in thy labor force (in

schooling or training). The post-NW II baby boom
greatly increased the number

of children. Now these baby boas babies are in their twenties and thirties

and having their own children. (Figure 1 here). Tim number of preschool

thildren declined until about 1980 (bar on left), after which it has been

increasing. To determine now many of these
children need care we must know

-2-
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the labor force participation of their mothers. In this figure, the bar on

the right represents the number of children with mothers in the labor force,

which has been increasing, as the labor force participation of their mothers

has been increasing.

Since the early 1970s the proportion of children under 6 with mothers in

the labor force has increased by nearly 80 percent, from 29 in 1970 to 51

percent in 1988 (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1988; Hofferth and Phillips,

1987). The largest increase in the last decade was in the proportion of

children under age 1 with mothers in the work force, which rose 65% between

1976 and 1987, from 31% to 51%, compared with an increase of 38% for children

under 6 over the same period.

If trends continue as they were between 1970 and 1985, by 1995 I have

projected that there will be just under 15 million preschool children with

mothers in the labor force. About half had mothers in the labor force in

1985; by 1995 two-thirds will.

Now, you may ask, what are the chances that maternal labor force

participation will continue its steady rise, in particular, since the rate of

increase appears to have slowed? (BLS reports a leveling off of maternal labor

force participation in the last 3 years, but especially between 1987 and

1988.) First of all, the rate of increase has to slow sometime. We just

don't know when. But since there are deviations from year to year in any long

term trend; there is no way to tell if this portends an end to the rise or

whether it is a temporary aberration. Second, apparently the 1987 figures may

be the aberration from the trend line rather than the 1987 figures. There was

a substantial increase in maternal labor force participation between 1986 and

1987, a change which may be due to changes in the sample rather than to real

-3-
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changes. Finally, between 1987 and 1988 the labor force participation rates

for married, spouse present woven actually continued to rise. The leveling

off (or even decline) occurred for divorced, never married, and separated

mothers. This is the group of women that will be affected by the new welfare

rules requiring employment, schooling or training for all mothers of children

3 or cider. Therefore, it is likely that as these programs are phased in, the

labor force participation of these mothers will increase substantially. In

addition, fertility rates have been somewhat higher than anticipated, so it is

really too early to tell hcu accurate these projects will be.

When they hear these figures many
people immediatell jump to the

conclusion that in_1995 all 14.6 million preschool children will need out-of-

home non-relative care, and when they compare this with the acLall number of

licensed slots they conclude a huge discrepancy exists. Now, not all of these

children will need out-of-home non-relative care. Figure 2 shows the actual

percent distribution of preschool children
in-different types of care in 1985

and trends since 1965. Just look at the bar to the right for a minute. You

can see that about half of all children - 48 percent - were cared for by a

relative in 1985. Another 6 percent were cared for by a sitter in the child's

home, 22 percent in family day care (including both licensed and unlicensed

care) and about 23 percent in a day care center or nursery school (Hofferth,

1987; from U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1987).

It is clear too that dramatic changes
in care of preschool children with

working mothers have occurred. These changes include declines in care by a

relative and care by a sitter in the
home, small increases in care in a family

day care home, and dramatic increases
in care in a day care center (this is

true for infants as well as for 3 and 4 year olds). But we should not forget

Q. 5
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that about half of all children are cared for by a relative. This includes

care by the father; about half of this figure (25 percent) is father care, a

figure that has not changed over the past two decades (Hofferth, 1987; from

:Low andSpindler, 1968; U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1982, 1983, 1987).

Although the great majority of employed mothers work full-time, three in

ten mothers work part -time: one of three married mothers and one in five

unmarried mothers (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1987). About 2 of 5

children under 6 of employed mothers have mothers who work full-time, full-

year (Zill, 1988). In addition, in one-third of dual earner families in which

both partners work full-time, one partner works on a non-day shift (Presser

and Cain, 1983). In one in ten there are no overlapping hours, so partners

can cover care themselves. This means that families have a variety of needs

and.ways they can care for children. A chart comparable to Figure 2 for the

children of part -time working mothers would show a higher proportion in

relative care and a lower proportion in family day care homes and in centers.

These overall figures mask differences by age of child. As children age

they are increasingly cared for outside the home, with almost all children in

an,early childhood program by age five. This development has been produced by

the increase in the labor force participation of mothers, on which we have

focused. But also, there is a trend toward earlier education for young

children in general. The proportion of 3-4 year olds enrolled in school

doubled between 1910 and 1985, from 21 to 39 percent.. In 1985, 87 percent of

five year olds, 49 percent of four year olds and 29 percent of three year-olds

were enrolled in preprimary school (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1988b).

Kindergarten and nursery school enrollment of 3-5 year olds not only has grown

over the lst'decade and a half, but also has become increasingly full-day.
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Full-day preprimary enrollment of kindergarten students increased from 14 to

38 percent between 1970 and 1985. While some of this preprimary enrollment is

motivated by maternal employment status among 3-4 year olds, this difference

has pretty-much disappeared by age five (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1988b).

Parents also indicate increased preference for early childhood programs for

children as they approach school age (UNCO, 1975). Unfortunately, questions

about use of child care while mothers are working and questions about

enrollment in early childhood programs regardless of parental employment

status have not been asked in the same surveys or in such a way as to be able

to obtain a comprehensive picture of children's early educational experiences.-

Table A in the background document shows the number of preschool children

in 1987 with employed mothers. Putting this together with the arrangements in

Figure 2, we conclude that of the 11.3 million children under 6 with working

mothers in 1987, 48%, or 5.4 million, used relative care as their primary form

of care. If we add to that about .6 million children who are in the care of a

sitter in their own home, we can conclude that at present about 6.0 million

children are cared for either by a relative or by a sitter in their a home

and about 5.3 million are cared for in out-of-home non-relative arrangements.

(Note: this assumes that each child is in only one type of arrangement. In

fact some 13% have multiple arrangements (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1987).

II. What About the Supply of Care?

Supply can be characterized by availability, cost and quality. I will

address the first two, beginning with availability. Quality is probably the

most important; however, since I cannot do it justice in this short period of

time, and since we have no recent national data on characteristics of early

childhood programs I will not comment on it.

-6-
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In 1986 there were estimated to be some 63,000 day care centers of which

some 40,000 were estimated to be in operation, with a capacity of

approximately 2.1 million children. Compared with figures from 1976, the

number of licensed centers has approximately doubled over the last 10 years.

This is consistent with the dramatic growth in use of center-based care

described earlier. (Some centers, such as those run by churches and schools

are not required to be licensed in some states.)

We do not know the total number of day care homes currently in operation,

since it has been estimated that some 50 to 90 percent are unlicensed

(depending on the definition of day care homes). In 1986 there were 165,000

licensed. homes and estimated to be 105,000 in operation, with a capacity of

about half a million children. Compared with tigures from 1977, the number of

licensed home was estimated to have increased about one-third in the last ten

years (Hofferth and Phillips, 1987).

Based on these figures, I calculate that in 1986 there were about 2.6

million licensed day care home and center slots. I estimated previously that

about 5.3 million children were in out-of-home non-relative care. Therefore I

conclude that about half of these children were in licensed, and the remainder

were in unlicensed slots. This suggests that some 2.7 million children would

be affected by any attempt to increase the number of licensed care slots

compared with unlicensed care slots. And of course, this assumes that the

proportion in care of a relative or a sitter would remain the same. As we

saw, the proportion in those arrangements has been decreasing and will

probably continue to decrease.

133
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III. What is Meant by an Unmet Need for Child Care?

What is meant by a deficiency of
supply, therefore, might mean a

deficient. of licensed slots. If a goal were to license all family day care,

then 2.7 million licensed slots would be needed. A second possibility is a

mismatch between age of child and availability of licensed care for children

of that age, infants in particular.
An increasing proportion of infants are

apparentli being cared for in day care centers (Hofferth and Phillips, 1987,)

yet we have no national data on hew many slots are available in centers for

infants. A third possibility is that there may be a geographic mismatch in

supply and demand. We have little information on the geographic distribution

of supply of licensed slots, for example. Fourth, the price of care may put

It out of reach. Finally, parents may not get what.they want.

Since no recent national information
from providers on age and geographic

distribution is available, I will focus first on parental expenditures on

care, then on preferences.

Family Expenditures on Child Care

Not all families with an employed mother pay for child care. In 1985, 20

percent paid nothing at all (Hofferth, 1987). Among families with a youngest

child under 5, only a little over half of those who used a relative paid for

care, whereas almost all of those who use a sitter, day care hone, or center

paid for care. Of those who paid, how much did families pay for care? In

1985 the average weekly dollar cost of child care for all children (among

young families who paid for care and who had a youngest child under 5) was $37
per week. This ranged from $35 for those who

paid a relative to $39 for those

who paid a day care have provider (about 30 hours a week). I also calculated

the mean hourly cost in 1985.
Mothers paid Between $1.00 and $1.50 per hour

for care of their youngest child under 5 (Hofferth, 1987).

-8-
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When I compared dollar per hour expenditures in 1985 with dollar per hour

expenditures in 1975, ten years earlier, adjusted for inflation, I was very

surprised with that I toUnd. I discovered that expenditures on day care

center care had risen not at all, day care he care only slightly, but the

hourly cost of care by a relative or by a sitter in the home had risen

dramatically (HOfferth, 1987). Again this suggests the great elasticity of

supply of day care centers and homes, and the inelasticity of supply of

relatives and babysitters, and is consistent with the incrk,sed use of centers

and homes and decreased use of relatives and sitters that I ,lowed in Figure 2

earlier.

Now these dollar figures sound low. There are two important cautions.

First the families are young (20-27 in 1985); however, more important, these

figures are for care averaging 30 hours per week. Care for 40 hours would

come to between 40 and 60 Sollars per week ($2,000 -$3,000 per year), depending

on the type of care. This certainly is more in line with our experience. In

addition, these figures are from 1985, now over 3 years ago. I updated the

figures to 1986 and find a 5% increase, to about $40 per week. Very similar

figures have been found in analyses of nationally representative studies as

diverse as the Survey of Income and Program Participation and the Consumer

Expenditure Survey. A recent survey found exoenditures in November 1988 cf

$56 per week, or $1.50 per hour (USA Today, 1988).

What makes more sense is to look at the proportion of family income that

these figures represent. that is the share of the family budget that child

care represents? Although $37 per week may not seem like a lot, it does make

up a substantial r portion of the family income - about 10 percent over all,

but as high as 20 to 25 percent among poor families. While 10 percent is a

-9-
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substantial proportion of a family's income, comparable to expenditures on

food, 20-25 percent constitutes a major expenditure item in the family budget,

comparable to that of housing. Again, studies using other nationally

representative data sets find similar budget shares spent on child care. (The

median family income of the sample used was $20,000 per year, compared with a

median of all U.S. families of $27,735 in 1985).

My conclusion is that at the level of 10 percent of the family budget or

lower, families appear to have no major difficulties in paying for care. In a

1988 survey, only three percent of parents named cost of care as a reason for

wanting to change arrangement (USA Tbday, 1988). And, in fact, higher income

families are spending under five' percent of their incomes on child care

(Hofferth, 1987; Brush, 1987). They could spend more. Low income families

are having the most trouble, spending as much as 20-25 percent of their

incomes on child care alone. The price of care is important for other

reasons, of course. It affects labor force participation rates and it affects

the type of substitute care chosen. By tittering the price of care, people's

choices will change to some extent.

Preferences

Finally, an important indicator of unmet need may be that parents are not

getting the care they want for their children, or that it is of low quality.

I will address the question of preferences and leave the question of quality

for others to addresss.

In a 1975 national survey of parents (UNCO, 1975), fewer than 10 percent

of all parents surveyed reported themselves to be less than completely

satisfied or to be dissatisfied with their current child care arrangements.

-10-
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In a 1988 national survey of parents of children under 13 (USA Today, 1988)

only 4 percent of all parents feel in this category. This certainly does not

suggest an increase in dissatisfaction with care. Of course, when asked such

a general question, who would respond that they are not satisfied? when asked

whether they would like to change type of care) in 1988 19 percent said they

would like to change, compared with 24 percent in 1975. According to the 1988

,survey, 50 percent mentioned reasons of quality (not right for my child,

reliability, quality, and'child outgrew), compared to 19 percent for

convenience and only 3 percent for cost. In 1975, in contrast, 39 percent

mentioned quality-related reasons, 10 percent convenience, and 9 percent cost.

Parents were also asked the biggest source of stress about child care.

Interestingly, "paying for care" was not highest on the list. Rather, it was

"missing big events in children's lives." two conclusions can be drawn.

First of all, parents are very aware of quality. Cost is not the biggest

source of stress for parrots; rather, quality issues are very high on the

list. All the top issues (except caring for a sick child) can be considered

quality and quality-of-life related. What is also remarkable is that the

sources of stress are very similar for both parents. Mothers feel the money

pressure more than fathers; presumably the former's incomes are lower. The

results also suggest that fathers are such more involved in their children's

lives or would like to be than in the past. It is remarkable how similar

responses are for husband and wives.

13'1
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TV. Summary and Conclusions

The number of children with employed mothers is expected to rise at least

until 1995 if trends continue as over the past 15 years. There has been a

Shift into group care arrangements for preschool children, and increasingly,

infants and toddlers. However, half of all care is still provided by

relatives. The supply of care for preschoolers has apparently kept up, with

only 2-3 million preschool children in unlicensed out-of-home, non- relative

,, care, according to crude estimates from 1987.

How much does it cost? All major national surveys have estimated

parental expenditdres on care to average about $40 per week. Analysis of

change between 1975 and 1985 shows expenditures on center and family day care

to have remained fairly stable in real terms, while expenditures on care by a

relative or a sitter have increased greatly. Among those who pay for care,

child care expenditures constitute a substantial proportion of the total

weekly income of American families who pay for care - about 10 percent is a

substantial proportion of income, comparable to expenditures on food, 20 to 25

percent is comparable to that expended on housing.

Although the small amount of evidence does not suggest that there is a

gap between supply and demand, there are several questions that need to be

answered, such as the availability of licensed care for infants and the

geographic distribution of different types of care. The Mathematica Policy

Research Study of Child Care in South Chicagn, Camden, and Newark was an

important step in the right direction, as is their Profile of Child Care

Settings Study, funded by the Department of Education, which will interview a

nationally representative sample of licensed providers. I would like also to

mention the National Child Care Consumer Survey, funded by the Administration

-12-.
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for Children, Youth and Families and the National Association for the

Education of Young Children, which will collect data on enrollment in early

childhood programs.from a national sample of parents of children under 13 in

the fall. of 1989, and will also interview a sample of licensed and unlicensed

,providers.

Certainly, just as the problems are varied, so the needs of parents and

.children are diverse. Parents (and children) are not all alike in their needs

And preferences. Some mothers work; others strongly prefer to raise their

children with only parental care. Some families may choose inappropriate

programs because they do not recognize a good program or fail to appreciate

its value, while. other families select them because they are severely

constrained by income. I see a problem for the working poor, which

constitutes a small but important of the population of working mothers with

preschool children (12 to 14 percent in 1987), and which spends a significant

proportion of income on child care. In addition, there may be other important

goals - equity (between men and women; across the life cycle) and the well-

being of children, for example - that would justify intervention. The

benefits of pre-school programs, including Head Start, which I have not

addressed, certainly. argue for more complete coverage of low income children

in high quality early childhood program, whether the mother is employed or

not, and the data on the expansion of the labor force participation of mothers

suggest a need to make early childhood programs more responsive to the needs

of employed mothers. This is important if women are both to contribute their

skills in the labor force and to raise children. Although we are not now

concerned about "the birth dearth," we may be in the future. For those who

wish to raise their children primarily using parental care, job-protected

13
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parental leave would be helpful, as would child allowances. Finally, I think

that the problems that we see are a symptom of a major problem in American

society today, the devaluation of childbearing and rearing. There is little

extrinsic reward for caring for children. Parents and the public, in general,

must be kept informed of the importance of providing and paying for high

quality programs for children.

Finally, I see it as very important to clarify exactly what the objective

is, since simply pointing to some hypothetical gap between demand and supply

is not going to help obtain more high quality affordable care. The fact is

that children are currently being care for. that then is the goal? For

example, is it that all children now in out-of-home non-relative care be in

licensed care? Clarifying the objective will greatly improve our ability to

figure out where we are, what we must do to get where we want, and what it

will be like once we get there.

-14-
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Table A

Number of Children Total and Number wit;
Employed Mothers, by Age, July 1, 1987, in 000

Proportion Number Number
with with with Non-

Age of Employed Employed employed
Child Total Mothers Mothers Mothers

0-2 11,024 .470 ( 5,181 5,843
3-5 10,879 .560 1-.515 6,092 4,787
6-12 23,946 .626 14,990 8,956

Total 1371344 26,263 1.9750;

Table B

Number of Families and Households by Age
of Youngest Child, March 1987, in 000

Age of
Youngest Child No. Families

No. Households
(estimated)

0-2 8,742 9,126

3-5 5,932 6,422

6-12 10,148 10,816
Total Wyoungest <13 24,822 26,364

All 64,491 89,479

Sources: Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P-25,
No. 1022 and P-20, No. 424; Bureau of Labor Statistics, News, 9/7/88.
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Chairman &mous., I was trying to understand just what youwere indicating with respect to what low income families are cur-rently paying fo: reasonablequality child care. Was that dealt withamong.the statistics you mentioned?
HoTriarrii How much low income families?

HAAVEnqs. How much are low income families current-ly paying for child 'Carel'
Ms. HOOK/ITN. The!. I can't give you exact dollar figures. But,itislmore important to lookat it in terms, I think, of pro-pOrtionOthisir 'income:

1*Chaiiman HAWKINS. Let's do that, then.
Me.:4101PFERTIL Right.ltbink that is the most' critical. Poor fami-lieslay between.20 and 25 or 26 percent of their income on childcare,andlhat is their whole family income. Ifyou look at it just interms of, say, 'even the mother's' income, it is an even -higher pro-portion. -But it certainly is, it is much 'higher than any otherthan,say, the middleincome family: On average it is 10 percent. But, asIF say, it varies very strictly with income such that high incomefamilies are paying, 'say, under 5 percent. Say of $50,000, they, arepaying 'maybe 1 or 2 percent of their income on child care. Andthey certainly are pay.ing,. I mean they could bemaybe they aresliding. They are paying, maybe, less than what they should be.About $15,000 a year, $16,000-$20,000, somewhere around there,they are starting to pay about 10 percent of their income. As itgoes down below that, below $10,000, that is where you get to fami-lies paying abouta quartirOf their income, and that is comparableto housing, so it is a very high proportion.

Some of the statistics you see elsewhere are misleading becauselow income families do pay lower dollar amounts and they findcare that doesn't cost as much, so they are not getting the samekind of care as .high-income families, but that is a very high pro-portion of their income.
Chairinan Emma Mr. Tauke?
Mr. TAuxa. Thank you very much. I have listened with great in-terest to all of the testimony from the witnesses, and I thank youfor your interest in the issue, and also the enthusiasm that all ofyou bring to the table. .

Let me first focus on an issue that I raised with the last witness.That is, this dilemma that we face in trying to figure out where weput our dollars. We don't have the $40 billion. We don't have $10billion for child care. I suspect we would all concur in that at thistime. So the question is where do we put the money? Do we serve afew people very well? Do vo..) try to serve a larger number ofpeople? How do we direct the resources in the best possible way?Do any otyou have observations that you care to share on that?Ms. KAGAN. I agree with the comments that Norton Grubb said.I do think that we have got' a commitment, particularly when weare talking about low income youngsters, to focus on quality as op-posed to quantity. On the other hand, that shouldn't prevent usfrom establishing some kind of creative mechanisms that will in-crease quality, innovative programs, demonstration efforts.I would submit to you, however, that unless we address this hardsalary issue, all of the money that we allocate for programs will
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not
programsbe

able to be used because there will not be staffed to hire into
the .

hfr. ,Thmicz. I concur with what you said about salaries, but sup-
pose we focus the attention on establishing the high quality cen-
ters. In my own district, I know we have a lot of high quality pro-
grams. Those programs, however, are not the places where I find
the low income working parents putting their children. I mean,
thy are great for us, those of us who sit up here and others. Those
:are the yrograms that we useAnd then you might have a select
feW' who have somehow magically been picked from the masses- of
individuals who need assistance. to have their children in the high
:quality program, but the struggling mother who has two. children
and 418,000 income, she is on her own, thank you, trying to figure
out where to, put her child.

Now, ;I have a really tough time being totally candid with you
Baying to that mother, well, we are going to raise your taxes a few
dollars 'oyer here so that, your neighbor, who maybe meets five of
the 'six criteria, and you only meet four of the six, so that your
neighbor can have her child in a $3,500-a-year setting, while you
have to go out and scramble to find some next door neighbor who
will maybe take.your kid for a cheap rate.

How do you respond to that? Which leads .me to the conclusion
that we .are better off trying to put more money in the hands of
people,based on their income levels, and not that drive the develop-
ment of quality. Any observations?

Ms. PHILLIPS. I.don't have any solutions for you, either, but just a
couple of comments. One is that in addition to looking at the over-
all dollar amount that you are able to dedicate to this cause at this
point, I think what you are hearing from all of us is that you have
to look at a structure that you are putting in place, and, hopefully,
down the road there will be more money put into it by somebody,
whether it is you or the States, maybe a little bit from the private
sector.

So it is important to look at how you structure what you are
going to spend as well as just the overall spending, and what that
entails right now, because you don't have $40 billion, is some trade-
offs and some compromise. I mean, you can't take any one answer.
I would answer the same way if T.

just
had to pick one thing. But, fortu-

nately, you are not picking ust one thing, and you are, you know,
experiencing that tension between giving a few children the very
best and a lot of children something that is very mediocre.

Mr. TAUXE. And I appreciate the dilemma, it is a tough question.
But I.am in part expressing my frustraticn.

The second thing that I want to address is the 48 percent of chil-
dren now being carc41 for in the home by a parent. Would every-
body concur that is the best of the settings? I mean, do we want to
encourage that?

Ms. HOFFERTH. I should point out the trend. That the trend has
been that.proportion has been declining.

Mr. TAUICE. Right.
Ms. HOFFERTH. And I assume that will continue to decline.
Mr. MUSE. I guess this gets to my question then. Let's say you

have a 2-parent family The husband works and has a $14,000-
$15,000 income. The mother is making a choice, should I stay at
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home or I should I not stay at home. If I vy I can work at a daycare center and make no money. Maybe _ can make $8,000 ofincome. Okay? And then I put my child in a good child care settingand that ie.$3,000, -and I don't really make much, and there is notmuch increase in the income of the family.
Now, if we say to that mother, we will take care of the slot foryour child in theday care center, obvioubly, then we would make itpossible for the family income overall to increase substantially,and, in essence, we are going to pay her to go to work. By givingthe $3,000, we are paying her to go to work. If we gave her the$3,000 'directly ancrsaid, You can stay at home and we will give youthe $3,000 that we would otherwise give to the day care center,their filthily income would end up being higher, and she would betaking care of her own child.
As a matter of social policy, if we are going to put $3,000 intothat family, are we better off putting it into the parent who staysat home, mother or father, or are we better off putting it into a daycare ''center for the child of that family? Anybody have a responseto that one?
Ms. KAGAN. I think we are better off creating a system that givesparents' choice. So that that mother would have the opportunity tochoose whether or not she wanted to stay home and nurture herown youngster or to go into the workforce.
Mr. Must, But that isn't the question I asked you. Okay, let'ssay she had Ahe choice. Suppose we set up a System where she hasthe choice. She can take the $3,000 and either use it to finance herfamily so she can Stay at home or use it for the day care center. Is

that something we want to do? Or do we. want to set up a systemwhere we say we will give you $3,000 if you put your child in theday;. care center but otherwise we won t? You would favor the
choice, where she would be able to make the choice ofeither.Ms. KAGAN. ISavor choice, personally.

Chairman HAwsnis. Okay.
Ms. PanziPs.let me just make one comment about that. I don'tknoW miybody;who is talking about giving families $3,000. I knowsomebody. whojs taking -about giving them $1,000. And there is abig .differencethere.

,Mr.latnac. Well, I understand that. I was just using that figura-tively speaking. But the problem is, and that gets back to the earli-er question. Nobody is talking about giving everybody slots in daycare centers, either. In :all these cases we are making choices, andwe talk about the ideal but we deal with something a lot less thanthat
Well, I thank you. And if you have any brilliant ideas on thisdilemma, pass them on.
Chairman HAWKINS. Mr. Kildee?
Mr. Kiums. Thank you, Mr..Chairman. Just one question, just tofortify what we already have on the record.
How important is it that we establish Federal minimum stand-ards for child, care? I get many people protesting they don't wantthe Federal Government getting involved in that. And why aren'tthe States doing that? And what areas or facet of child care are inmost critical need of standards? Any one of you may try to-
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PIULLIPS. Let me start, and then maybe Nancy could also
talk about the question at a more local level.

There has been a lot of hoping that some of the States at the
ire .bottom when you rank them in terms of licensing standards

improve, and that, in fact, you know, if you look at the median
otinany. of the States, it is really not looking so horrible. A majori-
ty of States do have 1-to4 ratios for infants, but there are some
that. are ,4own there at the bottom and have sort of been there for
along time.

The reason is ,not that those States don't understand that better
ratios would be better at this point. I don't think it is a problem of
knowledge: I think h is a problem of economics. And, you know,. I
would .really turn to Nancy to talk about the specific situation in
Georgia, which is very low. Because it is cheaper to provide child
care if you don't have very good standards.

My concern, of course, is not the financial cost, it is the cost to
the children.. And there the evidence is clear. You really, I think,
are in some cases compromising the development of children when
you have low standards.

Let me say that the picture that we are getting from having been
in five States now looks like this. You can find absolutely wonder-
ful child care everywherewe are looking at center-based casere-
gardless of the licensing standards. Because there are some people
who are committed to providing fabulous care no matter where
they are. What seems to differ is what happens at the bottom of
the range, and sort of what are you allowing to be that floor of
quality below which you do not want programs to slip.

Some programs no matter how hard they try to even meet the
licensing standards do provide worse care. We have directors in At-
lanta reporting 1 -to-9 ratios for infants. We haven't seen anything
like that in any of the other States. So you are sort of picking up
the very bottom of the market.

Just quickly, to answer your final point, I would reiterate what
Norton Grubb already mentioned. The critical components are
ratios, group size, and training.

IIMDES. May I ask you this? Some States do have good stand-
ards but they don't have good enforcement. What can we do to en-
courage them to enforce the standards? Should the Federal Govern-
mentin any bill here should provide some financial assistance
or some type of incentives to have tham enforce the standards?

'Ms. PHILLIPS. Oh, definitely.
Mr. Iiimmun. How do you fhid enforcement in certain States? Is it

checkered?
Ms. TaAvis. I will speak to that since I seem to be representing

the bottom of the barrel today, and it is not really that bad. But, in
the first place, I really do think that we need to have some Federal
standards and establish that as an economic issue. People who are
operating centers say, well, we would like you have, you know, a
lot better child-staff ratios, but if we had that then the parents
that we are serving would not be able to afford us, and, you know,
you would have all of these things. And there is some truth to that.

But I think, you know, also we have an interesting kind of a
market in Atlanta. Because we have lo-- standards, we are very
dominated by the for-profit group. And, you know, I am not against
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the for-profit, group being a part of the system. I think they need tobe and there are some of them that do a very good job. But intrying -to get change within the State, you know, you run into ter-rifieobetacles; I,mean, they are just not even going. to listen to it.One of our strategies has been to try and to work with groups. toget more- nonpiOfit,child care, so that there are more options. But,you know, we have:veryfew. You know, it just seems to be the wayit haw:developed. We. had.the one because we had low standards,and novi-we have lovrstandards because we have that group domi-nating the market, and it is kind of a vicious circle.
%In Aerms,of enforcement, you know, I think that is an area thatwe need ,to work on. Seems that the funding for licensing gets lessand; less. Our State has just now made another decision that theyjust don't have staff -They are not going to do the 10 percent mom-toring on family day care. They are only going to go on complaint.I think that one of the things that would really help would be, youknow, looking at ,the whole system and not just doing day care cen-ters,
Ms. KAGAN. I would just like to add that it is not only the exist-ence Of standards and their enforcement via monitoring and ac-countability mechanisms. The question of to whom those standardsapply is,critically important. In this Nation many, many childrenare in facilities that are exempt from licensure even though stand-ards,exist within the State.
Mr. linnins. Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chaiiman HAWKINS. Mrs. Lowey?
Mrs. LOWKY. Thank ,you very much, Mr. Chairman. And I wantto thank the panel for your understanding testimony. We all agreethere should be affordable quality accessible child care, but it'svery difficult to figure out who is going to pay for it.Ms. Travis, you said in your testimony that a critical factor inquality of care is "the sensitivity, skill and commitment of thecare-giver and her ability to respond to and respect the individualdifferences of the child." I think we all agree, and we all agree thatthe care- ?iver's salary is directly relevant to the quality of care.My question to you, now that I am on this side of the table, do youbelieve that these two bills do enough to raise the salaries of da,..-,re workers? What can we really do? What strategies would youlncl? We all agree this is the problem. I have been workingwith this problem for 10 years in New York State, and the salariesare still between $7,500 and $15,000 a year.

Specifically, given the budget crisis today, given the fact that Ido believe the President wants a gentler kind of society, what spe-cifically can we do in the bill to encourage raising salaries and toreally implement such changes?
Ms. Tatars. If I had the answer to that I would be in good shape,and so would everyone else. But because it really, you know, thereisn't an easy answer to it. I do think that having some of the childcare in the public schools will make some difference because theywill have to do those schedules. I think having some of it in HeadStart could lir'p that.
But I think we also need to do more. Sandra pointed out thatsome people could pay more for child care. When you have a refer-ral line you hear a lot of things, and we hear some pretty unrea-
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sonable requests from parents, and they are insulted if they would
have to pay $100 a week for care from seven in the morning till

--seven at night with the flexibility to keep the child overnight, and
all kinds of things. So I think we have to do more ourselves in look -
ing at.what.thinThild care is worth.
!We have been all, very interested in more opportunities for

women, but Lam shocked sometimes that the very people that are
promoting those that have no conscience about imposing on their
sisters to take care of their children for. very low wages. So.

Ms. Pitman. I just want to add one thing to that, which is really
supporting what Lynn Kagan was saying about the comparable pay
kind ofprovision. Regardless of how you structure abill, whether it
is by three titles or one title, we do have a very mixed system now,
and the ,schools are a player and the churches are a player and the
YMCAs are a player and family day care providers. It would really
be tremendous if we could look across systems and base salaries on
the skill and the backgrounds of the providers regardless of where
they are, and it would solve this real crisis that we are having
where we have staff drained from the centers in particular into the
school-based kinds of programs.

,There are some models to begin looking at, and some States are
attempting to work on this issue of salaries. Massachusetts has
gone a long way.toward dedicating State monies toward improving
care-giver salaries and have found that they have at the same time
hae to pay attention to affordability issues. They are intimately
lir. f.rd. And I, you know, would be hap?), to talk to you further
about that, those kinds of experiments that are being attempted in
some of the States to address this issue.

Ms. KAGAN. I would like to respond, if I may, because I think
your questior, was at the core of the problem that our profession is
facing. Two specific recommendations.

Number one, bringing people into the profession has been a big
problem like it is in education, but in child care we are even feel-
ing it more so. Consequently, anything that we can do to magnetize
individuals into training would help dramatically. Loan forgiveness
programs have been provided in education. We should consider
that in child care. Making it easy for people to receive training in
early education would be helpful. Many women need supports,
transportation and child care, to even get into training programs
So strategy one is to think about the induction end and provide
support there.

The second strategy, and this is a problem with our profession,
quite frankly. We are not 100 percent clear on how most effectively
to staff programs for young children. We are not sure whether we
really want certified teachers with teacher aides and how much
training those teacher aides should have. We are not quite certain
what the role of CDA is in this whole broad picture. Some atten-
tion needs to be handled in this country to developing an array of
staffing options, and then to costing those staffing options out so
that we can pay people on a differentiated staffing basis according
to what their education and experience merits. To date, it is just
kind of a jumbled mess.

Mrs. LOWICY. Dr. Kagan, a second question. You talked about cor-
porate involvement. I was pursuing this before, and it is clear there
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islet-enough of it. And yet I believe where there is good, active oor-porate involvement, we have seen some very good on-site childcamMy.question to you is, I wonder if you believe that the incen-tives for corporateinvolvement in H.R. 3 are adequate or do youbelieve that we should go further, and do you again have specificons?.
-` I grappled with this question and I think it is a hardone.,_Areithe incentives sufficient? H.R. 8 in Title III has got somewonderful- incentives, and .1 particularly appreciate the emphasis13on the ,, tisinees Partnership's ask Force also in H.R. 30, 'so that Iencourageyon to sustain, that. I think your set, asides are excellent.If it; noseans,putting more money into business incentives at the ex,pent* of providing direct services or enhancing the infrastructure,then I Would say- no. If the pool. could be 'expanded, then I wouldyes, let's increase the incentives.

think they ,fire 'important, but I think these partnerships areVery- seductive. They look as though they are' going to do a greatjOb, and, in- fact,' they do. But, as Norton pointed up, they also'cause some inequity because they don't appeal across theThey are, in fact; adding incentives and serving some of our moreadvantaged individuals in this Nation. So that we need to do them,we need' to see:them; we need to evaluate them, but we need not-toput a11 of ourf'hopes, nor a' good, good, good percentage of ourincome into that strategy.
Perhaps my.colleagues would respond to that differently.
Mrs. LOWEY. I just wonder, looking into the future, if you see thecorporations having greater involvement? With the shortage of dol-lars and with everyone saying we are not going to raise taxes, itseems to the we are going to have to reach out and get the corpora-tions more involved. Do you feel.that there are any ways that thesepolicies can gethem more involved?
Ms. KAGAN I think we need to take a look at the models that wehave got out there, several that I have cited in testimony, and Iwould be happy to provide you with other examples, as lighthouseefforts that might beacon the way in this direction. I must say toyou that I am not dramatically encouraged that these efforts aregoing to revolutionize or dramatically alter the supply or the qual-ity situation that we have got in this country, so I would exact aguarded reservation on the amount of investment we would putinto it.

Mrs. Low-cf. Thank you.
Chairman HAWKINS. Dr. Kagan, you seem to have suggested that

coordination was needed, and you referred to H.R. 3. Dr. Grubbseemed to be grappling with the same problem but didn't come upwith any particular idea You seem to be more optimistic than didhe in terms of being able to accomplish that. Did I read that intoyour statement?
Ms. KAGAN. Mr. Chairman, you are exactly right. I am a bitmore optimistic than Norton. Perhaps that optimism is innate andnatural. I have been blessed to work with young children in mycareer. But I `pink in truth it is grounded in reality. I have hadexperience, and I feel very lucky to have had experience in thefield implementing one of these collaboratives that I won't be pre-sumptions and say worked, but I think there were some things that
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nobody felt could be accomplished that, in fact, were. So that short
Of developing, I think Norton's idea of an individual or a single
funding`stream woulde ideal if we were 50 years ago in our histo-

-- Wei are not We are in 1989. We already have structures that
include-Head Start, that include a Title XX mechanism; that in-

, elude an ,entire huge for-profit sector. Given the reality and given
the existence ritthose complicated systems, I think we have to look
and fund aid provide incentives toward coordinating mechanisms.

'They:Eire hard. They' are tough. They are not ideal. But short of
restructuring the entire system, which, frankly, my analysis of

policy, I haVe neifer seen that' done in the history of American
,policy affecting children and families. I am not sure how we could

do it. Do we take apart everything that we already have? I don't

know.
-Short of that .response I think integrative mechanisms can work

if they-are; one, bedded by a neutral party, if there is money to
fund them, if they are accorded clout. I think there are conditions
and Ave have had some experience to see that they can function.

chairman HAWX1118. Thank you I agree with you.
Without objection, the material contained in the article from

Happen, by Dr. Kagan, minus, of course, the illustrations which we
can't duplicate, will be inserted in the record following her original
presentation to the committee.

May Lagain thank the witnesses for very outstanding and very
encouraging testimony. We certainly appreciate your presence
before the committee.

That concludes the hearing.
[Whereupon, at 1:19 p.m., the committee was adjourned, to recon-

vene subject to the call of the chair.]
[Additional material submitted for the record follows.]
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MR. CHAIRMAN, THERE IS A GROWING BODY OF RESEARCH DATA WHICHCONFIRMS WHAT FOLK WISDOM HAS ALWAYS TOLD US -- THAT TIME WITHPARENTS IS VITAL TO THE NORMAL, HEALTHY DEVELOPMENT OF YOUNGCHILDREN. RECENT STUDIES HAVE SHOWN THAT INFANTS RECEIVINGPARENTAL CARE ARE MORE LIKELY TO DEVELOP STRONG, SECURE BONDS WITHTHEIR PARENTS THAN ARE BABIES WHO SPEND MORE THAN 20 HOURS A WEEKIN A DAY CARE SETTING.

OTHER STUDIES HAVE SHOWN THAT YOUNG CHILDREN PRIMARILY CAREDFOR BY THEIR PARENTS TEND TO BE LESS AGGRESSIVE, MORE PATIENT,BETTER BEHAVED, AND MORE SOCIALLY INTERACTIVE THAN OTHER CHILDREN.

AND A RECENT STUDY OF MIDDLE-CLASS THIRD-GRADERS IN DALLASFOUND THAT CHILDREN WHO WERE EXCLUSIVELY OR PREDOMINANTLY CARED FORBY A PARENT WERE MORE POPULAR, MORE CONFIDENT, MORE COOPERATIVE,AND BETTER STUDENTS THAN CHILDREN WHO HAD SPENT EXTENSIVE TIME INDAY CARE.

WHILE SOME WOULD LIKE FOR US TO BELIEVE THAT THESEDISCREPANCIES CAN BE ELIMINATED BY INCREASING THE AVAILABILITY OF"HIGH QUALITY" DAY CARE, SEVERAL RECENT STUDIES SUGGEST OTHERWISE.

IN A STUDY OP CHILDREN IN AFFLUENT, INTACT FAMILIES, DR. PETERBARGLOW OF THE UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO FOUND THAT EVEN INFANTS WHOWERE OFFERED STABLE, HIGH-QUALITY ONE-ON-ONE SUBSTITUTE CARE INTHEIR OWN HOMES DID NOT GENERALLY FARE AS WELL AS SIMILAR CHILDRENCARED FOR BY PARENTS.
ACCORDING TO BARGLOW, MANY OF THE INFANTS INSUBSTITUTE CARE WITHDREW FROM THEIR MOTHERS BECAUSE THEY VIEWEDREPEATED SEPARATIONS AS REJECTION.
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MOREOVER, A RECENT STUDY OP CHILDREN WHO ATTENDED A HIGHLY

REGARDED DAY CARE PROGRAM AT THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA POUND

THAT THESE CHILDREN MERE MORE LIKELY TO HIT, PUSH, KICK; THREATEN,

SWEAR AND ARGUE THAN OTHER CHILDREN.

WHILE THESE STUDIES UNDERSCORE THE IMPORTANCE OF PARENT-CHILD

INTERACTION, THEY IN NO WAY SUGGEST THAT OUR SOCIETY SHOULD BE

UNCONCERNED ABOUT THE QUALITY OF CARE OFFERED CHILDREN IN

SUBSTITUTE CARE ARRANGEMENTS. NOR DO THEY SUGGEST THAT PUBLIC
POLICYMAKERS SHOULD SHOW A LACK OF RESPECT OR COMPASSION FOR
PARENTS WHO PIND THEMSELVES IN ECONOMIC SITUATIONS WHICH HINDER

THEM FROM SPENDING AS MUCH TIME WITH THEIR CHILDREN AS THEY WOULD

LIKE.

INDEED, THE GREATL:ST RESPECT PUBLIC POLICYMAKERS CAN SHOW SUCH

PARENTS IS TO GIVE THEM AS MUCH LATITUDE AS POSSIBLE IN SELECTING

SUBSTITUTE CARE ARRANGEMENTS. AND THE MOST COMPASSIONATE
GOVERNMENT CHILD CARE POLICY IS ONE WHICH FACILITATES PARENT-CHILD

INTERACTION. ACCORDINGLY, FEDERAL CHILD CARE POLICY SHOULD BE
BASED ON THREE BASIC PRINCIPLES:

(1) THE BEST INTERESTS OF THE CHILD CARE PRINCIPLE. IT SHOULD

GO WITHOUT SAYING THAT FEDERAL CHILD CARE POLICY SHOULD SEEK TO

PROMOTE THE BEST INTERESTS OF CHILDREN. YET, SADLY, HANY PROPOSALS
WHICH ARE DESIGNED TO HELP PARENTS RESOLVE TENSION BETWEEN WORK AND

FAMILY PLACE A HIGHER PREMIUH ON ENABLING ADULTS TO WORK THAN ON

ENCOURAGING THEM TO PARENT.

WHATEVER ONE MAKES OF THE GROWING BODY OF RESEARCH ON THE
NEGATIVE EFFECTS OF GROUP CARE ON CHILDREN, ONLY A FOOL WOULD DENY

THAT SIGNIFICANT AMOUNTS OF PARENT-CHILD INTERACTION tRE CENTRAL TO

A CHILD'S HEALTHY DEVELOPMENT. ACCORDINGLY, THE BEST GAUGE FOR
EVALUATING ANY CHILD CARE PROPOSAL IS THE DEGREE TO WHICH IT

ENCOURAGES AND FACILITATES PARENT-CHILD INTERACTION.

(2) THE LEVEL PLAYING FIELD PRINCIPLE. GIVEN THE IMPORTANCE OP

PARENT-CHILD INTERACTION, IT STANDS TO REASON THAT FEDERAL POLICY
SHOULD IN NO WAY PENALIZE PARENTS THAT CARE FOR THEIR OWN CHILDREN.

YET, PERVERSELY, THIS IS PRECISELY WHAT THE CURRENT CHILD CARE TAX

CREDIT AND A NUMBER OF DAY CARE PROPOSALS DO. UNDER THESE

PROGRAMS, FAMILIES ARE DENIED FEDERAL BENEFITS (WHETHER IT BE

THROUGH INCOME TAX DEDUCTIONS OR THROUGH GOVERNMENT SPENDING
PROGRAMS) UNLESS THEY PLACE THEIR CHILDREN IN THE CARE OF A NON-

FAMILY MEMBER. IN ESSENCE, THE TAXES PAID BY FAMILIES THAT CARE

FOR THEIR OWN CHILDREN SUBSIDIZE THE DAY CARE EXPENSES OF OTHER,

OFTEN WEALTHIER, FAHILIES.

(2)
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PART OF THE REASON FOR THIS DISCRIMINATION IS THE GROWINGPERCEPTION THAT MOST PRESCHOOL CHILDREN IN AMERICA TODAY AREPRIMARILY CARED FOR BY A HON-FAMILY MEMBER -- A PERCEPTION WHICH ISPATENTLY UNTRUE.

ACCORDING TO THE MOST RECENT SURVEY OF CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENTSBY THE CENSUS BUREAU, 54 PERCENT OF THE NEARLY 18 MILLION CHILDRENUNDER THE AGE OF FIVE ARE PRIMARILY CARED FOR BY A MOTHER WHO STAYSHOME WITH HER CHILDREN. IN ADDITION, SEVEN PERCENT HAVE "TAG-TEAMPARENTS" WHO WORK DIFFERENT SHIFTS AND SHARE CHILD-REARINGRESPONSIBILITIES. AND POUR PERCENT HAVE "DOUBLETIME MOTHERS" WHOCARE FOR THEIR CHILD WHILE THEY BABYSIT OTHER CHILDREN OR EARNINCOME IN SOME OTHER WAY.

THUS, THE PRIMARY CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENT FOR 65 PERCENT OF ALLPRESCHOOL CHILDREN IS CARE BY ONE OR BOTH PARENTS. WHEN THE 11PERCENT PRIMARILY CARED FOR BY A GRANDMOTHER OR OTHER RELATIVES AREADDED IN, A WHOPPING THREE-FOURTHS
OF ALL CHILDREN UNDER THL AGE OFFIVE ARE PRIMARILY CARED FOR BY ONE OR MORE FAMILY MEMBERS.

SIGNIFICANTLY, SURVEYS OF EMPLOYED PARENTS SHOW A STRONGPREFERENCE FOR PARENTAL CARE. IN A RECENT STUDY BY MARK CLEMENTS
RESEARCH, INC. FOR GLAMOUR MAGAZINE, 84 PERCENT OF MOTHERS EMPLOYED
FULL OR PART-TIME AGREED WITH THE STATEMENT, "IF I COULD AFFORD IT,I WOULD RATHER BE AT HOME WITH MY CHILDREN." AND ANOTHER RECENTSURVEY OF PARENTS UTILIZING SOME FORM OF SUBSTITUTE CAREARRANGEMENT POUND THAT THE GREATEST SOURCE OF PARENTAL FRUSTRATION
110OUT DAY CARE WcS NOT THE LACK OF QUALITY, AVAILABILITY, ORAFFORDABILITY. INSTEAD, THE GREATEST SOURCE OF FRUSTRATION ABOUT
DAY CARE WAS THAT PARENTS FELT THEY WERE MISSING OUT ON SIGNIFICANTEVENTS IN THEIR CHILDREN'S LIVES.

GIVEN THE PACT THAT MANY PARENTS TODAY ARE CHOOSING TO CAREFOR THEIR OWN CHILDREN (OFTEN AT A CONSIDERABLE FINANCIALSACRIFICE) AUD THAT SOME PARENTS WHO CURRENTLY UTILIZE SUBSTITUTE
CARE WOULD LIKE TO HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TO SPEND MORE TIME WITHTHEIR CHILDREN, FEDERAL POLICY SHOULD IN NO WAY PENALIZE (THROUGH
HIGHER RELATIVE TAXES) FAMILIES THAT CARE FOR THEIR OWN CHILDREN.
THUS, RATHER THAN FAVORING FAMILIES THAT DO NOT CARE FOR THEIR OWN
CHILDREN OVER THOSE THAT DO, FEDERAL POLICY SHOULD OFFER FAMILIES ALEVEL PLAYING FIELD ON WHICH THEY CAN FREELY CHOOSE WHETHER OR NOTTO CARE FOR THEIR OWN CHILDREN.
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(3) THE FREEDOM OF CHOICE PRINCIPLE. THE FREEDOM OF CHOICE
STANDARD IS VERY SIMILAR TO THE LtvEL PLAYING FIELD STANDARD. JUST
AS THERE SHOULD BE NO PENALTIES FOR CHOOSING TO CARE FOR ONE'S OWN
CHILDREN, FAMILIES THAT CHOOSE TO UTILIZE SUBSTITUTE CARE SHOULD BE
ABLE TO SELECT THEIR OWN CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENT FREE OF ANY
GOVERNMENT INCENTIVES OR PENALTIES. IN OTHER WORDS, GOVERNMENT
ASSISTANCE SHOULD NOT FAVOR FORMAL LICENSED DAY CARE PROGRAMS OVER
INFORMAL UNLICENSED DAY CARE ARRANGEMENTS.

ACCORDINGLY, THE BEST NAY TO PROMOTE PARENTAL CHOICE IS BY
OFFERING CHILD CARE BENEFITS DIRECTLY TO PARENTS RATHER THAN

EXTENDING ASSISTANCE TO DAY CARE PROVIDERS. THIS APPROACH ALLOWS
PARENTS -- NOT GOVERNMENT BUREAUCRATS -- TO DETERMINE WHICH

PROVIDERS ARE SUBSIDIZED AND, MORE IMPORTANTLY, HOW CHILDREN ARE
CARED FOR.

SEVERAL LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS FROM THE 100TH CONGRESS MET
THESE THREE STANDARDS. UNIVERSAL TAX CREDIT BILLS OFFERED BY
CONGRESSMAN CLYDE HOLLOWAY, SENATOR PETE DOMINICI, CONGRESSMAN DICK
SCHULZE, AND SENATOR MALCOLM WALLOP ALL MET THESE STANDARDS FOR
FEDERAL CHILD CARE POLICY. MOREOVER, THE S1,000 CHILD CARE TAX
CREDIT OFFERED BY GEORGE BUSH IN THE PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGN LARGELY

EMBRACED THESE PRINCIPLES. WHILE SOME OF THESE PROPOSALS COULD
HAVE DONE MORE TO REDUCE THE TAX BURDEN ON AMERICA'S FAMILIES WITH

CHILDREN, THESE TAX CREDIT PROPOSALS SHOULD SERVE AS THE MODEL FOR
CHILD CARE POLICY IN THE 101ST CONGRESS.



CHILD CARE

MONDAY, MARCH 6, 1989

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITFEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,

Washington, DC.
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:30 a.m., in Room2175, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Augustus F. Hawkins[chairman] presiding.
Members present: Representatives Hawkins, Kildee, Williams,Unsoekt. Petri, Gunderson, Smith of Vermont, and Edwards ofCalifornia.
Staff present Susan McGuire, staff director, Carole Stringer, leg-islative analyst; Dick Johnson, general counsel; Gene Soler, budgetcounsel; Gail Perry; legislative associate; Kris Moore, assistant tothe general counsel; Andy Hartman, minority staff director; CarolLamb-13ehrer, minority professional staff member; and Susan Wil-helm, staff director, Subcommittee on Human Resources.Chairman HAwxngs. The committee on Education on Labor willcome to order. This is the second hearing in this session of Con-gress on child care, an issue of the greatest importance to our na-tion's future.
This is a continuation of a series of full committee hearings onH.R. 3, H.R. 30 and related proals, one of which will be present-ed this morning by Mr. Edwar&. Congress has yet to receive theirlegislative proposal from the Bush administration, despite thegreat national interest in expanding child care and despite a boardconsensus that a significant Federal response is necessary.
Congressional efforts in this regard should not be delayed, as Ihave previously stated. H.R. 3 will be the vehicle for legislatir)action on child care in this committee. After thoroughly consider-ing advice from members, suggestions from witnesses, and com-ments from relevant organizations, we will be developing a revisedversion of H.R. 3 during the next two months.
It is our plan to hold a final hearing in April and schedule amark-up session on H.R. 3 in May. The distinguished witnessesbefore us this morning will share their knowledge as well as theirexperience with existing programs and services for children anddiscuss how we can build on these systems to meet the child careneeds of families.
We look forward to hearing from them and their efforts to behere with us today are very much appreciated. As I have indicated,we have a series of bills in the committee. It is the intent to takethe best from all of them and to combine them in an omnibus ap-proach. For that reason, H.R. 3 is cited as a vehicle.
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At this time, I would like to call on Mr. Kildee who, I think more
than anyone else on this committee, has been a pioneer in this
field and without his efforts we probably would not be considering
these bills this morning.

Mr. Kildee.
Mr. ICA.mix. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chair-

man, as economic necessity forces increasing numbers of mothers
into the work force, the need for quality child care emerges as one
of most serious problems of our day.

A child born in 1989 faces quite a different world than the world
that 1 was born into, you were born into, or people born just 20
years ego. Today, slightly more than half of mothers with children
under the age of six are m the work force.

By 1995, just six years from now, that number will have in-
creased to two-thirds. Families face three barriers in obtaining
quality child care: affordability, child care is very expensive; avail-
ability, very often it is difficult to find even poor child care because
the elate just are not there; and third, quality.

To meet. the needs of working families, each of these important
issues must be addressed. I think that any. bill, or bills, that the
congress passes has to take affordability, availability and quality
into account.

The Federal government, whether through direct appropriations
or through the tax code, does not put money out on a stump and
let people or states come and pick that money up and build high-
ways any way they want to build. them.

We set standards for highways. We certainly should set stand-
ards for child care. So I think as we examine these bills, Mr. Chair-
man, before this committee, and as we look at bills being offered by
other people before other committees, namely and especially the
Ways and Means Committee, we have to look at those three things;
availability, affordability, and quality.

I think any bills or package of bills that fall short of those three
basic components are not worthy of our attention or worthy of the
Federal dollars they would spend replicating a system that has not
worked.

We have many distinguished witnesses this morning who I look
forward to hearing; Mr. Don Edwards from California, my dear
friend and colleague. Although we have had some points of dis-
agreement, his commitment to child care is one of the highest in
the House. Our areas of disagreement have been disagreements of
friends searching diligently for a solution. His contributions have
been very positive.

I would like to also give a special welcome to Ms. Lauren Chom
of the Flint Community Schools. Flint Community Schools have
child care centers in my hometown of Flint, Michigan. I know that
her. testimony will be very helpful as we search for a way to put a
child care bill before the full congress.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman HAWKINS. Thank you, Mr. Kildee. Mr. Kildee's re-

marks really set the stage. I agree with him thoroughly on his re-
marks and forgive him for taking away from me the pleasure of
introducing Mr. Don Edwards with all of his wonderful attributes.
It is almost unnecessary, Don, but you and I have personally dis-
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oilseed this-issue from time to time. I do want to commend you onthe attitude:and the approach that.you take to this subject matter:I- look forward .to. your testimony. Your statement in its entirety, ofcourse, will be printed in the record. You may deal with it as youso desire.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE DON EDWARDS (D-CA)
Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and thanksto Mr. Kildee for his generous and eloquent statement. Joiningyou, Mr, Chairman, I don't disagree with a single word that Mr.Kildee said about the need, the requirements, and what a childcare bill must have as its hallmark.
I believe the bill that I will describe today, which Mr. Sheuer of,..New -York and I co-authored, meets those requirements very well.Certainly, all of you, Mr. Petri, deserve great commendation forleading this very important national effort. I believe that the day;'has come when we must have appropriate child care with Federalinvolvement.
First of all, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Scheuer's and my bill has aboutthe tame amount of money, $2.5 billion, as H.R. 3 and H.R. 30. It issimilar to the chairman's bill in that it provides before and afterschool care through the sixth grade. A child development programis included for two-, three- awl four-year-olds, and it provides forinfant care for children under two.
The centerpiece, the big difference between my bill and theothers, is that all services are provided the public schools. This billalso extends the school year to 240 days, and there is a require-ment that the school day be all day long.
In sum, child care should not merely be custodial. It must be alsoeducational. The public schools provide the best place to providequality child care and education. I believe Dr. Zigler testified insupport of school-based child care the other day, and I agree withmuch of what Dr. Zigler said.
School-based child care, Mr. Chairman, is not a new concept. It isan idea that works. It works in the 21st Century program in Inde-pendence, Missouri, which provides services from pregnancythrough the 12th year. It works at the Hallmark ElementarySchool in Florida, an inner-city school that provides full services.Perhaps the best example in my own experience is the Cory Ele-mentary School in my home town of San Jose. It provides carefrom kindergarten to the sixth grade, from 6:30 in the morning to6:00 or 7:00 at night. It provides real education. Teachers supervisestudy, homework, constructive playtime and rest periods. I mightalso add, Mr. Chairman, that there is intensive parental involve-ment in the program, too.

A working parent or parents can deliver the child on the way towork. The child receives quality care and instruction from licensedprofessionals in a safe location, a location inspected regularly forearthquake and fire safety as well as all the problems which wehave with unsupervised locations. I might say, Mr. Chairman, thatat the Cory School there is a long, long waiting list of people whowant to enroll their children, whether free or paid.
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TESTIMONY OF DON EDWARDS
BEFORE THE EDUCATION AND LABOR COMMITTEE

THE CHILD CARE AND EDUCATION 2000 ACT

March 6, 1989

Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to be here this morning.

I would like to thank you and the rest of the Committee for

giving me the opportunity to testify. I would also like to

thank you and Dale Kildee, a distinguished member of this

panel, for the leadership you have provided on the issue of

child care. Child care has finally become a national

priority, largely because of your efforts.

As the committee members know, I recently introduced HR

1089, The Child Care and Education 2000 Act along with my

colleague, James A. Scheuer. Like Mr. Kildee's Act for

Better Child Care and the Chairman's Child Development and

Education Act, my bill authorizes $2.5 billion to provide a

federal program for the improvement of child care.

In fact, HR 1089 is similar to both of these bills in

many respects. Like HR 3 and HR 30, the legislation targets

young children needing quality care whose parents either work

or participate in job training programs. The bill provides

services free of charge to families below the poverty level

and establishes a sliding fee scale for low income families.

It creates much needed child care standards, too.

HR 1089 also provides services similar to those in the
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Chairman's bill, including: before- and after- school care

through sixth grade; child development programs for two,

three and four year-olds, and infant care for children under

two.

However, The Child Care and Education 2000 Act includes

a very different method for delivering these services.

Specifically, all child care services would be provided

through the public schools. My proposal also goes beyond

calling for school-based child care and initiates some much

needed education reform by extending the school year to 240

days a year, effectively creating a year long session. This

divergence in the delivery system is a profound change, and I

hope my remarks will clarify my rationale for proposing this

type of delivery system.

The federal government has been the missing partner when

it comes to developing an effective child care and education

program for young Americans. A majority of Americans and

both parties agree the federal government must play a role in

this important area. However, Congressional debate on the

issue has focused almost solely on custodial care for our

children. I am convinced we must move the debate beyond

custodial care or even a combination of custodial care and

some education activities. The child care question is an

education question, pure and simple, and any federally

supported child care must reflect this crucial fact.

2
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No doubt my colleagues are aware of the reservations I

have about the ABC legislation regarding the church/state

question. Much of my concern centers on the deep belief I

hold in the link between child care and education. The

Constitution as well as our legislative history has frowned

upon any federal support for education in religious

institutions. By providing child care in the public schools,

this sticky issue can be bypassed.

Federal involvement is also needed in educational

reform. Our work force is inferior to those in countries

with which we compete, largely due to the inadequacy of our

educational system. It is no surprise that competitors who

are surpassing America in the market place are also beating

us in education. Our children cannot compete with their

peers in other industrialized countries any more. Foreign

students consistently do better in mathematics, science,

history, and literature. These same countries also happen to

have a large degree of financing and direction from the

central government in the field of education. We need to

follow their example.

It is not my thesis that we should alter our public

education system in favor of more federal control. This

alternative is not feasible because the public would not

stand for it, because it probably would not work, and because

I believe strongly that it is not necessary. However, we

3

16



160

must stop short changing our children in child care and

education.

This task can be accomplished through an expansion of

that most American institution, the public school, still

locally controlled and financed but with increased, narrowly

focused federal funds. It is my belief that The Child Care

and Education 2000 Act could be the vehicle to focus federal

funds, advance the nation in education and at the same time

solve some of the problems we have with child care.

The committee has already heard Dr. Zigler testify in

support of school-based child care. I agree with much of

what he says. Programs like the Perry pre-school program and

Head Start have been successful because they focus on

educating our youth. We need to develop similar programs on

a wider scale for all young people, and public schools

provide the best place to provide quality child care and

education.

Scnnol based child care isn't a new concept. During

World War II, many public schools operated federally funded

child care facilities. There are many advantages of a

public school setting for child tare. I would like to touch

on components of just three programs that have been proven

effective to illustrate the type of child care and education

program embodied in HR 1089.

The Cory Elementary School in San Jose, California which

is in my district has established an excellent school based

4
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child care program. Students from kindergarten to sixth

grade make use of before- and after- school care from 6:30 am

to 6:00 pm. The program includes enrichment activities,

teacher supervised study sessions to do homework,

constructive play time as well as rest periods. Meals and

snacks are also provided. In addition, the school offers

child development centers for children who are three and four

years of age. Both programs encourage intensive parental

involvement.

Two other programs have similar services and other

unique attributes. The 21st Century Program in Independence,

Missouri provides services from early pregnancy through the

twelfth year. It has established strict standards for

staff/child ratios, group size, and care - giver's training.

Hallmark Elementary School in Escambia County School

District in Florida is an inner-city school. It makes use of

the services available throughout the school system such as

counseling, special education resources: transportation, and

food programs to meet the needs of its lc' income, at risk

population.

Though these programs vary in structure, location, and

the population they serve, they have many elements in common.

Each is run by the local school district. They are all

public school-based and provide services to accommodate

working parents. Programs target lower-income families and
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working parents. Programs target lower-income families and

children at risk, but costs to all families are inexpensive.

Services are well rounded, include enrichment activities and '

free time as well as promote educational achievement.

In short, working parents are able to deliver their

child to the neighborhood public school in the morning and

pick him or her up after work, confident that the child has

received quality instruction and been looked after by

professional people in safe facilities. It is net hard to

understand why parent satisfaction is so high in these

programs and waiting lists are so long for each.

One major criticism of HR 1089 will be that it does not

provide assistance for any of the community-based, church-

based and family day care providers. These care givers

provide a much needed service, and I encourage their

development. However, the federal government has limited

funds and they should be used in the most productive way

possible, which means child care that focuses on education.

These groups have not traditionally been looked upon as

sources of education for our children, while the public

schools have.

The 240-day school year component of my bill is equally

important. America can't improve the quality of education

without expanding the quantity of the instruction students

receive. Year round schools make sense for today's world.

The September-June session we rely on made sense when our

economy was primarily agricultural. However, the demands of
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the economy are much more complex and our educational system

must adapt to meet these new challenges.

Many industrialized countries like Japan and France rely

on a 240-day school year. Their students spend more days in

school, less time relearning material, and surpass our

children in ability and achievement by wider and wider

margins each year.

Opponents of year round schools argue that children use

the summer months to "grow" through unscheduled free time.

This is a desirable outcome, but one which can be achieved

within the framework of en extended school year through

programs that incorporate both activities.

We must prepare America's kids for the future by making

sure they have the education they need to face the challenges

of society. This change will only come about if we rethink

the role of our public schools and improve the academic rigor

required of our students. The Child Care and Education 2000

Act is a step in this direction, and I hope the committee

will give it serious consideration.
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Chairman HAWKINS. Thank you, Mr. Edwards. May I ask you,
and I believe I know some of the answer because you have dis-
cussed it heretofore with me, do you know if any local education
agency would qualify today to receive funds under your proposal?
In other words, do you have any actual model in mind in the draft-
itg ofyour bill for a successful operation?

-EDWARDS. The model school that I described, the Cory School
in San Jose, is almost exactly what I would envisage for Federal
involvement. It already is supported by desegregation funds. This
money is a major reason that the Cory Public Elementary School is
able to, provide this kind of All day, all year round child care and
education in the public school.

Chairman HAWKINS. So it is actually in operation today and if
we were to pass the proposal that you advocated, the p
would be in a position to receive the funds under your pro and
would operate the_ year round.

Mr. EDWARDS. That is correct.
Chairman HAWKINS. It is based upon an agreement. It would be

part of an agreement for the receipt of the Federal money.
Mr. EDWARDS. That is correct.
Chairman HAwiings. Thank you. Mr. Petri?
Mr. Pam. I want to return the compliment and thank my col-

league from California for his interest and testimony and for his
legislation that has several ideas that perhaps the chairman did
not think of. I think it is a contribution in this area, and I thank
you very much.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Mr. Petri.
Chairman HAWKINS. Mr. Kildee?
Mr. KILDKR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Your program would pro-

vide child care through the public school system. We do know the
system is already there and m place. I can understand some of the
logic behind that.

However, what do you foresee happening to the child care that
now exists in churches, that accounts for one-third of the child care
that is available to people today? What do you foresee happening to
church-sponsored child care given that your bill only helps those
child care programs existing in public schools?

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Kildee, I am in strong support of the existing
child care programs, many of which are in the churches. I think
that we ought to support them in every possible way, but the Fed-
eral funds, which are limited for a number of reasons, should go to
the public schools. I might say that my bill avoids the very difficult
church state problem which has been such a thorn in our side.

Mr. Kumar. It may avoid it, but it also, to my mind, does not rec-
ite the fact that we have a system out there that is taking care

a great part of the need. What would happen to that child care
provicled by the churches if your proposal were to be implemented?
Would they financially be able to provide and even compete with
the child care being provided through the public school system?

Mr. EDWARDS. Well, we have a public and private school combi-
nation in our country that enriches our nation. I see no reason why
the existing child care facilities throughout the country could not
operate as they are today. This is just an addition, the public school
concept, to the existing system which is very good.
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Mr. KILDER. When we have a serious social problem in this coun-try, we try to accommodate as much as possible the various institu-
tions that have been involved in the -solution of that social prob-lem. k case in point would be the homeless. We worked very hardand had =great difficulties trying to address the problems of the
church state issue in the homeless bill.

I recall .that Congressman Barney Frank of the state of Massa-
chusetts:came forth with, I thought, a reasonable solution saying
this problem is so enormous that we have to try to seek accoramo-dation for those institutions that are already involved in this. Hecame forth with a very reasonable accommodation that involvedchurches.

They can receive some financial assistance in addressing thisproblem. I would think that the problems surrounding the issue ofchild care are also so enormous that we should not ask child careto bear a greater burden in this church state situation than we ask
other-programs to bear.

ex-isting statutes, indeed fits into the Civil Rights Restoration Act, all
The language. which I worked on last year really fits into all ex-

the accommodations that we make in that bill one can find a prece-dent for in other programs.
I guess the problem I have is in asking child care to bear a heav-ier burden than other programs. Accommodations are made evenin the Civil Rights Restoration Act. Why should child care bear aheavier burden?
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Kildee, I think the principle is larger than

what you -describe. The problem in our country is twofold; child
care and education. The countries that are beating us in education
start educating children at two and three years of age. Their sys-
tems include child care too, I refer to France as one in particularthat I have looked at.

It seems to me that the child care which you describe is merely
custodial The moment that you get into education plus child care,
then the church and state matter gets very sensitive.

I see no reason at all why the present system cannot continuewith the kind of financing it has. We ought to encourage that. I
should think it would add luster to have another system, too, onein the public schools. It is something that works and works verywell.

Mr. Krum. Again we tried, although I will admit that we had asetback in chapter one, compensatory education, where we recog-nized there was a need for compensatory education for kids who
were socially and economically deprived. We had programs within
the non-public school building. The Supreme Court by, I think, onevote set that aside.

'We are still making accommodations. We have a section in the
bill now where we allow the public schools to have a mobile build-
ing at the non-public school site to provide some assistance because
you recognize that there is such a great need for compensatoryeducation that we eagerly seek some type of accommodation for the
non-public school system.

I- think that Vib should try at least to find some way if possible,
and I thought I had a way last year, to find some accommodations
because, after all, we are serving kids. If we can find a way that is
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constitutional and good public policy too, we should try to pursue
that; that we should really acknowledge that we have children in
this country and that children have needs.

Just as Via had homeless in this country and homeless had needs,
let us try assiduously to find some way that we can accommodate
these needs within the constitutional strictures imposed upon us by
the court.

That is what we have been struggling with for quite some time.
Your bill avoids that entirely by having all the money go into the
public, school system. My bill was a combination of agencies, pri-
vate and public, relous and secular.

When I did that, I did try to find precedent so that we would not
be creating any new law on the basis that I did not want to impose,
as I said before, a. heavier burden on child care than placed on
other programs

Mr. lbwkans. Mr. Kildee, I have immense respect for the work
you have done and for the excellent bill that you have written. I
guess that I am more revolutionary than you. I believe that educa-
tion in our country must take a giant step and child care is just a
part of the giant step.

I think we have come to the crossroads in education in this coun-
try. We better do something about it. My bill would be a modest
step in the right direction; education and public school-based child
care at the same time. It is just a different concept.

Mr. lin.nnz. I look forward to working with you because I know
you come to this with totally sincere motivation and with a great
deal of knowledge, too. I really, genuinely look forward to working
with you as we did last year. We had some great discussions last
year.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you very much.
Chairman Hewers. Mr. Williams?
Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman Mr. Edwards, nice to

see you here today. I think all of us want you to know that we ap-
preciate your thoughtfulness and concern and leadership on this
important issue.

You are correct; America is at a crossroads, perhaps a threshold
of a new education system for children in their earliest years. The
import of these days should not be lost on any Americans, for this
country is about to establish a new system of education for infants,
toddlers, and children up to the age of six.

We stand in the place of the first Americans who set up a system
for children after the age of six. What would we think now, looking
back at those people, if they had decicLd that that system was not
to be public, but rather a network, a quilt of public/private educa-
tion all paid for by the taxpayers?

That is where we stand. That is the decision that we have to
make. For Mr. Edward's part, as I understand it, Don, you come
down on the side of saying the public should continue to do the
public's business when it comes to education and the young chil-
dren should be treated the same way that they will after reaching
the age of six.

That is, if their parents want them to attend a private school,
and let's not refer to this as custodial care because we all under-
stand it is educationwhether it is an infant, toddler, or someone
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in K-5, it is education. So, Mr. Edwards would say that if parents
want, if I might 'put words in your mouth, Don, to send their infant
or toddler or young child up to the age of six to a private school, so
beit: Let them do it and let them pay for it as they do now.

However, if they want to send them to a public school, K-1
through K-5, then the taxpayer will pay. He also, as I understand
-it from reading his legislation and talking with him on numerous
occasions, believes as some of us, although a minority if one count-
ed the vote in this committee last year, that it is unconstitutional
for the Federal ?overnment to pay to have religious education de-
livered to the children.

Do I have it right, Mr. Edwards, believing those things, and thatthis bill is the result?
Mr. EDWARDS. Yes, Mr. Williams, you have it exactly right

except my bill would provide this care all year round. The school
year would be extended to 240 days a year, which would allow for a
21-day Vacation plus weekends and holidays.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Why do you prefer a year round school system?
You require it for children of all ages; do you not?

Mr. EDWARDS. Yes.
Mr. %Imams. Why do you prefer that, the 240 days?
Mr. EDWARDS. I have talked to children in my district, children

of my adult constituents. I have many minorities in nr, district. It
is the consensus now that this long three months vacation is aproblem with them. They tell me they come back after doing noth-
ing or holding some kind of a job off and on during the three
months vacation, and it takes them a month or two to play catch-
up.

I sincerely believe, Mr. Williams, that we have many millions of
childrenas a matter of fact I believe my testimony indicates that
there are over seven million children in this countrywho spend
an important part of every day with no adult supervision whatso-
ever, influenced only by peer pressure, often wandering the streets
maybe with a latch key in their pocket.

I think that my parents would not have allowed that. Yours
would not have, Mr. Williams. The people who are running this
country today in high positionsmany of whom went to elegant,
expensive, private schoolswere supervised all the way through
prep school, not five days a week, but seven days a week.

I think, again, we have come to the crossroads where we have to
recognize that this neglect is getting us into terrible trouble. It is
getting us into trouble with drugs, with crime and with many other
serious problems. If you read the Washington Post Outlook section
Sunday, you saw a shocking article about racism in public and pri-
vate high schools in northern Virginia.

What does that mean? It means that their education and their
families and their churchessomebody is failing them. Certainly,
tolerance also has to be a part of education. Children must learn
that we are a diverse society and we have to get along, otherwise
we are going to fail.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Again, Mr. Edwards, we appreciate the introduc-
tion of your legislation because it does divide the dialogue in such a
way as to make it clearer now. It does give us a genuine option to
the legislation which was before us last year.
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Having provided that, option, you have indeed joined the dialogue
and provided a great opportunity for this committee and for the
'American people to begin a serious discussion about public versus
privite early childhood education. We thank you for that commit,
ment.

Mr. EnwARDs. Thank you, Mr. Williams.
Chairman HAWKINS. Mr. Edwards, may the chair ask you wheth-

er ror not under any circumstance you would agree that a religious-
ly oriented institution could operate aohild care program provided
the constitutional objections could be' removed, let us say, physical-
ly and otherwise so that it would be strictly devoid of any sem-
blance of religion; in other words, almost using merely the physical
facilities but divorcing it completely from any religious teaching?

Under that circumstance, can you conceive of an instance in
which it would be possible to modify your bill in order to allow
some of the presently operated child care centers to continue to op-
erate while receiving Federal funds?

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, perhaps it is possible. It would be
immensely difficult to craft such regulations. I think we have to re-
member, with all the respect that we have in the world, religious
schools are an adjunct of a religious organization whose purpose in
providing the education is to increase involvement and to teach re-

on.
So, it really is a difficult problem, Mr. Chairman. Without look-

ing at the regulations, without looking at the laws that would pro-
tect the constitutional principle, I do not know the answer to it.

Chairman HAwxnis. Thank you. Any further questions? [No re-
sPonse.]

If not, Don, we certainly appreciate your appearance before us.
Mr. EDWARDS. Thanks for your courtesy and thanks, Dale and

Pat.
Chairman HAwwis. Me next two witnesses will appear as a

panel. They will be Mr. Gordon Ambach, Chief State School Offi-
cers;.and Ms. Lauren Chom, Flint Community Schools Child Care
Centers. I believe the latter witness, Mr. Kildee, is from your dis-
trict.

Mr. Kum. Yes, I am pleased that Ms. Lauren Chom is here this
morning. She certainly has a good deal of expertise and has been
very helpful to me in understanding the need for child care. She
has been very deeply involved in it. We welcome her this morning.

Chairman HAWKINS. Thank you, Dale. Let us hear from Mr.
Ambach, the first witness slated. Again, Gordon, we appreciate
your appearance before the committee. It is not the first time, but
you have been very helpful and we certainly appreciate it and look
forward to your testimony.

STATEMENTS OF GORDON AMBACH, CHIEF STATE SCHOOL OFFI-
CERS; LAUREN CHOM, FLINT COMMUNITY SCHOOLS CHILD
CARE CENTERS.

Mr. AMBACH. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, Congressman Kildee
and Congressman Williams, members of the staff. I am honored to
have this opportunity to testify on proposed legislation on child
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care development and education with a particular focus, for me, onH.R. 3.
With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to have my

statement placed in the record. Rather than reading from it com-pletely, I would rather summarize the major points.
Chairman HAWKINS. Without objection, so ordered.
Mr. &MACH. Particularly, Mr. Chairman, I will be addressing

the issue of the structure of the bill, and I hope addressing certain
of the questions in anticipation of what was just exchanged be-
tween Congressman Edwards and Congi essman Kildee and Wil-
liams, the very pivotal issues that have to be dealt with with re-
spect to enacting new legislation that will very effectively realizethe investment this nation should be making in early childhood
education and care.

I am speaking on behalf of all the state superintendents and
commissioners of education whom I represent in the council. Imight note I am speaking from a personal experience of 20 years in
New York State in leadership in that state education department
where one of my major focuses was on early childhood education,
having written the region's position statement on this subject in
1967, which called for universal pre-kindergarten in the State of
New York by the year 1968 and '69, something which unfortunate-
ly has not yet been realized.

At any rate, it is from a very, very strong commitment to the
need for increasing our investment in this area. I want especially
to commend Chairman Hawkins and the co-sponsors of H.R. 3 for
advancing this comprehensive bill which presents the major compo-
nents of Federal support for education and care as complimentary
and not as competing parts.

The bill offers a major advance toward establishing overall Fed-
eral policy for education and for children. As the Chairman has
stated repeatedly, it is your expectation that there will be refine-
ments on the separate components of this bill, but I would recom-
mend especially that you maintain the framework of the bill andthat action is taken simultaneously on all of the complimentary
parts.

I have provided you with a copy of our council's brochure which
states our commitment to early childhood education and family
education, especially noting the importance of linking education
and care and especially noting the importance of focusing public
resources primarily on those children and families which are eco-nomically disadvantaged.

There have been eloquent statements this morning about theneed for the investment. I do not need to repeat those here. We
know that those who have been able to afford early childhood edu-
cation and care in this country have been doing so for years and
years and years.

The problem is that we have a very uneven start. Those who areless affluent or are poor simply have not had the opportunity for
either early childhood education or care. It is a void that we must
repair. I think your efforts are in that direction.

Now, there are really five major objectives which must be met ina significant piece of legislation. I summarize these starting onpage 3 of the testimony.
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The first one is that any bill should increase access to early
childhood education and care and this one certainly does it. There
are some .who worry that the price tag is too much, but I would
suggest.that the challenge is so great and so well documented that
this is hardly too much. It is not enough, but it is a very strong
authorization to start.

The second objective must be to concentrate public funds on eco-
nomically disadvantaged children and families and yet prevent the
isolation of children in programs by income levels, at least to the
extent possible.

I would note particularly that, of course, Chapter 1, or Title I
here, which focuses on Head Start is directed toward children of
poverty and then has a special provision for sliding-scale fees up to
fainily incomes of $27,450.

Title II has similar provisions, if you will. I am generalizing, but
the point is that the focus is primarily on the economically disad-
vantaged. There is a range.

In some there is a targeting of public funds on low income chil-
dren, but there is an opportunity for some range of participation. I
would point out that one of the most important features of Title II
and linking care and education in the public schools is to enable
that there can even be a broader distribution of participation by
income if it is possible to provide a mixing of the funding of chil-
dren under the H.R. 3 provisions with other public school funded
programs which are increasing in numbers and which would there-
by provide that we reduce the potential of income isolation for
those children.

The third central point is that the legislation must promote con-
nections among education and child care and other services. The
very connection of Titles I, II, and III, of course, indicates that in-
tention, the special provisions that are in Title I, which have to do
with extending programs for Head Start so that they are, in fact,
full working day and before and after school care. In Title II are
the explicit ways in which this connection between education and
care is accomplished.

Our council is concerned that the provisions of child care avail-
able for children to age 14 as in the ABC bill be authorized. We
very strongly supported that. This may best be done through incor-
poration of aspects of ABC in Titles I and II or by revision of Title

The point is that gaps must not be left because of age splits on
these different titles. I would be pleased to refer tc this later if you
have questions about it.

The fourth major objective has to do with encoui aging and sup-
porting multiple providers of early childhood education and care
programs. I point out in the testimony that, in fact, in this nation
the earlier developments in this area have essentially been in pri-
vate or under private auspices.

It is of fairly recent time that the public schools have, in fact,
been providing for pre-kindergarten or early childhood programs,
but they are developing very rapidly. Head Start, of course, does
have 20 percent of its youngsters in the public schools. Eighty per-
cent are either in private auspices or in other public providers.
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It is our position that there are and should continue to be multi-
ple providers of early childhood education programs. The alterna-
tives provide healthy competition at this level of education and a
variety of approaches from which families may select. I might
point out that our council has debated this issue substantially be-
cause it is an absolutely pivotal issue.

H.R. &addresses the objective in a particularly effective way, we
believe. First it extends Head Start in Title I through 1994. An ap-
propriation for H.R. 8 would not trigger until after the fiscal 1990
appropriation exceeds the fiscal 1989 appropriations in terms of
service, provided.

Those two factors and putting Head Start in this bill make a
strong statement to the effect that Head Start is not only here to
stay but it ought to be expanded and that no other funding for this
purpose should occur until at least tl levels of current st :vice in
Head Start are maintained.

Title I is primarily directed toward other than public school pro-
viders, but it is not exclusive. As we see it, including both Titles I
and II in H.R. 3 enables a focus on provision of service in the pri-
vate sector and non-public school sector through that title while
the principal focus on expanding services in the public schools
occurs in Title II. A simultaneous expansion of service in both of
these sectors, if you will, is extremely important.

The fourth objective, to use Federal funds to stimulate funding
nerships with local, state and Federal sources. Federal support

or H.R. 3 is both an important commitment of Federal funding for
a national priority and also helps to set the direction for commit-
ment of state and local resources to early childhood programs, es-
pecially with respect to Title II.

The incorporation of new funding for early childhood and care
programs in', the public schools will, without any doubt, stimulate
an increase in local and state financing for this area. There is no
explicit match requirement here, but it is my judgment that what
will happen in the schools and in the state education funding
streams is that the uses of state aid to schools and local tax levy
funding for education will, in fact, be further directed and ad-
vanced toward the early childhood years and, in addition, for the
linking care r "pport.

So, you have an objective of increasing the leverage of local and
state rending. I believe it is here in H.R. 3.

The fifth objective is to assure effective government administra-
tion of early childhood education and care programs with maxi-
mum funding directed to projects rather than administration.

I believe that the use of Titles I and II with the administrative
structure already in place for the Head Start program and the ad-
ministrative structure of the educational system, provides that
with a minimum of administrative expenditure you can get a maxi-
mum of direction of funds to projects.

There is no need for creating new administrative machinery here
at the local or at the state level. One can accomplish the objectives
essentially by working through the structure that we have.

The sixth is to assure strong parent and family participation in
provision of services. I point out that Title I has long had in Head
Start these kinds of provisions. They are, of course, in Title III.



172

I would urge your consideration of looking at Title II with the
intention of more explicit strengthening of the parent participation
provisions. I think they are implicit, but they need to be strength-
ened explicitly.

The last comment has to do with the Title HI program and the
very direct connections of child care and of the education pro-
grams. As I said 'before, our council has very strongly supported
the ABC bill. We supported it through the deliberations of this
committee and we continue to support it because there is such a
desperate need for an increase in full day and year round care not
only for preschool children but for children who are in the later
grades in school.

Title HI provides services only for children under three years of
age. We support the provisions there as far as they go. The sum of
child care provisions in Titles I and II together with Title HI does
not add to ABC. I am not saying that just in dollar terms; I am
saying that with respect to the authorization provisions.

We are concerned about potential voids in services of child care
for children age S to 14. I do not think they are intentional. I think
they can be repaired by way of certain adjustments that may be
made, perhaps made by adjusting Title I and Title II and indeed
also adjusting Title III too to make certain that the objective is
met.

Therectsre, I would conclude, Mr. Chairman and members of the
commi- a, by way of repeating what I said about H.R. 3. It chal-
lenges and indeed it forces us to address the next stages of Federal
action for child development care in a comprehensive way.

I would urge that above all you continue to keep it a comprehen-
sive proposal and find simultaneous action on the new develop-
ments in both early childhood education and in child care.

Thank you once again for the privilege to be here. I would be
pleased to respond to your questions.

[The prepared statement of Gordon Ambach follows:]

1 7
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

I am honored to have this opportunity to testify on proposed

legislation on child care, development, and education, with a focus

on H.R. 3. I speak on behalf of all the state superintendents and

commissioners of education across the nation in commending Chairman

Hawkins and members of the Committee who are leading the way toward a

major and imperative federal investment in the care and education of

our children.

I commend particularly Chairman Hawkins and the cosponsors of

H.R. 3 for advancing this comprehensive bill which presents the major

components of federal support for education and care as complementary

rather than competing. The bill offers a major advance toward

establishing overall federal policy for children. As the Chain-an

stated on January 3, 1989, there is an expectation for revision and

improvement of the separate Titles of the bill. We will recommend

some, particularly with relation to the ABC Bill which we support. I

urge you, however, to maintain the comprehensive framework of H.R. 3

and to assure simultaneous action on the complementary parts.

During the past year the Council of Chief State School Officers

has placed highest priority on ?romotion of and support for early

childhood and family education. In November 1988, our Council

unanimously approved the attached policy statement which calls for

actions at local, state, and federal levels. The statement stresses

the necessity of connecting early childhood education with child care

and with other services to the child and family. Our statement calls

for a major public commitment to fund early childhood education with

highest priority for those who are economically disadvantaged.

1 u
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The Council's commitment to this policy is based upon research

findings and extensive experiences ith local, state, and federally

supported programs which provide abundant examples of proven

practices.

For decades families with the means to afford education and care

of young children have been doing so. Unfortunately, poor families

have not been able to provide such services; and yet, their children

are in great need of this stimulating and
supportive environment for

the earliest stages of learning.

The Federal Government has a lengthy and, in many ways,

commendable record of initiatives in early childhood services. For

example, projects promoting learning are well established through

Head Start and the acts of education of handicapped children. A most

recent initiative, enacted as part of the Hawkins-Stafford Act of

1988, is Even Start, which provides education of two

generations--parent and child--simultaneously. The Federal

Government has taken initiatives in early childhood health, child

care, and social service programs.

Still, there is an extraordinary void
of comprehensive service to

many children and families in need. The challenge is to enact fres

and major steps which build on existent efforts; promote partnerships

among levels of government; and, most effectively direct limited

public resources to the most promising avenues for expanding access

for those children and families choosing to take it.
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H.R. 3 advances a comprehensive approach to the national

imperative for early childhood education and care. The bill should

be judged in its entirety as related to the following objectives for

federal actions:

1. To increase Access to early childhood education and care. The

bill clearly provides such an increase with an aggregate

authorization of $2.5 billion in the first year on top of a continued

level of funding for Head Start at FY 1989 service levels.

2. To concentrate public funds on economically disadvantaged

children and families and yet prevent the isolation of children in

programs by income levels. Expansion of services under Head Start

clearly directs public funding toward children of families at poverty

levels. Additional provisions of Title I expand services to families

with incomes below the Lower Living Standard Income Level (LLSIL) and

the provision for sliding-scale fees to expand opportunities to

families with income up to $27,450.

Title II focuses the school-based education programs on children

in families with income under the LLSIL. Through the use of a

sliding-fee schedule, children in families of incomes up to $27,450

could participate. Both Titles concentrate funds on low income

families but provide for participation of a range of families by

income levels, thereby reducing the potential for poverty-level

income segregation. Both Titles I and II should provide that

additional funding from local and state public sources or from family

1 8
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or private auspices could be used in
conjunction with funds under

Titles I and II to expand the
range of family income levels for

participants in any project.
Through a variety of funding sources,

public and private, for different
children, income isolation can be

overcome.

In sum, H.R. 3 targets public funds on by income children and

offers significant provisions for a mix of income levels up to

$27,450. We commend this emphasis and urge that the bill authorizes

flexibil_ty for additional
opportunity for integration of children

and families of different
incomes using sources other than those

under H.R. 3..

3. To promote connections among
education, child care, and other

services. The intention to connect early
childhood education and

child care aervice is explicit in joining the three Titles of H.R. 3

in one act. Provisions in both Titles I and II add to the

recognition that expansion of the numbers of childcen in Head Start

and school-based programs which tend to be half-day in duration must

be accompanied by 'full working day and "throughout the year

services (Title I) and "before and
after school cared (Title II).

These are needed to assure
young children have an appropriate

environmenthealthy, safe, and
developmentalto accommodate the

employment obligations of parents.

Our Council is concerned that
the provisions of child care

available for children to age 14, as in the ABC Bill, be authorized.

18 ii
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This may but be done through incorporation within Titles I and II of

H.R. 3 or by revision of Title III. Gaps must not be left, however,

and that is the reason for maintaining H.R. 3 as the comprehensive

framework to incorporate both the care and education provisions.

4. To encourage and support multiple providers of early childhood

education and care programs. Nursery schools and other

prekindergarten and early childhood education programs in the United

States have developed primarily under private auspices. Participation

has been voluntary with public compulsory educcti..11 laws starting no

earlier than age 5 in any of the states. Head Starr programs have

been established in a variety of locations--communi'y 1.,;.vod

organizations, private facilities, both sectarian and nonsectarian,

and in public schools. Approximately 20 percent of the enrollments

for Head Start are in public schools. During the past two decades,

State- and locallyfunded pre-K programs in schools, especially for

four-yearolds, have been increasing. There are and should continue

to be multiple providers of early childhood eduction programs. The

alternatives provide healthy competition at this level of education

and a variety of approaches from which families may select.

H.R. 3 addresses this objective in a particularly effective way.

Title I extends Head Start through 1994. Appropriations for H.R. 3

occur only after the appropriation for Head Start in FY 1990 exceeds

that for FY 1989 service levels. Title I expands Head Start

18'
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resources in recognition of the fact that a large gap exists between

the number of eligible youngsters and those served.

Title I provides the primary but not exclusive means to expand

services in the private sector and in
public facilities other than

schools. Title II provides the primary means for expansion of early

childhood education programs in public schools but also expands

service in the private schools and authorizes contracts with other

public providers. Th...s Title would be administered through state

education agencies and local school districts through long-standing

patterns that enable federal funds to be joined with local and state

funds.

The inclusion of Titles I and II in H.R. 3 provides simultaneous

expansion of service under both private and public auspices through

established governance structures and authority. H.R. 3 provides a

flexibility so that neither Title is limited to private or public

providers nor limited to school or non-school providers. And, it

requires new procedures for local and state coordination of services

among the mrious providers.

4. To use federal funds to stimulate funding partnerships with

local. state, and federal sources.
Federal support under H.R. 3 for

early childhood education and development provides both an important

commitment of federal funding for a national priority and also helps
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to set the direction for commitment of local and state resources to

early childhood programs. Federal funds cannot provide these

services alone. A major objective must be to connect federal funding

with state and local resources and to assure that the specifications

for using federal funds stimulate local and state commitment.

The proposed Title II will stimulate local and state public

expenditure for early childhood programs. Although there is no

explicit match requirement in Title II, states and local school

districts will expand commitments of funds to be joined with Title II

support in offering comprehensive pre-K programs toward the objective

of having universal opportunity for four- and, perhaps,

three-year-olds. Federal funoing for Title II will probably not

accommodate all eligible children at poverty levels or with incomes

up to the USU.. Title II will stimulate local and state funding

through school aid formulas and targeted education

appropriations--the most likely revenue sources for expansion of

early childhood education.

5. To assure effective government administration of early childhood

education and care programs with maximum funding directed to projects

rather than administration. The expanded use of Head Start with its

established structure and the expanded use of the state and local

education system, as provided in Title II, enables the most efficient

and effective administrative arrangement for increasing the numbers

of participating children and development of combined education and

care services at the local level. This will enable a maximum of

18u
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federal funding to be used for direct service rather than

administration. New state and local administrative machinery is not

necessary. The statute establishes requirements
for coordination and

advice among local and state service agencieseducation, social

services. and child care. This is done without need for new local

councils, governing boards, or other administrative organizations.

One major co,:ern for effectiveness of operations is in the close

integration of early childhood education programs with the

kindergarten and early elementary grades. These connections are

highlighted in provisit.ns,of Title II.

6. To assure strong parent and family participation in provision of

services. Title I pravi4ac the =4 atLons participation of parents

as in the current Head Start program. Under Title II there is

implication for parent and family participation in providing services

because of the relationship with Title I of the Elementary and

Secondary Education Act. We recommend, however, that Title II be

amended to include specific requirements for patent participation.

This presentation of objectives and comments on H.R. 3 with

respect to these objectives have focused on Titles I and II and the

early childhood education or development aspects of H.R. 3. A final

comment is needed about the importance of relating proposed child

care provisions, the provisions of Title III, and Titles I and

Our Council supports strongly A Batter Child Care, the ABC Bill.

18.0
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We supported it last year through the deliberations of this Committee

and we continue to support it because there must be increased

capacity for full-day and year-round care, not only for preschool

children, but for children who are in the later grades of school.

Title III provides services only for children under three years of

age. We support the provisions of Title III as far as they go.

However, the sum of child care provisions in Titles I and II together

with Title III does not add to ABC. We are concerned about potential

voids in services of child care for children age 3 to 14. We believe

your intention is to assure the voids do not occur. We will be

pleased to assist in rewriting the parts of H.R. 3 so there are not

voids. We believe that approach is consistent with Chairman Hawkins'

opening commet on January 3, 1989, introducing H.R. 3, as he made

explicit reference ta tL4 dev.lo;mant of th: &BC Bill and the

leadership of Subcommittee Chair Kildee.

In conclusion, I repeat our Lost important point: Please keep

H.R. 3 a comprehensive bill with three Titles and the added section

for Private Sector Initiatives in ''gild Care. H.R. 3 challenges and,

indeed, forces all of us to address the next stages of federal action

for child development and care in a comprehensive way, a way that

will provide better policy for children. This is imperative for our

nation. We commend your leadership and vision in striving for it.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, for the

privilege of addressing you. I am pleased to respond to any

questions.
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Early Childhood
&.Family Education

Call for Action

Our concern is tor young children and what society must
do to assist them in developing their infinite capacmes
Our focus is on the partnership of family, health and other
care slyer% and educators who need to help each child de-
velop those Capacities. Our challenge is to assure the part-
unship is in place and prepared to nurture each child from
the earliest moments of life.

This statement of our commitment as educators addresses
our colleagues who teach, policymakers in localities, states,
and the nation, those who provide education and other car-
ing services; and leaders o f community, business, and la-
bor. It is a all to come together at a time of profoundly
changed and changing family and societal patterns to cre-
ate new ways of supporting families and assunng that each
child's earliest years provide the foundation for a creative
life

The Imperative

There is no more essential or more sensitive challenge be-
fore us than to create new partnersh ?s and shared respon
sibdities for the development of young children No pa r
timpani can be successful alone in this task, out each has
obligations and opportunities. However, this statement fo-
cuses on the responsibilities of educators. beginning with
the need to help the public under I why early child-
hood and family education shows. oe strengthened

Families a.n the first and most continuous teachers In the
past, children entered the formal education system when it
was believed they were ready to leave the constant care of
parents and were prepared for an expanded learning envi-
ronment. Dunng the child's earliest years, the parents' role
and the attention of schools existed independent of each
other.

The world of children has changed in many ways The
time available to families for nurturing their children has
diminished dramatically Economic pressures on families
cause young children to be placed in other care vying env:.
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torments much earlier. Further, much moreis now known
about patents and periods of early learningand what
stimulations and direction are most appropriate.

The dichotomy between nurturing and education has been
blurred beyond distinction both because of the unprece-
dented societal changes affecting the very young and be-
cause we know good are for young children promotes
learning and good kerning experiencesare casing and min
WI* We know families never cease being teachers; we
also have learned that teachers must consider the total we:-
being of the children they teach.

Our values and Institutions hold that each child should
have the opportunity to develop to hisor her fullest. That
vision remains clear. However, thatopportunity is imper-
iled. Our society must strengthen :ts commitments and
change its oetvices and institutions to address the realities
facing our children and families

These realities for the nearly four million infants born in
198S arc

Fifty percent will have mothers entering or reentenng
the work force before their babies are one year old;

Seventy percent will receive some or much of their are
outside their homes by the time they are three years
old;

Twenty -five percent will begin thetr lives already at
risk of personal and educational failurebecause of the
poverty and stress in their families; and

Those at rusk economically will have less opportunity to
participate in high-quality early childhood programs,
thus widening the chasm between the disadvantaged
and those more fortunate.

For all children, and especially for the many children in
peril, support for both them and the: families is essential.
Providing this support would not only helpindividual
families but also would be sound national policy becauseof:
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Inability of children to benefit fully from their educa-
tion because of poor health or lack of familystability,

Loss of individual potential when early interventions
are not available to children at meal points in their
development or to the: families when experiencing
distress and dysfunction,

Cost to society of remedlanon, special education, wel-
fare services, adjudication, and rehabilitiation resulting
from a lack of early interventions, and

Loss of productivity to the work force by familymem-
bers who cannot work because of the lack of proper
child are arrangements

This all to action is for direct, creative, and expanded as-
sistance to young children and thor families They would
benefit directly; we all would gain

Principles

The strategies for our call to action are based on these prin-
ciples.

All children, regardless ef race, ethnic backgrouno,
home language, religion, family income, disability, or
gender must have equal access to high-quality early
childhood programs and smites

All families must have access to assistance that will
help them a) are for and educre their children; and
b) develop the skills, knowledge, and attitudesessen-,
nal for family functioning.

Early childhood programs must assist each child to de-
velop a full range of fundamental social, emotional,
physical, and cognitive

The developmental programs of the earlychildhood
years must be extended Into and integrated with Wu-
cation at the elementary school level

ICSC.
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Resources and programs for young children and fami-
lies must be coordinatol to assure availability, effec-
tiveness, and comprehensiveness

Strategies for Change
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1

Health, education, soma), economic, and ramily policy goals
must be one and the same for young children. The educa-
tional ar.d developmental aspects of such integrated policy
should include these strategies.

Universally Available High-Quality Early
Childhood Services for All Children With
Concentration of Public Resources on
Early Childhood Programs for Children at Risk

The evidence demonstrates that high-quality early child-
hood programs are dramatically beneficial to young chil-
dren It is not as Important where programs are available,
either under public or private auspices, as their accessibility
to the families which need them Pats of a fabric of early
childhood education programs already exist, tt ose parts
need to be woven together to reach all who need and want
to be covered.

We know that children at risk who participate in high-qual-
ity early childhood programs will increase substantially
their likelihood of success in school Yet, while families
with annual NKOMO above 520,000 enroll their children in
preschool at a rate of 52 percent, the enrollment rate for
families with annual Incomes below 510.000 is only 29 per-
cent. Our society cannot afford to deny any child the op-
portunity to participate m a program which will have long-
lasting positive benefits, both for that child and for society.

In a fragmented way, public policy already directs that the
available and limited public funding for early childhood
programs be concentrated on special populations, such as
through Head Start and programs to reach young handi-
capped children These efforts need to be blended into an
overall policy to help those families most in need
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In 1987, our Council adopted the position that all four year-
old children at risk of later school failure should be guaran-
teed an opportunity for pre-kindergarten programs
through public funding Ideally, these programs would be
available by the age of three. Pre-kindergarten programs
should be accompanied by publicly supported child are to
assure full-day attention where needed. The providers of
pre-kindergarten programs may be multiplepublic and
private agencieswith the overall governance of public
funds under the direction of the appropriate state and local
education agencies.

Strengthening Capacities of Families

The family is the focal point in fostering and sustaining a
child's positive growth and development. The family 'cur-
riculum" in the earliest years is more nroonant than the
school curriculum. Howev,-- Increasing numbers of fami-
lies need assistance in providing experiences which lead to
positive development of children.

Developing attitudes, values. and expectations and learn-
ing to succeed in school are riot separate entities for young
childrenthey are pieces of the total nurtunng and are
they receive at home and away from home The results of
the best programs for young children are only in part in-
creases in their cognitive skills. The stronger result is in the
positive effects on their families In the long tun, this will
have a greater impact on a child's life chances than higher
school test scores Many families need help in developing
their capacities, including:

Programs that reach new parentsparticularly at the
prenatal period through age t woto establish early,
supportive partnerships to help their children,

Support in fulfilling family roles at home, with appro-
priate strategies such as home-based programs for
families of the very young and networking for families
of older children;

Assurances that the patterns and scheduling of formal
schooling, once it begins, will be consonant with the
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experiences that have ben :fitted thewchildren in early
childhood programs; and

Sensitivity to the culture of the :entity, with recogni-inn of the desire and ability of families to help their
children.

Assuring Standards of Quality
For Early Childhood Program.*

ihe positive effects of high quality programs for young chil-
dren and their families are so strong and consistent ts to be
powerfully convincing. Public policy an at in . orate tlabest of what we la.ow about caring for and ed.,..ating young
children by requiring high standards of quality.

Children who view themselves as competent. worthwhile
indis..duaLs are more lilatly to experience success in life than
those who do Wt. Educators can helpchildren feel worth-
while by providing supportive learning envirc,nments
which build upon the inuividualchild's strengths and by
recopizing the different learning rates and styles of chit-
dre s Bemuse young children learn best through active
manipulate:in of the environment,

conaete expeoences, and
commune ung with peers and a Its, programs must be
designed to emphasize th se elements.

Basically, quality momsrequur.

A child detvlopment approach that exec' tidies what is
known about how very young children learn in at. mt.
ronment uniquely fashioned to their needs for physval,
emotional, socatuM intAlectual growth;

Staff prepared for the special field of early childhood
edrcation and benefitting from networks and supervi-
sion that provide constant ray.7-.ral;

Adult-child ratios appropriate for the age and needs of
the child and meeting r inclards established in the child
developrient field;

A length of program day andyear and the provision of

a continuous learning environment matched to family
need; and

E raluations, both programs and the progress of indi-
v..dual children, that are basedon devtiopmental goals
and reflective of the uniqueness of early childhood
education.

Where a child is educated or cared for in a formal arrange-
ment outside the home, minimum standards of safety and
program suitability roust be reqv'md. Even more impor-
tant, however, are standards of quality set through In-
formed and bold public policy whichwill lead to successfor all children

Broad and Deep Collaboration for
Comprehensive Services to
Young Children and Families

Initiatives for interagency collaborationon early childhood
programs exist in almost every state, either from the impe-
tus of federal programs or state executive directive. States
mad localities should build upon those initiatives Inter-
agency and intergovernmental forums should be usai to
further attract attention and support of the public ad poli-
cymakers, to establish clear goals and solutions for chil-
dren's needs, to implement services randy, and to provide
continual evaluation of progress.

Fanudes need more help than ever in connecting to mul-
t.ple social services While local, state, and federal re-
sources are available, access to then often is difficun :or
those tamilies most in need. By workingwith other re-
source provider., schools have a unique 1pportunity to
help make these co nt.Tctions.

Cooperation must be re-
quired in statutory provisions, and funds must be providedto assure it works.

Conclusion

Our nation critically needs tostrengthen its public comm.t-
ments to young children and families to that they may sd-

1 ',"1
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pit to the demands and sorties of changed social and eco-
nomic conditions

The Council of Chief State School Officers made a commit-
ment in 1987 to assure each student the full range of oppor-
tunities for successful graduation from high school To M-
all that commitment, the Council called for the establish-
ment of 11 state guarantees for at-risk children and youth,
Including provision of early childhood and parent educa-
tion programs. The Council believes the single most im-
portant investment to be made in education is the provision
of high-quality programs for the nation's youngest chil-
dren, especially for those who are most at risk and for their
families. This investment must be accompanied by strate-
gies for strong standards of quality and the assurance of
broad and deep collaboration among agencies at each gov-
ernmental level and across levels.

Chief state school officers are ready, state by state, and na-
tionwide, to pin with families, colleagues, policymakers,
and the public to implement these strategies. Our children
will bring py and pride to themselves, their families, and
their country only to the estent to which we help them do
so For our society to neglect or shortchange their potential
and their opportunity is intolerable. We must act together,
now

I d
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Chairman HAWKINS. Thank you. Ms. Chom, we will call on you
first before we open up the questioning period.

Ms. Cumi. Good morning. Mr. Chairman, members of the com-
mitt4e,'My name is Lauren Chem. I am representing the school dis-
trict of Flint in Michigan, and I appreciate this opportunity to
speak with you about the important issue of child care.

I am- the staff assistant for child care in the Flint Community
Schools and also president of the Child Care Director's Association
in our county:` s such, I am keenly aware of the things going on in
child care and the role public school can play in child care. I am
also keenly aware of the important network that is happening
througholit our "county in terms of child care and the important
providers that have put together a network to provide that for all
children.

The Flint Community Schools is a large urban district serving
28,000 students. We have a wide variety of early childhood educa-
tion programs. Included in those early childhood education pro-
grams are Head Start programs that serve approximately 340 chil-
dren, Chapter 1 pre-kindergarten programs that serve 450 children,
and the new Readiness For Fours program that the State of Michi-
gan recently allocated funds for in which the Flint Schools could
tap into to serve 240 children.

All of those children are four-year-olds. Most of them are at risk,
low income. They are currently being served by what we call our
early childhood education department. The Flint Community
Schools also operates a wide Variety of child care programs through
our community education department.

Comprehensive child care centers are offered to employees of the
district, to adult high school students, and to the community. One
of our child care centers serves 65 children, 2 1/2 to 12 years old.
One of them serves 75 children, 12 months to 12 years old.

The adult high school child care center serves infants, toddlers,
preschoolers and school-aged children for parents attending adult
education classes. That program serves over 400 children each
year, but only 60 at a given time.

We also have rapidly expanded our school-age program which
now operates in seven school buildings and serves 150 different
children 5 to 12 years old:

In 1982, we started our child care services with the adult high
school program and the child care services have rapidly expanded
each year since. We are now limited by space constraints and fi-
nancial constraints. We have waiting lists in our child care services
pfograms. There a need for child care at every age, but we do
not have the resources to expand our services. Federal assistance is
needed.

Currently in our county through our Child Care Director's Asso-
ciation, through the 4C community coordinated child care services,
and other community agencies, we are a wonderful network of
early childhood professionals that have collaborative efforts to pro-
vide child care in our community.

The public' schools are a part of this early childhood ecosystem
that includes programs like Head Start, Chapter 1 pre-kindergar-
ten, public and private day care, full- and part-day center-based



190

programs, a range of home-based services, child care resource and
referral agency.

This mixed, system for delivery is providing services for children
2 weeks to 15 years. It is already in place as it is all over our
nation.

On behalf of the Flint Community Schools and the Flint Commu-
nity, I would like to share my concerns as we look at comprehen-
sive child care legislation. First, I strongly support the interagency
approach to delivery of child care services. The public schools can
be a leader in. implementing quality programs. Lots of programs
fall naturally into the public school's realm. The degree and type of
involvement, should depend on the community need and the avail-
able resources. Nevertheless, it is important to recognize there is a
wide variety of early childhood programs that are an option for
parents to choose from. Federal subsidies should be available to
parents for, whatever option they choose.

Public schools need funding to expand Head Start, school-aged
child care, preschool and infant programs and other services; so do
many other community agencies. Without organized allocation of
resources for all of these programs, fragmentation is sure to occur.
Confusion is sure to occur. Lack of coordination is sure to occur.

Second,Tederal standards that set minimum guidelines for qual-
ity are necessary and desirable. From a public school standpoint, I
support the idea that all 'prograins are licensed.

All of the early childhood education programs in the Flint
Schools are licensed by the State of Michigan. We have had to up-
grade buildings. We have had to change some programs, but it has
been for the better of our programs and for our children.

Young children have different needs than older children. So
those guidelines are n as we put together different pro-
grams for that age group programs across the board, public,
private, school-based, home-based, should be subject to a set of min-
imum guidelines.

No one should be allowed to care for ten toddlers by themselves.
No one should be allowed to have 45 children in one small room.
Federal guidelines can help to establish this. It can ensure quality
care for infants and toddlers, preschoolers, children in Head Start
programs, children in church-based programs. It is important that
we have Federal guidelines that will help provide quality care for
all children.

Third, staff qualifications, staff training and salaries for child
care providers have to be upgraded in order to ensure quality con-
sistent programs. There are distinct differences in the area be-
tween early childhood education and child care services currently
with staff salaries. This is demonstrated in our school district.

We have public funds to support Chapter 1 pre-kindergarten,
Heau Start and Readiness for Fours. Those teachers are paid very
well comparable to K through 12 teachers. They have benefits.
They have in-service training.

However, in our child care services portion of our program that
is supported through parent fees, we do not have the money to pro-
vide the kind of salaries that Head Start has. They have to take a
low wage. They have no in-service training. They have no benefits.

19b
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Those care givers need the same kinds of skills as the skills in
the Head Start program. We cannot afford to pay them. So, every
day they flock to other programs, the Federally funded programs.
These care givers leave the child care services programs and go to
the Federally funded programs where they can get paid a decent
wage.

Those programs who receive subsidy can require higher qualifica-
tions because they can pay the staff more. Our staff cannot ask to
have a four-year degree if they are paid a low wage.

Federal assistance is absolutely necessary to upgrade staff pay in
training. Parents cannot afford to pay the increased fees. Public
schools cannot afford to provide monies for child care in early
childhood education; not to expand, not to give higher wages.

Without-Federal money for all early childhood programs, we will
continue to struggle with substandard care in child care services.
Child care professionals have to be compensated and trained for
the important task that they are doing in this country.

Fourth, there is a crisis in this county, our county no doubt, and
probably all over the country for parents who cannot afford quality
care. Title XX funds are not adequate enough nor is the system the
funds are delivered through.

The AFDC Income Disregard Policy is not adequate enough nor
is the system it is delivered through. Every day there are low
income parents who are turned away from child care centers be-
cause they cannot afford to pay for it.

Every day there are child care providers who suffer because they
are unable to collect the funds that are due to them from people
who are low income and receiving child care assistance.

In our county, the procedures that are used are ineffective and
there is simply not enough funding to go around. Federal help is
needed to designate an efficient system that will ensure that finan-
cial assistance gets to service providers.

It needs to provide funds for all parents who need child care and
simply cannot afford it, not for just parents of infants and toddlers
but for parents who have 5-year-olds, 10-year-olds, whoever needs
it.

!f we provide financial assistance, we know that we will stop
children from being placed in inadequate child care arrangements.
It will allow children of any age equal access to quality programs
and then we can allow parents to go to work or school if they
cannot rfford child care.

Finally, the division between early childhood education programs
and child care programs is not acceptable any longer. If quality
education is provided, child care is a part of it. If quality child care
is provided, education is a part of it.

Federal money is needed to bridge the gaps in service that now
occur. Flint's Head Start, Chapter 1 and Readiness for Four are ex-
amples of this. No child care is provided after traditional education
hours. Part-time programs have to be expanded to offer programs
that meet the needs of working parents.

Full-day and full-time programs as well as year round programs
are needed. Without this, parents are forced to use a patchwork of
services for their young children who surely need the consistency
of insecurity of one, at the most two child care arrangements.

19t?
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Support has to be given to all programs so that parents can
make adequate arrangements for each of their children. Moving
children from program th program, having different guidelines and
regulations, is not acceptable.

The Flint Schools operate a variety of early childhood and educa-
tion programs and child care programs. Still there are children un-
served. There are parents unable to find or afford adequate child
care. There are gaps in service.

Without Federal dollars to expand to upgrade and regulate early
childhood programs, the Flint Schools will have difficulty solving
these problems. The Flint community has difficulty solving the
problems. Indeed, the entire country will have difficulty solving the
problems:_.,

child care legislation that addresses these prob-
lems for all children, for all parents and for all communities is
needed. I express my appreciation on behalf of the Flint Schools
and I commend your efforts in the area of child care. Your crucial
decisions will shape the future of America.

[The prepared statement of Lauren Chom follows:]
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Mr. Chairman, members of the mouse Commtttee on Education

and Labor my name is Lauren Chom. I an representing the school

District of the city a Flint, Michigan. I appreciate this

opportunity to express my testimony about the extremely

important issue of child care on behalf of the Flint Board of

Education and the total Flint community.

I am the Staff Assistant for Child Care in the Flint

Community Schools and am responsible for coordinating all Child

Care Programs in the District. I am also President of the Child

Care Directors' Association, a county wide organization for

child care administrators. As Staff Assistant I am keenly aware

of the role public schools can play in the early childhood edu-

cation and child care field. As President of the Directors'

Association I am also aware of the important network of child

care providers that exist across our county and, no doubt,

across our nation.

The Flint Community Schools is a large, urban district

serving 28,200 students in five high schools, four middle

schools and 33 elementary schools. A wide variety of compen-

satory education programs are included in the school system.

These compensatory programs include several early childhood

education programs. Read Start programs have been offered

for 24 years and currently serve 342 low income or handicapped

four year olds at nine locations. Chapter 1 Pre - Kindergarten

programs serve 450 educationally deprived four year olds at

thirteen locations. The State of Michigan recently allocated

funds for a "Readiness for Fours'" program for at risk four
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year olds. The Mint Schools was able to tap into those

funds this year and is now serving 240 at fifteen locations

with this program.

The Flint Community Schools also operates a wide variety

of child care programs through the Community Education Depart-

ment. Comprehensive child care services are offered to employ-

ees of the district, to adult high school students and to the

community. one child care center serves primarily employees

and offers a program for 65 early preschoolers (2 1/2 yrs. -

3 1/2 yrs), preschoolers (3 1/2 Pre - 5 yrs) and school age

children (5 yrs. - 12 yrs.). A similiar program for 75 child-

ren is offered at another center which serves employees and

community parents, with the addition of a toddler program for

children 12 mths - 2 1/2 yrs. The adult high school child care

center includes infant, toddler, preschool and school age child

care to parents attending adult education classes and serves

approximately 400 children each year, but only 60 at a given

time. A school age child care program operate; in seven

locations throughout the district, serving 150 children 5-12

years old.

Started in 1982 with the adult high school child care

program, the child care services have expanded rapidly to incor-

porate new centers and additional children. Expansion of the

programs hue been limited only by apace constraints and finan-

cial constraints. The need for child care for every age group

is there. We have operated with waiting lists each year.

Expansions are needed in all of our child care programs. We

2
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served approximately 700 children in 1988 and would like to

serve more in 1989 given adequate financial resources, space

and staff.

There are currently 140 licensed child care centers in our

county and 377 licensed family day care providers. Through

the existing Child Care Directors' Association, 4C and other

community agenoies a wonderful network of early childhood pro-

fessionals have developed collaborative efforts to serve young

children in this community. The public schools are a part of an

early childhood ecosystem that includes programs like Head

. Start, Chapter 1 Pre-Kindergarten, public and private part-day

and full day center based programs, a range of home based

services, ohild care resource and referral agencies and more.

This mixed system for providing services to children ages two

weeks .to fifteen years is already in place and surely reflects

our nation's current system of educating and caring for young

children.

On behalf of the Flint Community Schools and the Flint

community, I would like to share my concerns and recommendations

as comprehensive child care legislation is considered by this

Committees.

1. Legislation needs to incorporate and support the
wide variety of programs and services for young
children currently being offered through collabor-
ative effort-R. This network is already in place
in many locations and should not be fragmented.

2. Legislation needs to address the issue of quality
child care and early childhood education for all
ages of children and in all programs. Federally
formulated minimum stands for quality are
needed and desirable.

:20!
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3. Le4islation needs to address the issue of staff
qualifications, staff training and salaries for
child care providers for all ages of children
and in all programs. Quargy, reliable care is
impossible without trained, compensated early
Childhood professionals.

4. Legislation must provide easily accessible help
for parent. in obtaining affordable child care for
any age child. Currently, child care assistance
programs for low income and moderate income families
are in many ways ineffective or nonexistent.

5. Legislation needs to support the expansion of
part time early childhood education programs to
full day, full time programs. In order to meet
the needs of todays' parents, programs for young
children must not follow traditional "education"
hours but instead "child care" hour..

First, I strongly support the interagency approach to de-

livery of child care services. The public schools can be a

leader in implementing quality early childhood programs and

many programs naturally fall into the public schools' realm.

The degree and type of public school involvement should vary

depending on community needs And available resources. Neverthe-

less, it is important to recognize that there are a wide variety

of early childhood education and child care program options for

parents to choose from. Federal subsidies should be available

to parents for whatever option they choose. Public schools need

funding to expand Head Start, school age child care, preschool

and infant/toddler programs and other services for children.

So do many oommunity centers and agencies. Without organized

allocation of resources for all programs, fragmentation, confus-

ion and lack of coordination is sure to ocour.

Second, Federal standards that will set minimum guidelines

for quality are necessary and desirable. From a public school

4
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standpoint, I support the idea that all programa for young

children need to be licensed and fellow mandatory standards.

All of the early childhood education and child cart programs

in the Flint Schools ars licensed by the State of Michigan

which has commendable licensing guidelines and procedures.

Yes, we have had to upgrade some of our buildings and programs,

but isn't that good? Young children have different needs than

older children. All programs across the board -- public, private,

school based, home based, should be subject to a at of minimum

guidelines. Federal guidelines will reduce the opportunity for

discrepancies between states. No one should be allowed to have

one adult with ton toddlers! No one should be allowed to have

45 children in one small room! Federal guidelines will help to

provide quality care and insure the health and safety of young

children throughout this nation.

Third, staff qualifications, staff training and salaries

for child cart providers must be upgraded in order to insure

quality, consistent programs for young children. Unfortunately,

there are distinct differences in this area between early child-

hood education programa that are federally or state funded and

early childhood education and/or child care programs that are

not. This is demonstrated in our school district. Because of

public funds to support a quality program, Head Start, Chapter 1

and Readiness For 4's are able to pay staff comparable to teaoh-

ors in the X-12 program and to offer benefits. Teachers have

four year degrees. inservict training is a regular part of the

program. However, in our child care services program, which is

5
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supported only through parent tees (with the exception of the

adult high school program). Staff are paid a low, hourly wage

and are offered no benefits. Because of the poor wage, degrees

can't be required although the skills and knowledge needed is

the same as what is needed in the other early childhood

education programs. There is not enough money to provide regular

inservice training. This is typical in early childhood programs

throughout the county. Those who receive subsidy can require

higher qualifications because they can pay the staff more. They

can also provide needed training.

Federal assistance is absolutely necessary to upgrade staff

pay and training in early childhood programs. Parents cannot

afford to pay increased fees for child care; public schools

cannot afford to provide monios for child care and early

childhood programs. Without 2ederal money for all early

childhood programs to urgrade staff salaries, training and

qualifications, we will continue to struggle to avoid substand-

ard care. Child care professionals must be compensated and

trained for the important task they are accomplishing in this

Country.

Fourth, there is a crisis in this county an:, no doubt, in

this country for parents who cannot afford quality child care.

Title XX finds are not adequate enough, nor is the system the

funds are delivered through. The AFDC Income Disregard policy

is rot 'Adequate enough, nor is the system it is delivered

through. Zvery day there are low ineomz parents who are turned

away from child care centers because they cannot afford to pay

6
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for the services. livery day there are child care providers who

suffer because they are unable to collect child care assistance

monies that are available to them for the low income parents

they serve. In this county, not only are the policies and

_procedures used ineffective in regards to child care assistance

for low income families, there simply is not enough funding to

go around. Federal help is needed to designate an efficient

system that will insure that financial desistance gets to the

service providers so that they are willing to accept those

parents who cannot afford to pay for child care. Federal help

is.needed in providing adequate funds for all of those parents

who Amid child care who simply cannot afford it. In Flint,

where the economy has suffered tremendously because of

dependence on the automobile industry, this kind of help is

sorely needed. Providing Federal financial assistance is

necessary in order to: 1) atop children from being

placed in inadequate child care arrangements, 2) allow all

children, at any age, equal access to quality programs and,

3) allow parents to work or go to school even though they

cannot afford child care.

Finally, the division of early childhood education programs

and child care programs is not acceptable any longer. If qual-

ity education is provided, child care is a part of it. If

quality child care is provided, education is a part of it.

Federal money is needed to bridge the gape in service that now

occur. Flints' Read Start, Chapter 1 and Readiness for 4 are

examples of this--no child care is provided after "traditional"

7
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education hours. Part time programs must be expanded to offer

programs that meet the needs of working parents. Full day, full

time programs as well as year round programs are needed.

without this, parents are forced to use a patchwork of services

for their young child who surely needs the consistency and

security of one, at the most, two child care arrangements not

three or four inconsistent, ruched solutions to a child care

dilemma. Support must be given to all programs so that parents

can make adequate arrangements for each of their children.

Moving children from program to program each having different

guidelines and regulations is not acceptable.

The Flint Schools operate a variety of early childhood

Aucation and child care programs. The Flint community does the

same. Still, there are young children left unnerved, there are

parents unable to find or afford adequate child care, there are

gaps in servize. Without federal dollars to expand, upgrade

and regulate early childhood programs, the Flint Schools will

have great difficulty solving these problems. The Flint commun-

ity will have great difficulty solving these problems. Indeed,

this entire country will have difficulty solving these problems.

Comprehensive child care legislation that addresses these prob-

lems for all young children, for all parents and for all ce annul-

ie needed.

Again, I express my sincere appreciation on behalf of the

Flint Community Schools and the Flint community for the oppor-

tunity to speak with you and commend your efforts in the area

8

2 1)

1.

-5



.... ,:::;
x

, )1
U (.4.

',, ,=

.-t
14

CI
r,' e II

V
$4.II

A, .I

. U t l''
',1,:, .' .0

.-e

.4
1140

1 -

trotql,St:',:ei,4,4-2.<1.4'.'1'.:',..!."tibe,,e`,,,:ttVAI,6".A.4.-,VV,iftit,te.1,4,%to 4 4' feofh AV .0, :4;j4



203

Chairman HAWKINS. Thank you, Ms. Chem. Mr. Ambach, the
chair 1s quite interested in the point that you raised pertaining to
voids in the providing of services. You had seemed to indicate that
the H.R. 3 does not extend as far as we hoped that it would,

Under Title II of the proposed bill on page 11, we did indicate
this is' an amendment to the Elementary and Secondary School
Act. Obviously, it extends much beyond age 3 or 4, any limiting
age.

We say before- and after-school care shall be proviftW. We would
assume that that actually would include others beyond the age of
4. Perhaps we are not clear on it. To some extent in the introduced
bill, we deliberately left out any specificity in that regard, subject
to hearings' and recommendations at a later time.

So, I think- your point is well taken, but what I am suggesting is
that we have, in effect, included age groups beyond the limit of 4. I
think the re-reading of that might encourage you to at least see
Some opportunity for us to be mere Specific at a time depending on
these hearings. I just wanted to point that out to you.

Also, in the bill introduced by Mr. Kildee, the proposed age now
is 13 rather than, 14, the change which we made, I believe, at the
end of the last session. Then, on page 8 of your statement you rec-
ommend that specific requirements for parental participation be
included in Title II.

"Ai ken` well know, Head Start, of course, requires parental in-
volvement now. Perhaps your recommendation is that we be more
specific or go beyond what is currently required. I just wanted to

d out from you whether or not you are suggesting some specific
age` in that connection in terms of the statement that you

made.
Mr. AMBACH. Mr. Chairman, may I comment on ea_li of your

points in 'order?
Chairman HAwsnsrs. Yes.
Mr. AMBACH. First on the point of the coverage by age under

Title II, in effezt, Title II has two separate parts to it. The first one
is the early childhood development programs; and the second is the
part which has to do with providing for child care.

I agree; with you and I have been observant of the fact that that
extends beyond the early childhood programs. Indeed, there is not
even-a limit in that by way of the age of the children. It could go
on up through the secondary level.

So, in Title II, there clearly is a child care provision which ex-
tends beyond the early childhood programs and moves up into the
elementary and secondary grades. I recognize that.

Under Title I, the Child care provisions are only associated with
those children who would otherwise be in a Head Start program.
My reference to the concern for gaps has to do with the fact that
unless a child is either enrolled in a Head Start program or one of
the early childhood programs under Title II in the public schools,
tlien those children would not otherwise be accorded any benefit
for child care imder. H.R. 3 because Title III stops at age 2. That is
one of the concerns

A second concern' has to do with the provisions of child care in c
the non-public schools because Chapter 1, not Head Start, is limit-

2.0,
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ed to the ages for eligibility of Head Start and not beyond. Because
you have_ &limit under Title II, of the child care, in effect, under
,the same geneial provisions as now exist for Chapter 1 of the ele-
mentary and secondary, act, ,the concern is whether, as a practical
matter, as a real matter, Mire will be child care services provkF.<l
for elementary school children or middle school or high school chil-
,dren, if they happen to be otherwise eligible, for those children
N,iho are in the private schools.

They could be so served under the ABC bill. They could not be
.served as I read Title II. That is a specific gap to which I am refer-

an HAWKna: Assuming that
. :Mi. AMBACH. That cadbe repaired, Mr. 'Chairman.

Chairman HiwiaNs. Yes. Assuming that the committee adopted
.the provision including non-school providers, I am quite sure that
we would consider the age limits and try to avoid any gaps. I think

ona.goes with the other. Obviously, your suggestion is well taken,
se it will be considered, I can assure you.

Mr. AMBACH. Well, I am trying to offer it in the most construe-
five way that I can to make sure that the objectives of H.R. 3 over-
all' and the objectives which are under ABC can be joined in which-
ever way the pieces happen to be clustered under 'rides I, II, and
III; that there are not the gaps.

The lag point that you made, Mr. Chairman, on p
very,

parent partici-
pation, I ve, explicitly noted that the parent participation under
Title I is, of course, a continuation of Head Start. My concern was
in making more explicit the parent 'participation under Title II
either by a direct incorporation of reference to a particular section
under the Hawkins/Stafford Act or by explicitly putting the lan-
guage into the Title II. Once again, we would be very pleased to
provide some--

Chairman HAWKINS. If you would provide language accomplish-
ing that, I am quite sure we would be guided basically by your sug-
gestion. I think everyone is agreed that parental involvement is fin-

,. portant. Obviotisly, we are much concerned about it. If we can
strengthen it in any way, I am sure we

Mr. AMBACH. Thank you.
Chairman.Hawitpis. Thank you Very much for that. Mr. Smith?
Mr. SMITH. I have a question for Mr. Ambach. First, let me say

that it is nice to see an old friend and a professional colleague in
this room.

Mr, AMBACH. it is nice for me to be able to congratulate you
here, sir, on your election.

Mr. SmrrH. Well, here's to you. As you know, Gordon, my back-
ground in education revolves around the questions of access and
,the questions of quality and the questions of community-based net-
works. I am admittedly still in a position of trying to understand
Sorneof the specific parts:here.

4.1 I would like to at least begin with a question to you and for Ms.
Chom, as time permits, simply as to what your vision and what the
chiefs' vision of an early childhood or a child care system in this
countiy would be if it were done; we had done what was, in your
,minds,,,right for children and for their parents and we stood back
'14isurvey our work.
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What would it look like? What would it feel like? What would its
tone be?,.

Mr. AN:BACH. Our vision would be that you would have available
th0 opportunity for parents with families to have their children,
certainly at ages 3 and 4, participating in pre-kindergarten or early
childhood:programs with, the possibility of the child care before and
after school on through a continuing year where it is needed and

lyhere it is, in fact, chosen.
-10ur vision is one of voluntary participation at these age levels.

We are not talking about compulsory schooling here, which I think
makes very, yery important point, but we are most important
bilking about = opportunity. We are talking about access.

Now, to rovide that kind of syStem means that you must have,
in our-, u :4.. ent, multiple, providers. They will be both in the
public schools and they will be under private auspices. They will be
'under pUblicly funded organizations other than the schools. We
thinli:that is a healthy thing at these years of non-compulsory
schooling: -
-JuSeone more point about the importance of the years earlier

-than 3, 'because I have been focusing on 38 and 4s by way of pre-
kindergarten and related child care, there is an important need for

, parents and the very youngest children to have access to those
ways in which both parents and those youngest children can learn
together through the kinds of centers which, in many cases, are of-
fered under,, Head Start or under other auspices now.

There is, as: has been pointed out, a desperate need for child care
fo: our Very -youngest children where one parent, both parents,
whatever the structure of the family, are occupied and working. I
hope that is home sense of what we envision.

Mr. SbrineThank you. Ms. Chcim?
Ms.'Cnom. I would have to agree with Mr. Ambach. I think that

the collaborative, multiple approach to child dare is really ideal.
That is :what is in place now. think if we took the approach
of haVing many providers for children, he public schools can lead
hi that and provide a very strong impetus for quality care.

The multiple providers and the collaborative efforts that can
happen in communities in terms of child care which are now exist-
ing, should be 'Supported and should continue. I think that that is
the best approach for parents to be able to choose from a wide vari-
ety of places for their young children. They should be able to have
options inehild care. '

Mr. Siatri. Thank you. That is all, Mr. Chairman.
Chairriiin HAWKINS. Mr. Kildee?
Mr. Krum. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will address this to Ms.

Choni,, but both ref you may want to answer. Some have suggested
that if parents tire provided with a tax credit, they will have more
Money to spend for child care and the supply of child care will
expand as a result.

As n matter of fact, some have told me that the tax credit ap-
proach is the one that will avoid entanglement. Are parent fees
alone, whether they are derived through tax credits or not, enough

cover both start-up costs, and operational costs for quality child
care?

2 .L6
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M.13; CHOM. Absolutely not. Parents cannot afford out-of-pocket
iexpenses that would be incurred in putting together start-up costs

for programs and expanding programs. I have a difficulty with the
tax code because out-of-pocket expenses for parents are very diffi-
culkiarticularly low income parents who cannot afford to take
money out of their pocket to pay for child care and wait for it to
comi-babk later on in the year.

Not only that but as you suggested, there is not money for start-
up the fees that are generated from parents. There is
-money needed to do that, to-expand services.

Mr. Knxecz You mentioned that in Head Start and Chapter 1
and Readiness for Fours that you have professional staff people
who are making a professional Salary, and in the child care pro-
gram that you have those with less training making a lower wage.

How much staff stability do you have in those programs where
they are making the lesser wage? Do you have a h turnover?

Ms. CHOM. There. is a high turnover. We lose every year.
Some are very dedicated and stay but are looking_ very strongly
into how they 'Could possibly get into the Federally funded pro-
grams. So, the good people that we do have that are dedicated to
early childhood education are becoming burned out and ready to
move on to where there might be money and be able to pay for
their own home.

Mr. Kn.ngx. Let me ask you this, too. Do the Flint public schools
work with private providers in any fashion? Is there any .coopera-
tion between the school system and, say, the 4C program in Flint?

Ms. CHOM. We have a strong collaborative effort with Flint com-
munity schools through 4Cs and through the Child Care Directors
Association in our county. We work with all of the child care pro-
grams in. the county. We put on programs together. We look at
where the need might be, how we could advertise and increase the
availability of child care in our community.

I feel that collaborative effort has worked for us. Although we do
not contract any child care services out to private child care cen-
ters because we provide it ourselves, we are in cooperation with
them becanse we work together.

Mr. Rums. What percentage of child care in the city of Flint is
provided by.; non-public school providers, roughly what percentage?

Ms. CHOM. Probably about 80 percent.
,Mr. linzig. Eighty percent; twenty percent by the put lic schools..

iOf the eighty percent, what percentage of that is provided by
church affiliated groups?

Ms. CHOM. It probably follows the same as across the country,
about one-third.

,111r...Kii,DEn. About one-third, okay. Let me ask both of you this
hkestion. Mr. Ambach, some public schools currently contract with
PTAs or YMCAs or YWCAs on other nonprofit entities for the op-
eration of before and after school child care services.

Should Federal support for before and after school services be
made available in a manner flexible enough to continue this prac-
tice? "`

Mr. AMBACH. Yes.
Mr. K1thEF. You think it should. We do know that there might

be some public schools who would not be interested at this time in
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directly providing child care. Sc, you feel allowing them to contract
out Won ldhe iiioed thing?

Mr.Accsipt. Yeii, I do. That assumes, of course, that a standard
of.qiutlitilainaiiitained. I would support that. We have, incidental-
ly, pOngretionpant -Some of the states which now are moving with.

law'state la which provides for that kind of subcontracting, if .you
will,JOrieetirices where the local public_school district determines
that it -ia bestAirevided that way: So, there is precedent

see. the red light has come on, so I will yield.
IThaidoro*Mr.,Chairinan.

CheirmantHammit: Mr. Williams?
-Mr. %mime. Think you, Mr. Chairman. I. appreciated both of

yout;teetimonied; It was very interestipg and very helpful. I amstill the Process of trying to prepare my own legislation and it is
a slow-Procees because there are so many options. One tries to, as
Mr. Kildee and Mr. -Hawkins have, be thoughtful about this. Your
testimony-has helped me on a couple of matters I was wondering
about.

Let me ask a couple of simple questions, but obviously I ask
their- foi, a reason. The first one is, do we wantfor both of you,
pleasedo we want Federal dollars.going to churches or religious
institutions for the purpose of providing religious education to chil-dren?

Ainscii. Congressman, there are many ways which have
king been tested 'though which either states or Federal funding is
provided for the support of various: aspects of education in non-
public sectarian institutions. There certainly are many. ways in
wlieh the record 'has been built in this country . that child care
would'be constitutionally authorized to be in sectarian institutions.

ThiiPoint.Of agony here, and lots of us have shared it with you,
is theipiestion of how dO we try to merge the interest of a tre.aion
Of Child care and the interest of a tradition of education? They do
have different constitutional backgrounds in order to assure that
we can eipand services for our very youngest children and theirfamilies.

my' judgment that it is a legitimate expenditure of certain
funds from Federal or state or local authorities to be in sectarian
institutions for purposes of education programs and especially for
purposes of certain child care programs.

I would point out that the history of educational development,
not in all states but in the eastern part of this country, of course,
was a history of a start in our educational system in the private
sector. The public sector came after.

There is, then, in the 19th Century, a lot of changeover which
occurred,, but it is not a flat out public school development over the
years. rwoUld also point out that there are Federal precedents
right how with handicapped programs, for example, where it is per-
fectly possible to have the education of children with handicapping
Conditions which are,in institutions that are non-public and in fact
sarejectarian in their auspices.

Now, the controls within those institutions, specifically for the
Program, are armed with respect to the ditect instruction in reli-

,gion..So, my answer to your overall question is yes, I think it is

21.4i
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possible to do that. I think we have constitutional record that dem-
onstrates it.

As you been stating, we are at a very pivotal point as to
whether in these earliest years the system is to be designed so that
13recedents which have been established on both sides, somehow
can be merged.

In so doing. it, I would argue that right now the most critical
thing is to make sure that we are finding a way to expand bervices
for our youngest children. That is.the most critical thing. If we run
upon a collision between certain constitutional proVisions, past,
and the issues of needing service, I would say I would lean on the
side: of trying to increase those services right now.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Ms. Chom, before you answer, let me develop a
little bit 'what Mr. Ambach has said. The Chief State School Offi-
cers is an important organization in this country with regard to
education policy. In as much as we are here talking about a very
critical issue, I want to be sure I understand your response correct-
ly.
. The question, again, was do we want Federal dollars going to
churches or religious institutions for the purpose of providing reli-
gious instruction to children? I did not ask whether church run or-
ganizations can administer day care programs I asked whether the
dollars should be used to allow that church to provide religious in-
struction to the children.

Now,.having focuied on that, would you respond?
Mr. AMBACH. The answer to that is no.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you. Ms. Chom, would you respond, please.
Ms. NOM. My. answer to that would also be no, but I would have

to reiterate what Mr. Ambach had said about the idea that if we
are going to get delayed in looking at child care legislation because
of, the church state issue, we need to really focus on how we can
settle that quickly and not let that deter the child care legislation
issue.

Mr. Wniums. But your answer to Le,basic question is no.
Ms. CHOM. For the purpose of religious instruction, no, but I do

believe that child care can be provided in churches without provid-
uig religious instruction for children.

Mr. AMBACH. I agree.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, that is the critical thing here. Then the con-

stitutional test will be how do we the', provide the money to the
churches and still meet the test of no entanglement? That is a
to .

r.yAiwucx. Use Head Start.
Mr. WiLuAms. Use the Head Start model?
Mr. AMBACH. That is correct.
Mr. WimAiss. Well, I had suggested that several times. I have

had some constitutional folks come by and say, in fact, Head Start
does not meet constitutional muster.

Mr. AMBACH. Congressman, the thrust of my testimony on this
issue is that the value of H.R. 3 looks at Title I, Head Start togeth-
er with Title II for the public schools, together with the Title III
and that in so doing, I think provides the way in which you can
simultaneously look at the possibility of increasing the programs
and providing child care in the private sector, predominantly
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through Title I, and then build out the programs in the public
sector through,Title

Mr. Willi rah. Let me ask the second question. Do we want one
early childhood education system for low income children and a
separate early childhood education system for all other children in
America? The question, of course, goes to whether Head Start
should survive under a new system.

Ms: CHOM. feel that it is a very critical issue. I think that child
care needs to be the.same for all children. To single out one system
for low_income children is not fair, should not happen. Child care
shoUldThe available for all families. They should be able to choose
what they want for their child. They may not choose Head Start.

What' about the parent. who has a 2-year-old child and a 4-year-ol child; 'they cannot access the Head Start program because they
have a_2-year-old child that needs to go to a program? They have to
uses different program. They cannot use Head Start. They do not
gnfy for assistance for 'child care because they cannot use HeadStart?

I thinilliat we haie to Provide a system of allocating funds for
,parents to be able to use those funds wherever they choose.

MeAKBACH. Congressman, the answer is no, we do not want to
haVe two Separate systems. The problem is that on the one hand,
we need to direct th'e public resources to the economically disad-vantaged. Yet we do not want to provide that income isolated
system.

I think you have to look at this in an overall sweep of time, if
you will, even:if we were to drop back 20 or 25 years before HeadStart where there were virtually no programs or very few pro-
grams for 3s or for 4s and, in many cases, not many for 5-year-olds,
either in the Schools or outsidethe schools.

So, we are having a developing circumstance where more and
more and more children who are 3 and 4 are in attendance. Right
now in the countr, 95,percent of 5-year-olds plus are now involved
in the Schools: When you. get to the 4s, according to the census
data, it is about 4Q percent but I am not sure that that is right on
the target. That is doubled since 1970 when it was 20 percent.

'I think the point is that if we look ahead' five to ten years, we
will haft: virtually a universal opportunity for 4-year-olds to be en-rolled in Some way or participating in some way. The question then
is going to be Ss or 2s or what happens by way of adjustments.

rthink one could conceive as we build out to more universal op-
portunity, that we are phasing into systems in which the initial
thrust of public money on low income shifts so that then there is abroader sup' rt for more universal activity.

The dlity then is to shift your public funding more to 3-
year-ol or to younger ages where, in fact, with parent and child
programs you increase the service there. How far that goes, I amnot sure.

It seems, to me that one does need to see this over a period of
time and dearly be building. from the priority of public funds on&advantaged but toward a universal opportunity.

Mr. %mums. As we move toward that universal opportunity,
are we best served W having part of the child care system run byHHS and the other part run by Department of Education?
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Mi. AMBACH. I do not know if we are best served by that, but I
think we can be well served by that; that it is not absolutely neces-
sary to have to merge it all into one single system.

Mr. WILLIAAIS. Thank you.
Chairiaan HAWKINS. Mr. Gunderson?
Mr. GUNDERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Ambach, I un-

derstand that the Chief State School Officers have endorsed Mr.
Hawkins' bill, that you endorsed the ABC bill, and that you have
endorsed the Kennedy bill. Which one do you really like?

Mr. AMBACH. Obviously, we like them all, but we like parts of
each because in our endorsements of each of them we have, in fact,
made comments' about the adjustments that ought to be made.

I think the most important thing about H.R. 3 is that it has the
comprehensive approach to it. One can lock in part at the Smart
Start proposal as an alternative to Title U. It is primarily a pro-
gram which is structured toward increasing the offerings in the
public schools.

We have strongly supported Head Start and that, of c'jurse, is in
Title I. My comments this morning were to the effect that if we
keep the structure of H.R. 3 together and then see the ways in
which the major components of each of the bills that you have just
cited can be folded into that, then we are best served by way of
providing a comprehensive policy for early childhood and family
development.

Mr. GUNDERSON. All three bills also, at a minimum, call for the
development of Federal guidelines or standards, and some impose
very strict Federal standards as a condition of getting any Federal
money.

Can I assume, then, that you would share a similar philosophy
for the development of Federal standards on all education curricu-
lum at the local school level as well?

Mr. AMBACH. No, I do not think that you can make that assump-
tion. That is not our position. In this particular case, the standards
which are, in fact, prescribed are the standards on the child care
programs and, in fact, where there is reference to standards with
respect to the educational components, there is, in effect, a refer-
ence over to standards which the states have already established. I
would support that.

Mr. Gtrionsorz. What do you support as a concept for state and
local, standards for education curriculumand why do you not
have similar confidence for states and local government to develop
standards for child care?

Mr. ASIBACII. For child care? I do not believe
Mr. GUNDERSON. Why can't a state and local government be good

enough to deal with that 5 to 18-year-old and the entire education
development of that student, if you think the state and local gov-
ernment is competent of dealing with the child care standards of
that 1 to 5-year-old?

Mr. Mak cm, Congressman, it is not a queStion of a judgment of
capacity or competence to do it. I think that circumstance under
child care where" you have predominantly a Federally developed
system over time with multiple providers including those in the
schools and outside of the schools, there it is important to have a
kind of standardization for that program overall in the country so
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that there is an insurance that those standards are, in effect, both
inside and outside of the school systems. I think that is the differ-ence here.

Mr. GuNnissorr. There 'are various authorities in childhood de-
velopment who have suggested to us that the concept of a childbeing rained in a total school-belied, government regulated systemfrom six Weeks to18 or 19 years of age is a very dangerous prece-
dent.=liow do you respond to that?

Mk. Masidi. I aka. not supporting that kind of a system, neither
is my council. Our own-position statement, Congressman, which we

iha* proilded- here as 'a part of the testimony, I think is very ex-plicit on the priorities that we set, on the directions which re-
sources :ought to be place and, as I pointed out just a few moments
ago, a very strong stance on volunteerism with respect to the
choice of which institution is used when we are talking about theseearly years:,

Mr. GUNDERSON. One of the problems that many of my district's
school administrators have shared with me about school-based
child-Care is not their opposition to it but frankly, the reality that
they (lo not have either the space or the capital to provide it in this
day and age.

They contend, that if you are serious about providing child carein our communities, You better recognize that unless you guarantee
us a diversity of child care deliverers, there will be no child carebecause the local taxpayers are not going to approve a referenda to
add on to the building for child care.

How.do you respond to that?
Mr. AMAMI. riapeat what I said earlier, that our position is onethat is very strong on the matter of having multiple providers. The

reason for that in part is that we know there are many communi-
ties where there simply is not the capacity or the particular inter-
est in that community to provide that kind of care affiliated with
or in the school system.

Therefore, we have strongly supported a multiple provider
system enabling those school' districts which want to offer it to do
so but where they may not have the space or the interest to make
sure that it can be provided in another way in the community.

Mr. Gurnizasox. If you support multiple providers and you also
support the development of Federal standards and regulation, canyou share with this committee examples of where state regulation
today albeit in place is simply inadequate and not doing the properjob?

Mr. AMAMI. State regulation of what?
-Mr. GUNDERSON. Of child care? I mean, the reason the Federal

government gets involved is normally because local or state govern-
ments have failed to meet up to their responsibilities.

If we are going to get the Federal government into the develop-
ment of -standa0s, regulations, and inspons of local child care
facilities, we have to assume, and frankly I think we have to have,
that the record shows that states and local governments are simply
unable or unwilling to provide the proper levels of standards.

It would be very helpful to this committee, and certainly anumber of tis on this committee who make the case, if you will
show us the evidence which justifies the Federal government get-



212

ting that much involved in what we believe ought to be a local
affair.

Mr.. AMBACH. Congressman, with all respect, I take a different
perspective on your assumption. I do not think the assumption is
that Federal regulation comes in only where there has been a fail-
ure on the local or the state put. It seems to me that it is entirely
proper, and I think there is a very, very strong track records over
the year of where certain Federal specifications or qualifications
have been joined with new Federal initiatives.

I would say Title 1, Chapter 1, is an example of that. Education
for all handicapped children is an example of that and so on. I
think the issue here is not whether there is a specific distrust or a
failure; the issue is whether in establishing major new commit-
ments of Federal resource that there is a justification for a certain
minimum level of standard from the Federal level. I think with re-
spect to the child care provisions which are in H.R. 3 that that is
justified.

Mr. GUNDERSON. The traditional Federal role in education has
been one of access and equality. You mentioned Chapter 1, handi-
capped civil rights laws. All of those are premised on a Federal
concept of access and equality. I de not know how you can relate
that same theory to justifying Federal intervention in setting
standards and inspection of child care. That is what you are trying
to do.

Mr. AMBACH. Well, I think the very words that you use prove the
point. The Federal role has been access and quality. The issue of
providing extensive increases or increases in child care is to pro-
vide access. I believe that ought to be provided with the companion
piece which is quality. I think it is entirely consistent with what
has gone before.

Mr. Gt.irinzasoN. I guess you missed my point.
Mr. AMBACH. Sorry.
Mr. GUNDERSON. Access and equality
Mr. AMBACH. Are you saying quality or equality?
Mr. GUNDERSON. Equality.
Mr. AMBACH. I bed your pardon. I thought you
Mr. GUNDERSON. If my midwestern accent is failing me, I apolo-

gize for that.
Mr. AMBACH. That is an eas'_Jrn here that missed it, I think.

That is my fault. I think, Congressman, you would not eliminate
the aspect of a concern for quality or perhaps you are.

Mr. GUNDERSON. I share a commitment to quality as much as
anybody in this room. My concern is, show me the evidence that
states and local governments today are not assuring that quality.

I mean, in the mid 1970s, when when I was in the Wisconsin
state legislature, we were passing regulations at the state level for,
in essence, minimum standards for family and home-based child
care.

I happen to believe the state of Wisconsin and some of the local
county governments within my district have done a more than ade-
quate job to see to it that child care comes up from out of the un-
derground, that the standards are there, that the licensing is there.
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I do not understand the basis for the Federal government using
its limited resources in the regulatory aspect. I mean, we have X
amount of dollars; where do you want to use them?

You must mentioned the whole issue of access to child care. Ithink that is a very real concern since many families cannot afford
child care today. We have to find a way in, which we can assist
,them in that regard.

I would much rather we put our money in helping those parents
obiain financially quality child care than spending that money in
Federal standards, regulatiOns and inspectors. I am struck by the
fact, that Chief State School Officers, who generally are .very pro-
tective of tlie prerogative of themselves on down, set the standards
'and curricula within education and do not share a similar philoso-
phy within child care.

Now, I understand that political desire to please the chairman
and Senator Kennedy and all of that. However, I. think there are
,many opportunities, over the year where you can please them and
still maintain your traditional philosophy on the issue of childcare.

Mr. AmiAcn. I can only repeat what I just said, Congressman,
and that 'is that we are talking here very specifically about the
child care qualitysprovisions.

Mr. GUNDERSON. I am going to go back again. Anybody who advo-
cates Federal regulation of child care, I think, has the burden upon
them to come to this committee with evidence that the states and
local governments are not doing an adequate job today before they

,suggest that we divert our limited resources from supporting the
availability of child care to-regulating it.

Lauren had something to say.
Ms. Otos!. Yes. I think if you polled the early childhood commu-

nity and child development experts across this country, you would
find diversity among states in terms of their licensing require-
ments.

Some of those states do not have adequate licensing standards.
Federal standards would help us to have a minimum set of guide-
lines to follow. There may be states that require one adult per
three infants, one adult per four infants.

There are also states that require one adult per eight infants.
That is not acceptable.

Mr. GUNDERSON. But, Lauren, the problem, I spent a lot of time
Visiting quality, I mean tb.a top of the shelf, child care facilities in
jny, district. Without exception, the adMinistrators of those child
care programs, which are institutional, not family, home or church-

but institutional child care centers, say the problem we have
As surviving because of the cost of cur child care facility.

The reality is that young parents just getting started cannot
afford our child care. The problem is not a desire for quality out
there. I do not find a gross intent to abuse children in child care. I
think it is ,just. the opposite, that highly motivated people are
trying to proyide the best environment for that young child.

°The problem is the cost. So, the challenge we all face here is how
do we take our limited resources and maximize the quality avail-
.able, to those parents and their children.



MS. CHOM. I think that the problem is that the diversity among
the states in terms of their guidelines for standards creates a situa-
tion where child care ,providers can follow less than quality care
standar& -

We need to have a set of guidelines that will go across the board
to everyone; Head Start, infant toddler, all the programs. Yes,
there is a lot of committed people out there that are providing
quality care, but I think a portion of our dollars needs to go to
ensure that all people are providing quality care not just the com-
mitted piople.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Okay. Here is 'a follow-up question and then,
Mr. Chairman, I will quit because I know I am beyond my time.
What we do in a number of areas at the Federal level is we develop
voluntary guidelines or standards which states can use.

I mean, one of the major components of the Federal activity is
research and 'development of those standards. I could go over a
whole- host of Federal programs where we come up with voluntary
guidelines and then we allow the states to utilize them in deter-
mining their guidelines, enforcement standards and regulating ac-
tivities.

Is that acceptable or do you go the step further which says the
Federal government itself has to promulgate those rules and spend
the time enforcing them? There is a big diffirence between the
two: s

I have no problem with voluntary guidelines. I have a problem
with-Federal bureaucrat. Aren't we using limited dollars for Feder-
al bureaucrats to go out and regulate and enforce standards when I
think states and local are doing an adequate job?

No comment from either of you?
Mr. AMBACH. I am sorry. I did not know who you were address-

ing it to.
Mr. GUNDERSON. I am wide open.
Mr. AMBACH. Okay.
Mr. GUNDERSON. If everybody in the room were at a mic, I would

let theni all talk. We do not have time.
Mr. Ausiox. Then a brief comment, Congressman, and that is

that there is very strong support, of course, for voluntary guide-
lines. We do. I think there are some circumstances in which it is
important as well to have specific requirements.

I think-this is one. I think that if I would add one point to it, it is
that you ;said a broad set of criteria at the Federal level and the
enforcement on this, indeed, should be at the state and at the local
level:

Mr. GUNDERSON:I yield to that, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.
Chairman HAwKINS. The gentlemen had indicated that those of

us sponsoring these bills should have some instances where nation-
al child care standards might be warranted because local standards
were inadeqUate.

I ask permission to put into the record at this point several docu-
ments which I think go to that subject, one by the Child Welfare
'LeagUe and others. I will not take the time to read them.

They will be in the recore for all to read and will indicate the
lack of adequate standards in many states and local communities
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across the country. I just wanted to respond to the gentlemen's re-
ttiest.that soiataf us submit the need for such standards.

Irtheie,tu:eno Objectio:iiif the gentlemen would like
My; GUNN:NOW I appreciate that, Mr. Chairman, but I have

never asked yOn-to,tiefend your position with documents only the
people testifyingi
= Chairman I thought you felt it was incumbent on us to
-at least' show some of the background for requiring standards.
After they;haveI will ask permission to put them into the record
after the gentlemen have had time to peruse them.

Mrs. Unsoeld?
Um= Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Along that line, I

wonder. whether I could ask whether staff might assist this. I recall
titan earlier hearing one of the witnesses saying there are parents
today who are. purchasing child care that is actually detrimental to
the development of their children.

Whether staff could help us find those remarks and per--- haPa redistribute' them among us so that we might have some of
that-additional background. Also, I would like to ask a question of

Chom.
Chairman Hamm& Let me respond to that. I understand you

are directing that through the chair for the staff toprepare for you
that information. Is that the nature of it? I will have the staff con-
sult with -Yon, Mrs. Unsoeld.

Mrs. Month. I could not remember which witness it was, but I
know we did have that testimony. I am sure that that witness also
had additional documentation of why some standards were needed.

Chairnianilaiirms. We will have the staff consult with you, and
we will try te Verify the witness. In addition to what the chair has
asked to be submitted or will ask to lie submitted, we will include
such and also any contrary evidence that some of the members
may have.

[Material submitted for the record follows:]
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You may proceed.
Mrs. UNNELD: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It has been my view

that how we rear our children is probably a primary importance to
Our real national security. I was interested in your remarks that
the salary level for child care workers was even less than for Head

;;Start workers, which I had not found particularly adequate.
What is the actual figurewhat level of wage were you actually

talking:about?
IlMii.LCifou.. Our ,child ,care assistants are paid minimum wage.

ota:Cliild;:ciiii-44itchers'aie paid $5.20 an hour.
INsolth. Would you say that that is perhaps an indication

we really place our national priority on child rearing?
'Odizeiloze. Exactly. .

Alit901ELD: Thank you
Cbai man HewiaNa. I yield to Mr. Smith.
14Ar. I. have got a lot to learn. I got done in three minutes

tusitillitte_got, two left, I want to try, to get inside the national
Gordon. You and I could go around about the

._EHA which a$11 billion udanded_commitment.
If we 4608.'billion; how about helping out the property taxpay-

ers of tins 'country who are funding a civil rights on about a quar-
ter of the loaf that we committed to them 15 years ago.

I think there is an etormous problem. I see this as an institu-
tional approach: The model that J.-havewhen I asked you the first
question, I had the public school system, which is decentralized as
it is, fundamentally operates the same way in all 50 states, the
public school, system of education.

Against that, I would place higher education which, in fact, oper-
ates on a variety of models, public and private, two year, four year,
low graduate, high graduate, institutes, home study, life long learn-
ing, work place eclucatke;, and an extraordinary diversity.

It is .funded' by public, by private, by personal, and by tax re-
sources. That is a differentmodel. The, first part of -my question,
and I think we are on the verge, one way or the other, of creating a
national policy about children-under the age of five.

I think that is long overdue. My concern is that we follow a
habit, if you will, to a system which looks most like, and I think
over time would come to look more like, the system that exists for
children ages .5 through 18 thai other kinds of models.

I guess my question is how you respond to that in terms of the
questions of quality, neither elementary nor secondary nor post-sec-
ondary education national standards. That is one part of it.

At a time when we look at our public schools and we understand
that those schools are failing 30 percent of the children outright be-
cause they leave, half of the remaining children because they un-
derperform and enter the work force failed by the fundamental in-
stitution of this society, I ask you, as a loving critic of an institu-
tion of which I have spent my entire life, where is the model of suc-
cess in that?

In other words, what is it we are trying to emulate? Why do we
believe that that similar kind of a pattern will operate better for
little children than it has for all children? I am deeply concerned
that we get our hearts confused with, in the end, our heads or what
we think will really work.

24;
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I am concerned that we will create a system that is as difficult to
change as committed to mediocrity and tropic in our inner cities
and inlome rural areas where change is impossible because there
is nothing to build, on.

I. am not juitwhich is where the need is greatest economically
and educationallyI am not sure that I see the seeds of a new
policy to do a better job in this thinking. That is a lot. .

Mr. Al!otBACH. May I, respond by way of making a couple general
comments about your characterization of twd different systems.
Yee, you 'could characterize the poet-secondary system as being dif-
ferent from the elementary and secondary system.

That is to say you can characterize it as being different in the
way it is funded. Yes, there are more variety of institutions and
<indeed there is .6 different pattern of financing than is true with
the'elementary and secondary. .

We can assume that these things have been fixed and concrete
for 200 years. They have not been. They have changed very, very
substantially over time-inAheir configuration.

If you are characterizing the difference between the post-second-
ary and the elementary and secondary, what I am testifying to is
make the early childhood pattern 0 to 5 or up the compulsory age
leirel look more like-the post-secondary pattern than it looks like
the elementary and the secondary pattern:

That is what I am saying. That is what H.R. 3 does because it
provides thitin fact you have got multiple providers. You have got
a Title'1. You have got a Head Start program.

It is primarily- served outside of the schools. It is served very,
very effectively. I think it can be continuing to serve effectively
and deal with some of the very difficult issues of constitutionality.

You have got a Title II which builds out on the public school
system with a possibility of some service, certain service, in the pri-
vate schools, which ought to be maintained, and then you have got,
if you will, a child care wraparound for the two parts.

In short, I am arguing here that if you were to step back and
look at it, we ought to be creating something more like that multi-
ple provider system of post-secondary education for the earlier
years than to create a fixed elementary and secondary system as
we generally characterize it.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you very much. I concur with the vision and
maybe we will have an opportunity to see each other. I literally do
not get that fromas I heard you up until this very moment, I
equate choice in a system with having economic power.

I am not a user of the tax code to the exception of all other
sources of funding child care at all. At the same time, I wonder
where the favor is that we think we are doing with the policy for
people who earn less than $20,000 or $18,000 a year, whether they
live in my state, your previous state or wherever.

When we, in fact, say that the message is with Federal policy,
the poorer you are, the less actual choice you have over what hap-
pens to your children. The wealthier you are, concomitantly, the
more choice you have.

There is a fundamental message. there that I am not sure, as
good, frankly, as I happen to think some elements of this bill are,

2 3
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that we have not grappled with yet. I would appreciate a chance to
talk with you about those fundamental questions.

Mr. &MACH. Unfortunately, that is the circumstance right now.
The question is whether H.R. 3 can help to correct it and, in fact,
provide a direction of the Federal resources toward the poor so that
you do increase the capacity of the economically disadvantaged to
be able to make the choice.

I think Hit. 3 provides a very, very sound framework to do that.
Ste. Thanks:.

Chairnian HAWKINS. Mr. Ambach, I will not really request that
you .answer this today if you do not desire to do so, but in Section
654 Of the Head Start program, there are non-discrimination provi-

;alone. .

It goes a Little - bit to the question, I think, that Mr. Williams
asked earlier. A non-discrimination provisionthere are several
pro:visions. actuallywith respect to admissions and employment
and- handicapping, the question w,)uld be whether or not those pro-

- iiisions,that are in the law with respect to Head Start would be in-
serted in whatever- bill is passed through this committee or includ-
ed in-H.R. 3.

If you do not have an opinion today, and I refer to a Section that
has not been really brought into this discussion today, and you care
to submit to Lie at some subsequent time the position of the council
onthat-question, we would certainlyappreciate it.

Mr. AMUCK., I would ask that permission, Mr. Chairman, but I
Would indicate that I *ink the answer is yes; that including that
provision would be acceptable. But I would like, if I could, to have
the opportunity to review that language. .

- Chairman HAWKINS. Yes, I would appreciate you doing it after
review so that we can specifically state the position of the council.

If there are no further questions, again I would like to thank
both of the witnesses, Mr. Ambach and Ms. Chom for very well pre-
sented testimony and we appreciate all of your cooperation and
support.-Thank you very much.

Mr. AMBACH. Thank you.
.Ms. CHOM. Thank you.
Chairman HAWKINS. The next witnesses will be the final group

or panel this morning. I would ask Ms. Eugenia Boggus who is ac-
companied by Ms. Nancy Spears of the National Head Start Asso-
ciation; Dr. Alfred _Hahn of the Columbia University School of
Social . Work; and Mr. Michael Schwartz, the Free Congress Re-
search and Education Foundation, would those witnesses please be
seated at the table?

Ms. Boggus, we will hear from you first.

_ STATEMENTS OF EUGENIA BOGGUS, NATIONAL HEAD START AS-
SOCIATION; NANCY SPEARS, NATIONAL HEAD START ASSOCIA-
TION; ALFRED KAHN, COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY SCHOOL OF
SOCIAL WORK; MICHAEL SCHWARTZ, FREE CONGRESS RE-
SEARCH AND EDUCATION FOUNDATION.

Ms. BOGGUS. Mr. Chairman and other distinguished members, I
am pleased to be here today to testify before a committee that has
supported Head Start throughout the years. I am Eugenia Boggus,

234:
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president of the National Head Start Association and a past parent
who has received services through Head Start.

I am here today to talk about the Child Development and Educa-
tional Act of 1989 H.R. 3 and the need to expand Head Start serv-
ices to meet the needs of those low income families who require
full day, full year services.

Before I talk about H.R. 3 specifically, I would like to provide an
overview of Head Start services and our way of thinking about
services to preschool children. As you are aware, Head Start is a
comprehensive program for low mcome preschool children and
their families.

Since the beginning of the program in 1965, 11 million children
have received services through Head Start. Right now, approxi-
mately 1,910 Head Start programs provide services to over 450,000
families and their children in all 50 states, Puerto Rico, the Virgin
Islands and the Pacific territories.

Head Start children receive core services including medical, nu-
trition and dental services as well as planned classroom programs
which increase their social and developmental skills.

Children who have handicaps are served in the same classrooms
as the other Head Start children and receive extra special atten-
tion and services as needed. Some Head Start programs use com-
munity resources such as the Foster Grandparent program to pro-
vide a %rip amount of special attention and services.

Research, such as the study done through the Perry Preschool
project, has shown that children attending comprehensive day care
programs such as Head Start, have better school attendance, are
lest likely to be held back, are less likely to be in special education
programs, more often complete high school, and are less likely to
be mvolved in teenage pregnancy, crime and welfare dependency
than are children who did not attend such a program.

In dollars and cents, the Perry Preschool project found an invest-
ment of $4,000 per child produced benefits of $28,933 in reduced
crime, welfare, speciill education and other costs.

Equally important, Head Start provides training to meet Head
Start parents needs in the areas of health, nutrition, education
and parenting. Head Start parents have the opportunity to learn
preventive health, emergency first aid and safety measures.

Parents are introduced to health care resources in a community
as they go to appointments with their child. They are visited by
their child's teacher and are given suggestions for helping the child
learn "at home.

They also receive emotional support to help them develop skills
in areas such as positive self-concept, coping with problems, and
improVed interpersonal relationships. As the child reaches school
age, parents are encouraged to continue to attend parent confer-
ences and to ask for teacher conferences if their child is having
problemi in school.

Parents of special children are told what to expect in the schools,
and how to help their 'child get appropriate services.

Parents who feel better about themselves, who have learned
more .appropriate ways to cope with their environment, who have
learned how to deal with a sick child and -medical emergencies,
who have learned what is best to feed their child, who have
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learned that teachers can be helpful rather than someone to be
2 afraid of, who have learned where to go for help, who have learned

to help their child learn, such parents will be more able to
'help their child over the long term than parents who have not
learned these. skills

The value of these services to the child and the family and even
:Abe attended family is immeasurable.

Another :interesting aspect of our program involves the staff whr
:z.work with our Head Start children and families with such success
Years ago, Head Start began with staff which included many par-
-'',,ents who had at most a high school diploma.

Many began as volunteers and later worked as teacher aides and
teachers and received training as they worked. They were support-

yed,hy professionals within the programs and also by a national
,.training and technical assistance network. In addition, there are
I now 12 Resource Access Projects which provide help in providing

services to special children.
Today, even Head Start education staff is made up of teachers

who have worked or are currently working to earn their Career
Dev,elopment Associate credential, the CDA, with the help of the

,Head Start program and also of university trained staff. This com-
hination is excellent.

Who could better understand the needs of low income children
and their families than someone who is from a low income family?
And the staff with university training provide new ideas, guidance
and support.

Another strength of the Head Start program is opportunity to
choose program options appropriate to the needs of the local com-
munity. It has amazed me to learn about the different ways corn-

' munities have found to serve the local needs.
These options include half-day programs, home- based /home -visi-

tor programs, various combinations of the two and a few full day
, programs for children of working families. Programs are run by

.community action agencies, non-profit agencies and the public
`schools.

some areas, Head Start serves four-year-olds on a contract
basis with the public schools. In recent years, local Head Start pro-
grams have been discouraged from providing full day care to chil-
dren of working parents so that services could be provided to more
children.

However, the long range effects of this policy may well be coun-
terproductive. Consider these contrasting facts: A 1988 study shows
that 32 percent of Head Start parents were working full time and
another 19 percent worked part time, had seasonal jobs or were in
school or training, for a total of 51 percent of our parents occupied
in meaningful activities outside of the home.

Yet, figures for 198'7-88 show that full day Head Start services
were provided to only 6 percent of the children enrolled, approxi-
mately 25,000 children. In fact, these figuras probably underesti-

-imate the true, eed for, such services.
Some _Head , Start eligible families in which the primary care

,giver is seeking to be able to work or attend school use lion-Head
Start child care programs which do not last throughout the day.
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However, such an alternative services, which may include care
by a babysitter or older child, often do not provide the support
services offered by Head Start. If full day services were available
through Head Start, more low income parents would be able to
work or go to school without being forced to choose between a high
quality comprehensive child development program or a program or
care giver who can provide full' day care.

It goes without saying that more families would be able to get off
the AMC program. We believe low income children and their fam-
ilies require and deserve high quality, comprehensive services and
that-Head Start's role should be expanded to meet the needs of low
income families who require full day services.

The National Head Start Association believes that Head Start
has an important role in the development of expanded child care
services and that Head Start, with its success in working with low
income children and their families, g nowt; provide the foundation
for extended day services for low income, preschool children.

For this reason, we appreciate efforts such as the Child Develop-
ment and Education Act of 1989 which builds on Head Start to in-
crease child care services for low income children. There are eight

ints in H.R. 3 that affect Head Start that we want to speak to: 1)
1 day, year round care; 2) the need for comprehensive services

for all children enrolled in Head Start; 3) the need to serve the low
income children first; 4) consideration of the needs of handicap
children from families just above the poverty level; 5) the need to
allow for more than inflationary increases in Head Start in order
to keep core services; 6) funding possible for renovation and con-
struction; 7) staff salaries; 8) the need for schools to be able to con-
tract with non-profit organizations to care for preschool children.

First, the National Head Start Association would be very glad to
be able, under Title I, to provide full day care and summer care to
the children who are in Head Start and to the children of working
parents.

We have tried to encourage families to get and keep jobs and to
gradually work their way out of poverty; yet, we have no way to
provide them will full day care or year round care.

Second, while increasing acceptance of children of working par-
ents into Head Start and providing full day and summer care are
excellent goals, we read the bill to mean that we could provide only
child care for the children of working parents and not the core
services we provide to the current Head. Start children.

It is unclear from the language in the bill what services which
children can receive. Are there to be two groups of children who
receive two different levels of service? We strongly believe in uni-
form services to all children in the program whether the children
are currently eligible or are on a sliding-fee scale.

In fact, our performance standards dictate uniform services for
all enrolled children. For example, we have long worked to ensure
that children who are Medicaid eligible receive the same health
services as any of the other Head Start children and that they feel
no discrimination.

All children enrolled in the Head Start program should have the
same comprehensive services whether they are enrolled part day or
full day.

234
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Third, we feel a commitment to serve the lowest income children
first, the children whose families are at or below 100 percent of
poverty. This is the group:of children we currently serve.

The language in the bill should make it clear that the new eligi-
bility children, or sliding-fee scale children will be served only as
sloth are available after all children at or below 100 percent of pov-
erty in the program area are served. Money will be needed to pro-
vide for core services for these additional children.

Fourth, in the original Head Start Act, Head Start was allowed
to serve -10 peicent non-poverty children. Many of the children
served in that group are handicapped, Their families are above the

. poverty line but have medical bills and other related expenses that
are greater than those of other families.

In some ,communities, there are simply no other services avail-
able for these children. If we understand the bill correctly, under
H.R. 3 these children will still be allowed to be in Head Start but it
seems they will fall under the sliding-fee scale.

This problem needs to be considered so that families with high
medical-bills are not asked to pay additional fees. Perhaps we can
handle this problem in a way similar to that used in the womens',
infants' and childrens' program which takes high medical expenses
into account when figuring eligibility for the p. Once again,
it should be clear that we want to serve all children at or below
100 percent of poverty first.

Fifth, we appreciate the effort to see that Head Start receives an
inflationary increase. However, we feel that this effort could limit
our services for the very low income population we are designed to
serve.

The language in this section of the bill tends to act as a cap on
Head Start funds. In the past, except last year, we have been able
to increase our appropriations more than the inflationary increase
due to strong bi-partisan support for Head Start.

In this way, we have been able to increase the number of chil-
dren served and the quality of the service to these children. Presi-
dent Ford and Carter have recommended increases in Head Start
over an 8 year period to make services available to all low income,
preschool children. President Bush's one year effort would give us
a good start of serving the eligible children.

We do not want the emphasis taken from our basic commitment
to provide comprehensive services to very low income preschool
children. There is a bi-partisan consensus on the need to increase
Head Start's core service3 to serve as many eligible children as pos-
sible.

We believe it is very important to have a separate Head Start
reauthorization with targeting increases each year. In this way, the
support can reflect actual gains and Head Start core services.

In addition, we believe that Head Start should remain linked to
other key programs that help low income families We look for-
ward to working with you next year for a higher reauthorization
level since there are still many eligible children for who services
are not available and feel that the language concerning the infla-
tionary increases would hinder that effort.

With this effort and the effort to increase full day services, fami-
lies and children would have truly comprehensive services.
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Sixth, under Title II, funding
Chairman HAMM& Ms. Boggus, I hate to interrupt you, but we

had asked the witnesses to try to give us the highlights so we could
have time to question the witnesses. The present time schedule
looks like'we are not going to get through.

rwonder If you could summarize the remainder ofyour *prepared
statement. The statement itself will be in the record as submitted
to us so that we may be able to expedite and get through with all
of the witnesses.

Ms. B000us. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I will just do about two points
and then we will be through. As I was saying, sixth, under Title II,
funding is allowed to be used for renovation and construction by
the public schools.

Although we understand why Congress may not be supportive of
construction costs, we strongly urge you to give the same option to
Head Start. If not construction money, then give renovation money
to all providers equally.

We all face the same problems in finding adequate buildings to
use to serve children and in upgrading to keep the facilities attrac-
tive and acceptable for use by those children.

Under Title I1, infant and toddler care, the issues of salaries for
the relevant agencies is addressed. Salaries are also an area of con-
cern for Head Start and should be addressed in the Head Start sec-
tion.

We, too, have trouble with spending years in training staff, get-
ting them through the CDA program or college and then having
them take jobs with another agency because they get a higher
salary.

Frequent staff changes make children wonder if they did some-
thing wrong, when really the teacher just needed a job that paid
enough to help get her own family above the poverty level.

We understand their desire for better pay, but the turnover and
retraining process is difficult for our children, families and support
staff. We would like to be able to get salaries to the point that we
are more able to retain qualified staff.

Last, we also see the need for schools under Title II to be able to
contract for child care with non-profit agencies which are doing
most of the child care in the country.

[The prepared statement of Eugenia Boggus follows:]
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Mr. Chairman, and other distinguished members, I am pleased to be here and

to testify before a committee that has supported Head Start throughout the

years. I am Eugenie Boggus, President of the National Head Start Association

and past parent who has received services through Head Start. I am here

today to speak with you about the Child Development and Education Act of 1989,

HR-3, and the need to expand Head Start services to 'beet the needs of

low-income families who require full-day, full -year services. Before I talk

about HR-3 specifically, I want to provide an overview of Head Start Services,

and of our way of thinking about services for preschool children.

As you know, Head Start in comprehensive program for low - income

preschool children and their families. Since the beginning of the program in

1965, almost eleven million children and their families have received services

though Head Start. Right now there are approxiemtely 1,910 Heed Start

programs providing services to over 450,000 children and families in all fifty

states, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and the Pacific Territories.

Head Start children receive core services including medical, nutrition and

dental services as well as planned classroom programa which increase their

social and developmental skills. Children who have handicaps are served in

the same classrooms as the other Head Start children but are given extra

attention and services es needed. Sow Head Start programs use such community

resources as the Foster Grandparent program to provide large amounts of

individual attention to special children.
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Research, 'Duch as the study done through the Perry Preschool Project, has

shown that children attending cosprehensive day care procreate such as Head

Start, have better school attendance, are less likely to be held beck, are

less likely to be in special education programs, more often complete high

School, and are less likely to be involved in teenage pregnancy, crime, and

welfare dependency than are children who did not attend ouch a program. In

dollars and cents, the Perry Preschool Project found an investment of $14,000

per child produced benefits of '28,933 in reduced crime, welfare, special

education and other costs.

Equally isportant, Head Start provides training to meet Head Start

parents' needs in the areas of health, nutrition, education and parenting.

Read Start parents have the opportunity to learn preventive health, emergency

first aid and safety measures. Parents are introduced to health care

resources in the community as they go to appointments with their child. They

are visited by their child's teacher and are given ingestions for helping the

child learn at hone. They also receive emotional support to help they develop

skills in maws such as positive self-concept, coping with problems, and

iaproved interpersonal' relationships. As the child reaches school age,

parents are encouraged to continue to attend parent conferences and to ask for

teacher conferences if their child is having problems in school. Parents of

special children are told what to expect in the schools, and how to help their

child get appropriate services.

Parents who feel better about themselves, who have learned sore

appropriate ways to cope with their environment, who have learned how to deal

with a sick child and medical emergencies, who have learned what is best to

feed their child, who hove learned that teachers can be helpful rather than

soseone to be afraid of, who have learned where to go for help, who have
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learned hov to help their child learn - -such parents will be more able to

help their child over the long term than parents vho have not learned these

skills. The value of these services to the child, the family and even the

extended family is immeasurable.

Another interesting aspect of our program involves the staff vho work vith

our Heed Start children and families with such success. Years ago, Hese Start

began vith staff vhich included many parents vho had at most high school

diploma. Many began as volunteers and later vorked as teacher-aides and

teachers and received training es they worked. Thoy were supported by

professionals vithin the programs and also by a national training and

technical assistance netvork. In addition, there aro nov tvelve Resource

Access Projects vhich provide help in providing services to special children.

Today, Head !tart education staff is made up of teachers vho have worked

or are currently working to earn their Career Development Associate credential

(CDA) vith the help of the Head Start Program and also of university-trzined

staff. This combination is excellent. Who could better understana the net.,m

of lov-income children and their families than someone vho is from a

low-income family? And the staff vith university training provide new ideas,

guidance and support.

Another strength of the H7ed Start program is the opportunity to choose

program options appropriate to the needs of the local caamunity. It has amazed

me to learn baJt the different vays communities have found to serve the local

needs. These options include half-day programs, home-based/home-visitor

progress, various combinations of the tvo, and a few full-day programs for

children of vorking families. Programs are run by Community Action Agencies,

non-profit organizations, Ana the public schools. In some areas, Head Start

servos four-year-olds on a contract basis vith the public schools.

"re
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In recent years, local Head Start programs have been discouraged from

providing full-day care to children of working parents so that services could

be provided to more children. However, the long-range effects of this policy

may well be counterproductive. Consider these contrasting facts: A 1988

study showed that 32X of Head Start parents were working full-time and another

19X worked part-time, had seasonal jobs, or were in school or training

programs, for a total of 51% of our parents occupied in eaaningful activities

outside the home. Yet, figures for 1987-88 show that full-day Head Start

services were provided to only six percent of the children enrolled,

approximately 25,000 children.

In fact, these figures probably understate the true need for such

services. Some Head-Start-eligible families in vhich the primary care giver

is seeking to be able to vorr or atteno school ose non-Head-Start child care

arraroments vhich do last throughout the day. Hovever, such alternative

services, vhich may include care by a babysitter or an older child, often do

not provide the support services offered by Head Start. If full-day services

were available through Head Start, more low-income parents would be able to

work or go to school without being forced to chose between a high-quality,

cosprehensive child development program or a program or care-giver who can

provide full-day care. It goes vithout saying that more families vould be

able to pet off of the AFDC program.

We believe low-income children and their families require and deserve

high-quality, comprehensive aervicee and that Head Start's role should be

expanded to meet the needs of low - income families rho require full-day

services.

The National Head Start Association also believee that Head Start has an

important role in the development of expanded child care services, and that

2 4 i
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Head Start, with its success in working with 1ov-income children and their

families, should.provide the foundation for extended-day services for

low - income preschool children. For this reason, we appreciate efforts, such

as The Child Development and Education Act of 1989, which build on Head Start

to increase child care services for 1ov-income children.

There are eight points in HR-3 that affect Head Start that we rant to

speak to: 1) full-day, year round care, 2) the need for comprehensive

servicces for all children enrolled in Head Start, 3) the need to serve the

low-income children first, 4) consideration of the needs of handicapped

children from families just above the poverty level, 5) the need to allow for

more than inflationary increases in Head Start in order to keep core services,

6) possible funding for rennovation and construction, 7) staff salaries, and

8) the need for schools to be able to contract with non-profit organizations

to care for preschool children.

First, the National Head Start Association would be very glad to be able,

under Title I, to provide full-day care and summer care to the children who

are in Head Start ono to the children of working parents. We have tried to

encourage families to get and keep jobs and to gradually work their way out of

poverty. Yet, we have had no way to provide them with full-day care or year-

round care.

Second, while increasing acceptance of children of working parents into

Head Start and providing full-day and summer care are excellent goals, we

read the Bill to mean that we could provide only child care for the children

of working parents and not the core services we provide to the current Read

Start children. It is unclear from the language in the Bill what services

which children can receive. Are there to be two groups of children who

receive two different levels of service? We strongly believe in uniform

24
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services to all children in the program whether the children are currently

eligible or on a sliding fee Scale. In fact, our Performance Standards

dictate uniform services for all enrolled children. For exeWe, we have long

verked to assure that children who are Medicaid-eligible receive the same

health services as any of the other Head Start children and that they feel no

discrimination. All children enrolled in a Head Start program should have the

some, comprehensive, Services, whether they are enrolled part-day or full-day.

Third, we feel a committmont to serve the lowest income children first,

the children whole families are at or below 100% of poverty. This is the

group of children we currently serve. The language in the Bill should sake it

clear that new-eligibility children or sliding-fee-scale children would be

served only if slots are available after all children at or below 100% of

poverty in program area are served. Money will be needed to provide for

core services for these additional children.

Fourth, in the original Head Start Act, Head Start vas Loved to serve

10% non-poverty children. Many of the children served in that group are

handicapped. Their families are above the poverty line but have medical bills

and other related expenses that are greater than those of other families. In

some communities there are simply no other services available for these

children. If WO understand the Bill correctly, under HR-3 these children

would still be allowed to be in Head Start, but it seems they would fall under

the sliding-fee-scale. This problem needs to be considered so that families

with high medical bills are not asked to pay additional fees. Perhaps we

could handle this problem in a way similar to that used in the Women, Infante

and Children Program, which takes high medical expenses into account when

figuring eligibility for the program. Once again, it should be clear that we

vent to serve all children at or below 100% of poverty first.

243
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Fifth. vs appreciate the effort to see that Head Start receives an

inflatimare Whites,. However, we feel that this effort could limit our

serviette for the very lov-income population
we are designed to serve. The

langinege, in this section of the bill tends to act as cap on Head Start's

core funds. In the past (except last year) we have been able to increase our

appropriations sore than the inflationary increase due to strong bipartisan

support for Head Start. In this way, we have been able to increase the number

of children served and the quality of the services to these children.

Presidents Ford and Carter had recommended
increases in Head Start over an

eight-year period to make services available to all low - income preschool

children. President Bush's one-year effort would give us a good start on

serving the eligible children. We don't want the elephants taken from our

basic comeittsent to provide comprehensive services to very low-income

Preschool children. There is a bipartisan consensus on the need to inc

Head Start's core services to serve as aany eligible children as possible. We

believe it is very important to have a separate Head Start reauthorization

with targeted increases each year. In this way, the support can reflect

actual gains in Head Start core services.
In addition, we be.lievs that Head

Start should resain linked to other key progress that help low-income

families. We look forward to working with you ,,ext year for a higher

reauthorization level (since there are still many eligible children for whom

services are not available) and feel that the languig 'oncerning the

inflationary increase would hinder that effort. With this effort and the

effort to increase to full-day services, families
and children would have

truly comprehensive services.

Sixth, under Title II, funding is allowed to be used for renovation and

construction by the public schools. Although we understand why Congress say
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not be supportive of construction costs, we strongly urge you to give the saw*

option.to Heed Start. If not construction money, then give renovation money

to all providers equally. Me all face the sane problems in finding adequate

buildings to use to serve children and in upgrading to keep the facilities

attractive and acceptable for use by those children.

Seventh, under Title III, Infant and Toddler Child Care, the issue of

salaries for the relevant agencies is addressed.. Salaries are also an area of

concern for Head Start and should be addressed in the Head Start section. We,

too, have trouble with spending years in training staff, getting then through

the OA program or college, and then having them taker job with another

agency because they can get a higher salary. Frequent staff changes make

children wonder if they did something wrong, when really the teacher just

needed a job that paid enough to help get her own family above the poverty

level. We understand their desire for better pay, but the turnover and

retraining process is difficult for our children, families, and support stsff.

Me would like to be able to get salaries to the point that we are sore able to

retain qualified staff.

Finally, we also see the need for the schools under Title II to be able

to contract for child care with the non-profit agencies which are doing most

of the child care in the country. As the new regulations for serving

preschool children with handicaps come into effect, there will be more and

sore ne.1.4 for Jontrgcting and coordination
between Head Start and the public

schools. Currently the language states that coordination be with 'other

public entities that provide child care and early childhood development

programs. . . *, which does not include non-profit agencies. However, in some

communities, school systems are already contracting with Head Start programs

for four-year-old care.
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The provision in Title II stating that the public schools cannot

subcontract runs against the approach that has been worked out in many states

between Need Start public schools and some child care providers. In a number

of states, including Florida, Ilinois and South Carolina, the Department of

Education sponsors four-yoar-old program, enabling the schools to contract

for services with Head Start and other child care programs. In Washington

state, the Department of Community Services runs a comprehensive four-year-old

child care program contracting for the most part with Head Start and in a few

cameo with the schools.

These partnership have be n carefully worked out at the local level

barmen school., day-core centers, and Hoed Start. We are concerned that this

Sill will undo ;Ina work that has been done at the local level which has shorn

that many agmmcies must play a role in four-year-old care.

We would also like also to share a number of general comments about the

other two sections of the bill, Titling II and III. Although these 'motions do

not directly affect Head Start, they do affect services to children, vhich is

a great concern to all of us.

We are pleasod to see that Title II alloys schools to provide before- and

after-school czrs, for a.r.hool-ago children, vhich are needs not being set in

most areas of the country. We feel that the schools should be able to

contract with non-profit agencies to provide these services, since many

echc.ols may be unwilling to provide the services on their own and non-profit

organizations are providing what care there is in many areas.

There to be nothing in Title II to encourage or require states to

continue programs they already have. We would hope at -tea now funding

programs for for-ytar-olds could not pull out their financial support.

2 4 b
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It sees* that HR-3 would fund four-year-olds heavily when there is

desperate need for infant and toddler care throughout the country. For

example, there in an unmet need to provide care for infants of low-income

teenage mothers so thatthese mothers vill have a support system to help them

learn child care and child development and to alloy thea to return to school

to complete their degree.

In Title III there la no mention of programs for three-year-olds. It is

true that, in many places, Head Start provides for three-year-olds. However,

as advocates for children, we are concerned that in areas where Head Start

does not exist and is not likely to in the near future, there are children who

need services. The same lunging as in Title II could possibly be used so that

throe-year-olds could be served where Head Start does not exist.

Me, an a Head Start community, are proud of our Performance Standards

which mandate the core services I have mentioned and more. We believe that

all low-income children in L..,11d-care programs should receive similar

comprehensive services no matter who the provider is. We further believe that

every program which provides services to preschooler, should have to sett at

least minimum national standards rather than 'applicoble State tandards.'For

example, preschool children at risk should be served at no more than a

1-10 ratio and a group size of no more than 20. This in certainly not true of

the standards in some states. These ratios and other baaic standards should

be included in the Child Development and Education Act of 1989, HR3.

In the past, I have expressed concern about child care for children of ALL

ages, infants through early teenage years. Child care seems to be a need

throughout 'lost areas of the country. Over half of children ages five to

eight are cared for by older brothers and sisters. Soaetimes even infants are

left with older children -- because there is simply nowhere else to leave them

24?
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that the parent can afford. I would like to see Congress change HR-3 along

the lines I have discussed and some fora of child care legislation passed to

ravioli', infant and toddler care, expanded
care for the Head Start age group,

and afterschool care to families.

I was a Head Start parent, so I know the real value that Head Start can

have for children and families. I have worked with my local program, and now,

as President of the National Head Start
Association, I have had the chance to

travel and to meet people from many Head Start programs. Like *any Head Start

families, my story is long and interesting one, but there in no time to

share it with you now. It will have to be enough to say that without Head

Start, there is no way I could have done many of the things I have been able

to do.

Thank you once, again for allowing us to comment. We look forward to

working with the committee to extend comprehensive child care services to

children snd families in this country.

24o
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Chairman HAWKINS. Thank you, Ms. Boggus. The next witness is
Dr. Alfred Kahn, Columbia University of Social Work. Dr. Kahn,
we are delighted to have you before the committee this morning.

Dr. KAHN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com-
mittee. My testimony today is based on studies of child care and a
variety of other policy studies that have included child care, car-
ried out jointly with Dr. Sheila Camerman, since the early 1970s.

The most recent book on this subject appeared in 1988 and we
continue to monitor developments in the United States and abroad.
In view of the limits of time for this initial statement, I shall sum-
marize major points and leave the rest of my written testimony for
the record.

As a 42-year professor at Columbia University, I know that stu-
dents want a break after one hour, and we have been going since
9:30. Therefore, you do not want me to extend too much.

I do need to take a moment, in view of the earlier discussion, to
clarify terms and my outlook. In what follows, I use the term child
care to include family day care or what you are now calling family
child care, I see; Head Start day care centers, preschools, private
nursery schools, kindergartens and various kinds of before and
after school care for children of elementary school age.

I would like to stress as did the witnesses before me that good
child care requires attention to socialization and developmental ex-
periences, to cognitive stimulation, to physical care, to nutrition, to
safety regardless of the auspice.

Child care requires these things because children require these
things. The dichotomy of education versus socialization develop-
ment is a false one. It began to be raised in the 1950s when maybe
it had some validity.

It has long since then lacked validity for anybody who under-
stands children as is a distinction between developmental and cus-
todial programs. I know that Congressman Edwards made that
point this morning, but I think it should be reviewed with him.

The country with the best child development research in the
world has no reason to tolerate false distinctions based on protect.
ing turf or to encourage two-tier approaches, one for the educated
middle class and another for the poor.

I would like to make a number of points. First, let's build on the
consensus that developed in the 100th Congress about the need to
act. I appeared before committees in both the House and the
Senate during the last Congress.

It is encouraging to note that the President and both major par-
ties see the need to address the child care issue now while there is
some dissatisfaction with the data about supply and demand and
questions come up periodically.

Although it will be some time before the two much needed na-
tional studies, which are now underway, report their results on
supply and demand, there is no doubt that the Congress does need
to deal with child care.

The debate is now about method or methods, about programs,
about pace and about scale. I regard this as a healthy debate.
Nonetheless, I would stress the importance of early action by the
present Congress.
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The resources and programs being discussed here are not theo-
retical resources and theoretical programs, they are real resources
for real children and real families and they are needed.

I am not in the position to do what must be done by Washington
insiders; that is to repackage important elements from the several
major bills. I was asked, in fact, to talk about essential components
not about a specific bill. I intend to do that.

I. do stress, and it was very clear this morning, there is enough
common ground for these components to be put together. The
chairman has taken a lead in encouraging this. He described H.R.3 as a vehicle crafted for this purpose. It seems to me in that spirit
the Congress can move forward.

The next point, 'Federal government's help is needed to assist
some people to pay for child care. The amount of aid should vary
by income level, and obviously the very poor need free service.

Now, I do tot believe that the Federal government can or should
be expected to pay all the costs of filling all the supply gaps. I offer
a somewhat longer term perspective on payment and funding.

I do believe that in the long run the 3 to 5-year-olds should be
served in the U.S., as on much of the European continent, by
public pre-schools; I believe this in Britain to this effect since the
early 70s. It is interesting to see that there is now some serious dis-
cussion along those lines.

Well, the Federal government can and should encourage this de-
velopment, should offer support for technical help and start up and
help finance enrichment for poverty and minority populations.This is a legitimate charge as well as on state and local school
budgets. A several year phase-in period will be required. States and
localities might be offered planning support.

As in many countries, this should be a voluntary, universal, free
program guided by localities. Such programs should cover a normal
school day with supplementation under one or another auspice.

The supplementary program, covering the hours to the extent to
which the school day does not coincide with the work day, shouldbe free to the working poor and only those supplementary hours
should be subject to income related fees for others if the state sodecides.

Help by the Federal government would be a matter of building
on state initiatives. Now there have been important beginnings
over the past several years when I remember the initiatives that
Gordon Ambach took long, long ago in New York on pre-kindergar-
tens.

I also know that some, in fact many states, are not quite ready
for this yet. Some educators out and out do not want it. I also know
that what it will require and that it is not simply an expansion of
elementary school administration into child care but rather cre-ation of the kind of leadership and administration that early child
development programs require.

That is why I stress for the remainder of my testimony state op-
tions, diversity, and capacity building in the states to decide what
they can do and at what pace and how rapidly. I also would stress
that when we say this, we are not talking about infant and toddler
care.

2f5u
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We have a lot of experience on the European continent. They
may go down to 2 1/2 if there is space. They guarantee space at
age 3, but nobody expects educational systems to take care of
infant and toddler care. That is why we need the rest of the system
that Mr. Ambach was talking about.

Infant and toddler care belongs in nurseries and in day care cen-
ters and in family day care homes. They should be subject because
they will be part of a broader social welfare system or part of a
fringe benefit system or part of a community system. They should
be subject to income related, sliding fees.

People are making a choice about their family economy, so to
speak. When required for the working poor or for social service
reasons, as in the instance of abuse and neglect, and that is rather
important, obviously, such programs would contini to be financed
out of public social service funds.

A similar approach to funding might be followed for after school
programs in support of parental work in those communities whose
finances do not permit or whose community policies do not support
and enrich free afternoon recreational agricultural offering, which
I favor, but obviously it is not possible for some communities

That might be in community centers, churches, Ys and recrea-
tion departments or in schools depending on community preference
and possibilities. Where special circumstances dictate, that is,
where there are industries of special labor force needs as hospitals,
where there are company towns where there are isolated factories
related to where people live, obviously companies backed by tax
credits might offer on or near sita care.

However, most companies might be expected rather to follow the
current trends and to support child care information and referral
services for employees, resource development, educational pro-
grams, capital improvement, recruitment of family day care, which
is what most companies are now doing.

Company-based on site care will not meet a major part of the
need. It has been talked about endlessly now since 1980, '81, actual-
ly since the mid-70s. The overall result has been modest to use a
modest word.

The modest funds suggested in ABC and other recent bills for
state demand and supplies subsidies would be a sign cant financ-
ing increment in this field, particularly when added to the provi-
sion of the Family Support Act of 198E which, of course, creates a
partial entitlement to child care for some people. That would do
much to help the supply.

Federal strategies, my third point, should be devised with a view
to supporting state capacity building and leadership. If child care is
for the long h ul and not a sometimes thing, and if we want to
build into a coherent system, and if we agree on the need for diver-
sity and stet:, variations and local electives, and you heard an elo-
quent argument by Gordon Ambacli on that, then Federal legisla-
tion should help with state capacity building.

States need vehicles for planning and coordination. States need
to decide whether and how far to go with the schools and at what
pace, how to expand the supply of family day careit is an urgent
need for infants and toddlers nowwhat local industry might be
helped to do and so forth.
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In addition to a Federal contribution to the coats of some of theneeded child care, states need help in building that child care in-frastructure. I would like to stress that there is every evidence that
they will take advantage of resources and go further.

The country has not been sitting back waiting for the Federal
government The social changes which have made child care so im-
portant,, particularly since the 60s, have also generated enormousenergies, and through the 70s and particularly the early 80s enor-mous creativity in the states and1ocalities.

Evidence of this is found in churches, social service agencies,
Schools,' settlement houses and in state and local government. Some
large Titivate businesses have also undertaken to help either intheir roke as corporate citizens in their communities or by helpingtheir own employees.

Parents- and child care advocates have worked diligently. They
have experimented. They have invented new ways to assemble re-lources, to educate consumers, to help parents find programsMost of these operations lack resources and therefore cannot do
enough. Most of them reflect the lack of state and local governmen-tal infrastructure and capacity and therefore are not adequate.

You see everywhere a need, apart from the cash to help the par-. -eats, money for start -up resources, technical assistance, training,
,planning and monitoring of basic standards.

A coinbination of funds to the states for use of subeidies to con-sumers and a modest contribution towards planning, coordination,advisory 'committees and monitoring of standards, training anddata :collection will go a long way. That is why I support it onbehalf of ABC. That is why I testified last year on behalf of ABC.My fourth point, and it seems especially relevant in view of the
discussion this morning, it would not be wise to spend new Federalmoney in this field without protecting the children whose care is

I wanted to say to Congressman Gunderson earlier that I did notcome equipped with this information because there has been astrong record made before this committee already. Just for the im-mediate purpose, I would isle to point out that 28 states do not pro-tect parents rights to drop in unannounced on their children inchild care; that 28 states require no training before teachers canwork in day care centers, no training at all; and that 19 states
allow one care giver to be responsible for as many as 15 or 20 chil-dren.

I gather the chair has given you much more of that record, and
there are any number of people sitting in this room here who cangive you a collection of horror stories in the press.

Now, the current supply is inadequate, partially because thereare not enough spaces but partially because of poor quality instates that have low standards and states that do not enforce
standards. The word adequacy has two components to it.

The former Secretary of Labor in a speech on March 17th said,
and I happened to hear her, that "quality child care must become anational priority."

There are those who object to Federal help on standards because
they say regulation reduces supply. Yes, it does. We eliminate dan-gerous drugs. We eliminate the contaminated food supply. We
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eliminate the supply of planes that cannot pass safety testa. We
aninate L.2ildings where the insulation does not meet health
standards and for good reason.

We need child care but it must be child care in which children
will not be abused or endangered. It should be child care in which
childrenlrelop,"-learn, socialize and thrive.

Our parents want to be reassured that the country who leads the
world in child development research will at least specify a mini-
mum of protections for their children and will be sure that the
states and local government have capacity to assure that those pro-
tections are in place and are enforced and they do not accept Fed-
eral money unless the Federal money can get that assurance from
them.

Nobody has ever suggested to me that we ought to have Federal
peopls going around enforcing standards in the states, but rather
that the states provide assurance they are enforcing their own
standards.

We know enough about the national picture to be worried. I am
not going to list horror stories here. The Federal government actu-
ally began to lead on standards a decade ago.

In October of '81 we would have had Federal standards, as a
number of you recall, and they were eliminated or aborted by
OBRA of 1981. At that point, most states actually had anticipated
regulations and were close to being or were in compliance.

They were not that unreasonable. They were based not on fanta-
sy but on empirical work which clarified what the minimum stand-
ards were that were needed that would protect children.

Millions of Federal dollars were spent on that research and it is
on the record. We need a Federal program that will encourage
states with regard to standards, that will set a reasonable, modest
national floor based on practice and reality, based on knowledge
that it can be met, and not the kind of frivolous regulations that
will stifle initiative and responsible entry into the field.

We need regulations that make child care more respectable and
attractive and give its participants a sense of their involvement
and occupation that meets the expectations of parents.

The fact that all states now have regulations is not enough, I
stress. Yes, they do, but some of the regulations are below an ac-
ceptable floor and some of the regulations are not enforced because
the states lack regulation for enforcement capacity.

The Federal government should insist on a modest minimum and
also insist that states enforce their standards. The children and
parents of America are owed this by the Congress.

There is less need for an active, if modest, Federal presence. I am
not going to spell it out because my time is running short, but
clearly the Federal government will facilitate this process through
financial aid, technical assistance, dissemination of information
and assuring that Federal funds are spent according to congression-
al intent.

My written testimony has a long section on tax credits. I will not
read that now. I will be prepared to answer questions about it. I
did testify about that issue in the Senate not long ago.
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I would stress that none of the tax proposals are a substitute for
child care because none of them offer the infrastructure, none of
them offer the regulations, none of them offer adequate subsidy.

If you give people $1,000 in the manner proposed, that $1,000 is
available to people who earn only about $5,000 to $6,000 under the
proposed plan. People at $10,000 income would be about $600 at
that proposed plan.

Twenty dollars a week does not buy child care in America and
even the slightly larger amount does not buy child care in Amer-
ica. I favor tax credits and I favor a variety of intermaintenance
programs for children.

I will be glad to review them because poor families in this coun-
try need more money because people we want to encourage to be in
the labor force need income supplementation that goes beyond
their minimum wages.

We can do that through expansion of the earned income tax
credit. We can do it by making the child care tax credit refundable.
We can do it in five or six other ways that I would be glad to share
with the committee out of comparative international research.

One thousand dollars of tax credit is not a substitute for the vari-
ous things in the several bills that are here, certainly not a substi-
tute for H.R. 3 or H.R. 30.

Mr. Chairman, I am going to stop at that point, although I have
much more to say, but I am watching the time and I am watching
the committee's agenda. I will be glad to answer questions.

[The prepared statement of Alfred Kahn follows:]
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

my testimony today is based en studies of child care

and on other policy studies that have included child care,

carried out jointly with Dr. Sheila B. Kamerman since the

early 1970s. The most recent hook appeared in 1988. We

continue to monitor developments in the U.S. and abroad.1

In view of the limits of time for this initial

JitlWavnt,..1,4414,1 summarize a Of/ major paints briefiy and

hs prepared to pesponi te 9486kions.

First, to clarify terms and my outlook:

It should.be understood in what follows that I use the

term child cue to innlude family day oaro, Head gtart, day

care centers, pre-schools, private nursery schools.

kindergarten, and various kinds of before- and after-school

care for children of elementary school age.

Good child care requires attention to socialization and

developmental experiences, cognitive stimulation, physical

cars, nutrition, and safety, regardless of auspice. Child

care requires these things because children do. The

dichotomy of education versus socialization/development is a

false one to anyone who understands children, as is a

distinction between "developmental" and "custodial"

programs. The country with the best child development

research in the world has no reason to tolerate false

distinctions based on protecting "turf" - or to encourage

two-tier approaches, one for the educated middle class and

another for the poor.

25u
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1. Let's build on the consensus about the_need to act.

I appeared before committees in both the House and the

Senate during the last Congress. It is encouraging to note

that the President and both major parties see the need to

address the child care issue now. While there is some

dissatisfaction with the data about supply and demand, and

although it will be some time before the two much-needed

national studies now under way report results, there is no

doubt that the Congress does need to deal with child care.

The debate is now about method or methods, programs, pace,

and scale. I regard that as a healthy debate. Nonetheless

I would stress the importance of early action by the present

Congress. The resources and programs being discussed are

urgently needed.

I am not in a position to do what must be done by

Washington insiders - that is, to repackage important

olomonto from the eeverel major sills. I do stress that

there is enough common ground for this to occur, however.

The Chairman has taken the lead in encouraging this.

2. The federal government's help is needed to assist sag

people to pay for child care. The amount of aid should vary

by income level. The very poor need ftge service.

There are those who ask: Why subsidize this particular

commodity? Is the decision of a second adult in a family to

work not voluntary? A number of economists, have noted that

it may be cost-effective for government to subsidize care

both to overcome barriers to work by relief recipients and

2 5'i
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to permit work by the working poor. The subsidy of child

care for the non-poor is cost effective if it permits the

entrance of women into the paid labor force, thereby

enhancing economic growth and productivity. On top of this,

the child care investment has pay-off in the learning,

socialization, and eventual produCtivity of children who

start out in handicapping environments. The private market

may gain from the parental satisfaction with care offered to

particular workers who are then better attached to their

jobs, but many of the benefits are externalities, benefits

for the society as a whole - which should help pay for them.

I do not believe that the federal government can or

should be expected to pay the costs of filling all the

supply gaps. I offer a somewhat longer-term perspective on

payment and funding.

In the long run, the 3 -5s should be served in the U.S.,

as on much of the European continent, by public pre-schools.

while the federal government can and should encourage this

development, offer support for technical help and start up

(and help finance enrichment for poverty and minority

populations), this is a legitimate charge on state and local

school budgets. A several year phase-in will be required.

States and localities might be offered planning support. As

in many countries, this should be a voluntary, universal,

free program, guided by localities. Such programs should

cover a normal school day, with supplementation under one or

another auspice. The supplementary program (covering the

93,437 0 - 8) - 9
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hours between the school day and the work day) should be

free to the working poor and subject to.income-related fees

for others if the state so decides. Help by the federal

government, we stress, would be a matter of building on

state initiatives.

While there have been important beginnings over the

past several years, I know that some state are not ready for

this. Some educators do not want it. I also know that it

will require, not an expansion of elementary school

administration into child care bill:, rather, the Kind of

leadership and administration that early child development

programs require. That is why I stress state options,

diversity, and capacity-building below.

Infant and toddler care, in nurseries, day care centers

and family day care homes, meant tQ aupport, the ca-rofehoms

work option, should also be subject to income-related

sliding foes. When required for the working poor or for

social service reasons in-the instances of abuse, neglect

and dependency, such programs would continue to be financed

out of public social service funds.

A similar approach to funding might .e followed for

after-school programs in support of parental work in those

communities whose finances do not permit, or whose community

policies do not support, an enriched free afternoon

recreational and cultural offering in centers, churches,

recreation department or schools for their pre-teen

children.
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Where special circumstances dictate (industrias with

special labor-force needs, company towns), companies -

backed by tax credits - might offer on- or near-site care.

However, most companies might be expected, rather, to follow

current trends in business and to support child care

information and referral services for employees, resource

development, educational programs, capital improvement

programs, all supportive of community child care. Company-

based on-site care will not meet much of the need.

The modest funds suggested in ABC and other recent

bills for state demand and supply subsidies would be a

significant financing increment in this field - particularly

when added to the provisions of the Family Support Act of

1988 - and would do much to increase the supply and solve

the affordability problem for some families.

3. Federal strategies should be devised with a view to

supporting state capacity building andandleadsrshio.
If child care is for the long haul, not a sometime thing,

and if we agree on the need for diversity, state variations,

local initiatives, then federal legislation should help with

state caprlity building. States nead-Ve-hiciet-for-plantlillg

end coordination. States need to decide whether and how far

to go with the schools, how to expand the supply of family

day care, what local industry might do - and so on. In

addition to a federal contribution to the costs of some of

the needed child care, states need help in building a child

care infrastructure.
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The country has not been sitting back waiting for the

federal government. The social changes which have made

child care so important have also generated enormous

energies and such creativity. Evidence of this is found in

churches, social services agencies, schools, settlement

houses, and in state and local government. Some large

private businesses have also undertaken to help, either in

their role as corporate citizens in their communities, or by

aiding their own employees. Parents and child care

advocates have worked diligently, have experimented, and

have invented new ways to assemble resources, to educate

consumers, to help parents find programs for their children.

Many of these operations lack resources and therefore

cannot do enough. Most of them reflect the lack of state

and local governmental infrastructure, and are therefore not

adequate. One sees everywhere urgent need for start-up

resources, technical assiqtanm training, planning, and

22nitorina of basic standarda.

A combination of funds to the states for use as

subsidies to consumers and a modest contribution towards

planning, coordination, advisory committees, the monitoring

of standards, training and data collection would go a long

way. That is why I testified in support of ABC last year.

4. It would not be wise to spend new federal money In

his gld without protecting the children whose care is

2 6 i
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In part, the current supply is inadequate because of

its poor quality. The former Secretary of Labor said in a

speech on March 17 that "Quality child care (emphasis

supplied) must become a national priority."

There are those who object to federal help on standards

because "regulation reduces supply". Yes, it does. WA

eliminate dangerous drugs, contaminated food, planes that

can't prim safety toctc, building inculation that oanft meet

health standards - and for good reason. We need child care,

but it must be child care in which children will not be

abused or endangered. It should be child care in which

children develop, learn, socialize, thrive. Parents want to

be reassured that the country which loads the world in child

development research will specify a minimum of protections

for their children, and will give states and local

govornmont capacity to accuro thorn that those protections

are in place.

We know enough about the national picture to be

worried. In contrast to the quality of Head Start, a

program which is mostly for part-day, too many poor children

are cared for in an invisible, unlicensed underground. In

fact, many middle class children are also. (You are as

familiar as I with the horror stories which appear

periodically.) Providers, especially unlicensed day care

mothers, need help in becoming vie.ibli4 And in meeting

standards. Many of them want to and respond to supports and

incentives. Eventually, they gain in income and referrals.
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The federal government almost began to lead on

standards a decade ago. The effort was aborted in 1981

despite a large invostmont. At that point most etatee ked

anticipated the regulations and were in compliance. current

talk about regulationo ae Doomoday for the otatoo is ill

founded. We need a federal program which will encourage

states with regard to standards, and will set a reasonable

national floor for those who want to qualify for federal

funds. That floor should be based on the decades of

experience and research that were the basis for the

truncated efforts. What are proposed are not the kinds of

regulations that are frivolous or that stifle initiative and

responsible entry into the field. On the contrary, we need

regulations that make child care work respectable and

attractive, and give its participants a sense that they are

involved in an occupation which meets expectetinne nt

parent6. The fact that ail stetsc now have regulatiOhe IS

not enough. Some of the regulations are below an acceptable

floor. Many states lack enforcement capacity. The federal

government snouid-insist on a modest nininum and that states

enforce their standards. This is the least the Congress

owes to the children and parents of America.

5 There thus is need for an active. if Quite modest.

SaderILLIMAIMMOB111111.18field

Would new legislation automatically create a new, un-

needed, and self-perpetuating bureaucracy? It is relatively

simple for opponents of federal programs to raise the
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spector of "bureaucratized baby sitting", better done by

grandmothers who need no training: "Do you insist on

regulating the baby's aunt, just because she is

babysitting?" Obviously, families with the option of in-

home care by a grandparent or other relatives, nt_hy.paili_

household help, need not use the more formal, regulated

arrangements. We are discussing optional programs which

parents decide to use. On the other hand, for the reasons

suggested, marketplace and non-profit child care programs

serving large numbers of children need to be planned,

financed, inspected, given technical aid and kept open -

accessible - responsible. Like other societal institutions,

these could be over-:regulated and over-,Controlled. 'There is

no evidence that is now the problem, and it is certainly not

our goal.

I do not propose a federal bureaucracy to run child

care (although Head Start is an impressive story). I

believe that the largest program for the 3-5s, should be a

function of local school boards. However, if that is not

the program adopted, such programs as well as center day

care and family day care should in any case be controlled

ultimately (as is health and education) by state government

but delegated to the county and regional levels and run by

various non-profit, for-profit agencies, and governmental

units alike.

The current problem is not overbureaucratization but,

rather, a federal vacuum and the lack of state capacity and
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infrastructure. Federal leadership and aid might help

states get started in surveying their supply, developing

strategies in partnership with their localities, helping

localities to plan and coordinate, insuring citizen

involvement and exercise of choice at all levels. The

essential federal roles that are critical are a) financial

nig; b) technical assistance; and c) dissemination of

intonation and creating opportunity for sharing and d)

ensuring that federal funds are spent in accord with

comannional intent.

6 Tax credits are not a substitute for child care

legislation - but certainly would help poor families.

/ listened with fascination in late April of last year

as one of the members of Congress offered a tax credit

alternative to the comprehensive child care bill being

considered that day at the Hearing (H.R. 3944). Offered

opportunity to comment T noted that the proposed credit was

far too modest to be credible as providing parents with an

"at-home" option - and that it did nothing to help with the

urgent child care needs.

A tax credit can be a useful_instrument of family

policy. however. my main field of research, the Committee

will note, is comparative family policy. Dr. Kamerman and I

have documented in detail in a long list of books and

articles the ways in which western industrial societies have

attempted to buttress family life and improve the economic

well-being of families and children. We have shown that it
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is very desirable and quits possible to decrease or

eliminate child poverty and also to supplement the modest

earned incomes of low-earner single mothers or low-earners

in two parent families so as to encourage self-support. The

basic principles are clear: Since salary levels hz.v, no

relationship to family needs, some form of child or family

allowance or child tax credit is legitimate. Since children

are a precious resource - the needed workers, citizens,

soldiers of the future, it is wise for the community to

share in the family's costs of child rearing.

Programs such as the following are used in various

countries in efforts to assist with family income and

strengthen families with two adult workers or a single

mother who is employed:2

a children's (or family) allowance or a tax credit

covering all children (it could be taxable);

income-tested housing allowances as an entitlement;

- health service or insurance as an entitlement;

an income-tested income supplement for low income

workers with very young children;

automatic child support collection from non-custodial

spouses and in the absence of ability to pay, a

government-guaranteed minimum child support benefit;

parental post-childbirth leave for 3-12 months with

income replacement at 80-90 percent of the portion of

the pre-leave wage that is taxable for social security

purposes;
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- insurance benefits protecting en employee's right to

remain at home for a specified number of days each year

to care for a sick child;

- an income-tested child allowance supplement for single

mothers of young children;

If there is strong political support for serious study

of just how the United States might develop an appropriate

vehicle for dignified, non-welfare economic aid to families

with children, there is much experience to draw upon and

many of the options are known. I would applaud such

initiative. A $1,000 refundable tax credit is a good start

but its impact would be modest. A full program would be far

mnre axpenRive than the welfare reform passed by the 100th

Congress - and far more complex in its challenge to some

traditions which haVe_inhiOltad such action ift the past.

A tax credit is not an_Alternative_routa to the child

care improvements which are urgently needed.

No country anywhere lets a child allowance or tax

credit replace or affect availability of a child care

entitlement, such as free child care, or a child care tax

credit, or a child care fee subsidy.

No matter how structured and how helpful to middle-

income people, a $1,000 tax credit would not pay for child

care for very low-'acome people who would be eligible for

$600 to $1,000. Those who most need child care would not be

adequately assisted. The people who most noed aid would not

be adequately helped. Increasing the child care (dependent

2 6
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care) tax credit and making it refundable would take us

further. However, a tax credit for poor or middle class

families would not support the state administration,

planning, information-referral, and standard setting which

are needed. It would neither create the needed state

infrastructure nor fill the federal vacuum.

We already know far too well that the market alone does

not create a good child care system. Adding modestly to the

demand subsidies of the present child care tax credit will

not change that.

In short, "yes" to a tax credit as a first installment

on a needed child allowance or help to families with

children in the United States. But "no" to a tax credit if

it is offered as an alternative child care solution.

CONCLUDING NOTE

The former Secretary of Labor reminded the country of

the growth in female labor force participation - indeed of

the large-scale participation of mothers of infants and

toddles and its expected continuation. She also noted just

how important this trend is for American competitiveness and

productivity and of how much it is appreciated by some

employers. She highlighted it as "a core rather than a

peripheral" labor-management concern and remarked that

constructive solutions benefit both management and labor.

Nor should child oars be viowod no largely "a 000ial ioouo

or a welfare matter." After all, "the greatest number of

2 6 ;I,
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parents now likely to need child care are, in fact, working

parents."

Again, I note that there are different assessments of

what government should do, but not about the need for

action.

Prom the point of view of policy, the central

conclusion from all of our studies is that child care should

be regarded as neither a luxury nor a sometime thing for a

few problem families. It is an essential, central, normal,

blot compomoit a -community Ikte In all 'APtlern societies.

Child care remains constantly visible and a matter of

concern to a large proportion of families with children. It

has major implications for the rearing of future

SeneirAtions, And -thus or the-well-btfry of our eitt4re,
society. Thus, child care merits serious attention as wall

from local and state government and the voluntary sector.

The federal government, too, has a vital, strategic role in

facilitating sound development.

The reality today is that infants, toddlers, pre-

schoolers and school-aged children are more likely than not

to have working mothers. About two-thirds of working

mothers work full-time. Whether working full-time or part-

time, giwm, l q inrressing shmenre of st-hnme arsnrimnthera

ac othey supportive reatIves, pavtAi tqvii to -Ronal otird
care arrangements. In fact, educated mothers and families

with over $35,000 annual income increasingly choose nursery

schools for-their children whether or not the mother works

26 ,.)
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outside the home. Since most families now are small and

neighborhocds.are.oftenrdusurtuOrduring the day, parents -

whether or not they are in the labor force - appreciate

group experiences for the socialization,
recreation, and

learning opportunities offered their children, Minurity

parents place great emphasis on access to good-quality early

lrauP 9ina vent -thttr chi icirdk-it4 word
the learning handicaps and lack or stimulation which have

hampered minority children in the past. Whether or not

parents are at work, children take advantage of available

after-school resources, again - both for enrichment

airtiSb:fr alkdAttoritg. sports ard-pity5t-gat. twsty, fa"'
cultural programs, nature trips, special group socialization

exparienrngnto.), or for ohild care (to aveid being loft

alone).

In shore, child care is no longer a "sometime thing" in

child and family experience. It is neither a luxury nor a

treatment for problem families. What is a "sometime thing"

is national child care policy. Since OBRA 1981 - which led

to tho dropping of tho plan to implomont federal day Gam__

- tandarde, more than a decade in the making - there has been

no national policy proon=0 In this 11nJL .Staras And

looalitioo havo made horoio efforts to fill the gap, and

their initiatives must be further encouraged and protected;

but the public response is inadequate for lack, as well, of

the needed federal presence and financial aid. or has the

marketplace response - however valid and valued - been in
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any sense an adequate substitute in areas dependent on

public policy.

I would stress the following:

1) The highest priority is federal financial aid for the

working poor and the lower middle class to helm may

part of their child care costa States and localities

might choose voucher or direct subsidy programs,

depending on their plans. They might develop programs

that mix vouchers and direct subsidies, too.

2) Encouranement of school-based development of all-day

pre- schools for the 3-5a through time-limited federal

research and development activity. This long-term

strategy is spelled out in our book, Child Care:

Facing the Hard Choicea.

3) Encouragement of &major effort by the states. with

federal help. to expand infant and toddler can

aervicea throughout the country and to ensure its

quality. The major shortages are hare.

4) Establishment of minimal federal standards of quality

and support for states in their standard-setting,

monitoring, and enforcement roles.

5) Encouragement and modest helntaAhaatateetgdeyaloA

An infrastructure for planning, standard setting,

licensing, inspection, and assistance to localities by

means of federal incentive grants.

6) Eaderalleedin, information sharing, and

research and demonstration projects, to be impluantag

2 73
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, . 4 .

Health and Human Services. The federal government

should not run child care in any community but it

should help states and communities that want help to

develop adequate child care b, giving them access to

resources, knowledge, and opportunity for exchange.

71 Start to look seriously at various kinds of tax

cascusaj_sjaa allowances and ot%nr forms of income

support to help fauilies rear our children well But

do not regard this as an alternative to acting on child

care legislation.

2 7 4;
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Chairman HAWKINS. Thank you, Dr. Kahn. The final witness is
Mr. Michael Schwartz. Mr. Schwartz?

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of the
committee, my name is Michael Schwartz. I am Resident Fellow in
Social Policy for the Free Congress Foundation. I want to thank
Chairman Hawkins in particular for his invitation to have me tes-tify this afternoon.

More importantly, I am the father of four children, all of whom
have been in day care at one point or another in their lives overthe past 15 years., My family personally has experienced most ofthe kinds of day care that are available on the market. Therefore, I
can speak with a consumers perspective this issue.

I can tell you from that experience that when parents shop forsubstitute care for their children they have three considerations;
the first is accessibility; the second is affordability; and finally reli-ability.

Accessibility and affordability are really very closely interrelat-
ed. If you can afford to pay, a provider will show us. To the extent
there are shortages in this country, those shortages tend to be tem-porary and localized.

Secretary McLaughlin, in her study for the Department of Laborlast year, reached this conclusion. So, aasically, the difficulties of
finding a provider for a child come down to the ability to pay.

However, the question of reliability is much more problematic.
Reliability is a very personal judgment that parents make. It is ajudgment fundamentally of the trustworthiness of this care giver.Even when parents hire a babysitter for one night, they want to
be assured that their child will be safe, will be happy, will be
secure before they entrust their child to the care of someone elsefor even a few hours.

Certainly, that is an even greater concern when it is a matter ofa long term regular commitment to care. Parents have many,
many factors that they weigh in judging the reliability of a substi-tute care situation.

They may want to know who the other children are who are in-volved, how old they are, how they behave, what the physical facili-
ties are, what kind of meals will be served. I think probably, for
most parents, at or very close to the top would be a personal judg-
ment about the character of the care giver, about whether this is
the kind of person who will give their child love, who will be a sub-stitute parent in the way of filling that psychological role, who will
make their child happy, who will care and spend time with theirchild.

On the question of reliability, government can only do a little bit.
What it can do fundamentally is establish regulations that set cer-
tain parameters about the provision of child care.

This is el entirely appropriate. I think states should set regula-
tions about who should offer services on the market. It is a com-
mercial transaction and so forth. A regulation, we must admit, is aclumsy instrument.

A regulation cannot measure trust. It cannot measure reliability.
Fundamentally, there is only one judge of the reliability of a sub-
stitute care giver and that is the parent. When we look to regula-
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tion to take the place of those highly personal judgments, then we
get into nothing but gray areas.

tions can tell us we can reach a consensus, for instance,
on w t is a minimum standards, what is acceptable, what ought
to be the norm, what is the ideal of any regulated area.

Those intangibles can never be measured. They can never be reg-
ulated. That is why relying so heavily on regulation as a measure
of ensuring reliability of child care services is inadequate.

It is important now when we look at this question to bear in
mind that the issue is not whether there should be regulations or
whether theee shall not be. All 50 states have regulations. Dr.
Kahn noted that they all do. He noted that they are not up to his
satisfaction.'

The question fundamentally is whether the judgments that have
been reached in all the 50 states and in thousands of local jurisdic-
tions among providers, among consumers and among public au
thorities shall be overridden and replaced by the judgments made
by someone at the Federal level.

I believe this is very ill-advised. First of all, we still have, despite
Dr. Kahn's opinion, no evidence that the existing standards any-
where are really inadequate. They may not measure up to my
standards as a consumer or to anyone else's standards as a con-
sumer, but we have no evidence after all the so-called horror sto-
ries that we have heard, after all the real tragedies that we have
seen of children being harmed while they are in substitute care.

We have no evidence that this is attributable to bad regulations.
All the cases that have come to the attention of me and I think all
the cases that have come to the attention of this committee, be-
cause I have read most of the testimony, concerns situations in
which regulations were violated, in which unforeseeable accidents
resulted m harm to a child so the regulations did not cover it be-
cause it was the sort of thing that nobody foresaw, or in which the
child was in a situation that escaped regulation all together and
very frequently without adult supervision at all.

Those are the cases which have been brought before this commit-
tee, been brought before the public. We have yet to see an instance
where a regulation itself was so lax that it results in harm to chil-
dren.

So, there is no need, therefore, for Federal intervention under
the principle of subsidiary. In other words, reasonable people may
and will differ about what state regulations say. We have not yet
found a case where state regulations are so lax that they represent
a danger to a child and therefore demand intervention from above.

Now, the argument has been made that we have Federal stand-
ards for a variety' of oti. ,t issues affecting consumers, airline
safety; consumer products, and so forth. There are several differ-
ences between consumer protection regulations in those areas and

tions relating to the provision of child care.
t of "all, the safety ,of airlines, the flammability of pajamas,

the hazards of asbestos in walls and so forth can be measured sci-
entifically in a laboratory. You know when you have passed 'the
point of safety.

That his not the case when it comrs to reliability of a substitute
care giver. That is something which, fundamentally, is in the realm
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of intangibltes. You carmci take a day care situation into a labora-analysto .
- Secondly, it would be impractical to have 50 different sets of air-
line safety regulations and 60 different sets ;:f consumer productsafety regulations because these products and services are offeredon a national basis uniformly.

Child care is not offered on a national basis uniformly. It it ahighly localized, in fact, a neighborhood industry. That is what thewhole issue of accessibility is about. It is close to home. Therefore,the regulation ought to be done close to home.
Finally, we know that the regulations already exist. If they arefound to be inadequate by consumers, by providers or by the local

authorities, those local authorities and local communities are in abetter position to change their regulations to meet the needs of themarket.
A second significant consideration about the regulation issue isthat there is a tension, a trade off between affordability and acces-sibility on the one hand and between more stringent regulation onthe other.
Dr. Kahn noted that in his testimony, It is also clear from thestatistics. Those states which tend to have more stringent regula-

tions-for child care also tend to have a relatively higher cost forlicensed child care or regulated child care and a relatively smallerproportion of all those children in their state who were in substi-tut'evare, a relatively smaller proportion are in regulating care.On the other hand, those States which tend to have looser regula-tions, tend to have lower costs for regulated child care and a rela-tively larger proportion of the children available in regulated set-tngs.
Now, I think if the state chooses to go in either direction, to em-phasiie strict regulation or to emphasize wider availability and

lower costs, that is a fair judgment for that state to make.
It should not be second guessed at the Federal level. We can seethat if we do that second guessing, if we say that Connecticut'sjudgment in having stringent regulations is a good one but Flor-ida's judgment in having loose regulations and lower costs andmore regulated services available is a bad one, then we see certain

consequences clearly follow.
For one thing, in every state where the regulations have to beraised, the cost to providers of providing child care services will

become greater. That cost will be transferred on to their clients.What that means is that with regulated child care priced at ahigher level, there inevitably will be a decline in the demand forthis particular type of service. More families will decide that theycannot afford to make the choice of a more expensive, more strin-gently regulated child care. They will place their children in un-regulated settings.
That is a decision that those parents take in good conscience.That is their market preference, but it seems to be contrary to thedirection that most of the legislation which would make the regula-tion more stringent intends to take us.
The industry trade journal, Child Care Review, conducted astudy last year about the impact of a Federal regulation in one
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le area, namely staff-child ratios. They found these remarkable
findings, I think.

They concluded that the average weekly cost of child care would
increase by $6.50 or $350 a year. One-fifth of the licensed providers
would go out of business because of the additional cost of doing
business. More than 750,000 fewer places available for children and
licensed providers would exist.

The impact would be felt disproportionately depending on exist-
ing state regulations. Among the states hardest hit would be, for
instance, Arizona, where the average cost of child care would go up
by over $750 a year; South Carolina, where it would go up by over
$1300 a year; Florida would lose more than 150,000 licensed places;
Texas would lose more than 250,000 licensed places.

In other words, in those states which have made the decision to
offer wider availability and lower costs, the system is working for
low income families. They have available affordable, accessible,
regulatedted child care.

VI:e replace those local regulations with more stringent state
regulations, frankly the system will no longer work for families of
modest needs. Now, when it comes to reliability, there really is
only one measure. It is not how closely you follow the regulations.
It is hoW well you satisfy your client, how much trust your client
can place in you, how trustworthy, how reliable, how confidence in-
spiring you are as a substitute care giver.

Nobody can make that judgment m the final analysis except the
far ily who is seeking a substitute care giver. Now, the family that
cannot afford more than, say, $30.00 a week has very limited op-
tions.

They have to take whatever is available to them at that rate.
The families that can afford $60.00 can afford a lot more and make
more choices and therefore, be more selective in the person that
they entrust their children to.

The family that can afford $150.00 a week, frankly, has no
excuse for being dissatisfied. The problem that we are faced with is
that there are far more families who can afford only $30.00 a week
than can afford $150.00 a week.

Therefore, it seems to me that the most reasonable thing and the
most effective thing that the Federal government can do to im-
prove accessibility of child care, to improve affordability of child
care and to improve reliability of child care is to concentrate as
large amount of its resources as possible into strengthening the fi-
nancial position of families who have small children to care for.

They should do this in a way that maximizes the additional pur-
chasing power of the families of modest needs and, in fact, does not
bother to transfer any money at all to families who are above the
median or close to the median income.

Therefore, I believe that the most effective approach on the Fed-
eral level to all three of these questions would be a refundable tax
credit available on a universal basis to families with small chil-
dren.

I think a maximum nominal amount of that credit of $1,000
would seem quite reasonable. I think you can ask any family of
modest means whether $1,000 would help them buy better child
care. I would be surprised if you do not get an affirmative answer.
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The credit should decline as income rises, but the credit also
should be available as opposed to the existing dependent care
credit regardless of linking the credit to dollars spent for substitutecare.

That is true for a number of reasons. First of all, many families
find care to their preference outside the commercial market. Many
families find more reliable care that might be offered by a relative,
by parents juggling their working hours so that one parent is
always available for the care of their children.

They may be dissatisfied with what is out on the market. They
may not trust anybody other than a parent. They may barter serv-
ices with neighbors. We have solidarities especially among lower
income neighborhoods, lower income families where the tradition
of relying on extended families and neighborhood solidarity is avery strong one, a very healthy one.

That is one which is not reached by a tax credit which addresses
only cash transactions. We have churches offering services, espe-cially in low income neighborhoods, at below market rates which
has certainly made it possible for families of modest means to have
wider choices than they might otherwise have available.

For a number of reasons, people are sacrificing additional short
term gain of additional income in order to provide better services
for their children. That choice ought not to be penalized by the loss
of a benefit that would be available to them if they did maximize
current income by hiring someone else to care for their children.

In other words, a family as a unit has children to care for and
has a living to make. They should not be punished in the assist-
ance that society gives them in caring for their children because
they choose to save on spending dollars outside the family for child
care or because they choose to forego additional revenue in order to
spend more time with their own children.

In my opinion, the best means of addressing the child care prob-
lem in our society would be to make families capable of exercising
market choices. In other words, those families who make more
money should have more money.

Once they have it, the child care providers will rise and the par-
ents will be able to enforce the standards of reliability which they
consider of primary importance to their own families.

Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Michael Schwartz follows:]
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Mr. Chairman and distinguished Members of the Committee:

My name is Michael Schwartz. I am Resident Fellow in Social Policy for the Free
Congress Foundation. I am appearing here today at the invitation of Chairman Hawkins,
and I thank the chairman for that invitation. At Chairman Hawkins' request, my
testimony will relate to the role of federal policy with respect to legislation pending
before this Committee: H.R. 3, the Child Development and Education Act, introduced by
Chairman Hawkins, and H.R. 30, the Act for Better Child Care of 1989, introduced by
Representative Kildee.

More importantly, I also am the father of four children, three of whom have been inday care at one time or another over thepast 15 years. In my own family, I have
experienced most of the common types of child care arrangements, and I can thereforebring a consumer's perspective to bear on the question.

When parents seek substitute care for their children, there are three fundamental
considerations they weigh. These can be summarized as accessibility, affordability andreliability.

The first two considerations seem to be fairly obvious. A substitute caregiver mustbe accessible: near home, near work, or at least on the way between the two points. Any
arrangement that entails substantial added commuting time is simply not practical.Similarly, the cost of child care must not take up such a large portion of a family's
disposable income that it would seriously diminish the benefits of working.

In reality, these two factors are so closely related tnat they could be condensed intothe single question of affordability. If a family can afford to pay, accessible child carewill be available. The market of child care providers is so flexible that it is potentially
infinite. Secretary McLaughlin discovered this'last year when she developed her report
on the child care question for the Department of Labor, and concluded that there is noshortage of child care in the country. There may be temporary, localized situations of
care, but the market has proved to be highly responsive to these situations. Where a need
appears, someone invariably and quickly moves to fill it.

The question of reliability is more problematic. When parents hire a babysitter for
even one night, they want to be confident that their children will be safe and secure.This concern is even greater when it is a matter of entering into an arrangement for
substitute care on a regular basis over a long period of time.

This question of reliability is a highly individualized judgment. Most parents have
probably experienced child care arrangements which they found unsatisfactory for somereason, and they have shopped around for a better arrangement. The factors parentsweigh in making a judgment about the reliability of a substitute caregiver may beextremely varied.

They may be concerned about the meals their children are served or the kind of
entertainment offered to them. They may have concerns about the ages and behavior ofthe other children being cared for. The physical environment in which their children areplaced may be uppermost in their minds. Or, in many cases, it may be a simple personal
response to the substitute caregiver. If they find a caregiver whom they like, who
inspires confidence, who builds a positive relationship with their children, then other,
more easily measured factors may pale in significance.
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Government is incapable of making these very personal judgments. What
government can do, and does, to address the reliability of child care is to establish
certain minimum standards for commercial child care. This is reasonable because there

are some objective, measurable conditions which a state has a right to demand of those
who offer a service on the market.

Yet, it must be admitted that a regulatory standard is a rather clumsy instrument
for guaranteeing a satisfaction that depends so heavily on intangible factors. People will
have different ideas of what is acceptable, what is desirable, and what is ideal, and most
of all, they will have different ideas about who is trustworthy. The main task of
regulation is to protect children from foreseeable threats to their health and safety. As
regulation goes beyond that point, it becomes a matter of replacing the personal
judgment of parents with the abstract judgments of regulators who are not directly
involved in the relationship.

Currently, this Committee is considering a bill which would establish certain
minimum regulatory standards for virtually all the commercial child careproviders in the
country. It is very important, in this connection, to bear in mind that the issue is not
whether there should be regulatory standards, but whether those minimum standards
should be set at the state or at the federal level, for every one of the 50 states already

has a set of regulatory standards.

The question, then, is whether federal law, in the interest of increasing reliability
of child care, should replace the standards cam' by the states with standards that are more

stringent. I believe that this is 111.-advised several reasons.

In the first place, there is no evidence that the existing standards in any state are
inadequate. We all have heard storiec about tragedies that have occurred to children
while they were under the care of parental substitutes. Many of these incidents have
been matters of unforeseeable accidents. Some have involved instances in which
regulatory standards were violated. Far more often, they have involved circumstances in
which children were placed in situations beyond the reach of state regulation, frequently
without adult supervision at all.

In no instance of which I am aware has it been shown that a child has suffered harm
because a state regulation that was observed was so lax that it placed a child's health and
safety in danger. In other words, while reasonable people may differ about how strict
state regulations ought to be, it has not been shown that the regulations of any state are
so loose that they endanger children and, therefore, require federal intervention.

The argument has been made that we have federal standards for airline safety,
consumer product safety, and environmental pollution, so therefore we should have
federal standards for child care. This analogy, however, fails in at least three ways

First, the safety of airplanes or the flammability of pajamas can be objectively,
scientifically and rather precisely measured. But the reliability of child care is not
amenable to this kind of laboratory analysis.

Second, it would be neither practical nor in the public interest to have 50 different
sets of safety standards for products that are uniformly sold throughout the country. But
child care is not an interstate industry. It is a highly localized neighborhood business.

Thirdly, there already are standards in all 50 states, which are on the record, at
least adequate to ensure the health and safety of all those who are covered by them.
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And, so, there is no reason to substitute the judgments of federal regulators for those of
the millions of consumers, providers and state and local authorities who have establishedour existing standards.

A second significant consideration is that there is a tension a trade-off
between regulatory standards on the one hand, and the cost and availability of child careon the other. The more stringent standards are, the more expensive it is for providers to
meet those standards, and the more they must charge their clients. Therefore, we canobserve a clear pattern within the several states. Those states with stricter regulatorystandards tend to have a relatively smaller proportion of children cared for in a
state-regulated setting, while those states with more relaxed standards tend to have a
relatively higher proportion of children in regulated settings.

The states have had to strike a balance between maximizing standards at the costof affordability and accessibility, or maximizing affordability and accessibility by placing
fewer demands on child care providers. The people of Connecticut, for example, have
chosen to pursue the former course, and the people of Florida the latter course, and both
of these decisions deserve respect for they are both honest attempts to serve the publicgood. It must be noted, however, that a. far larger proportion of the children in Florida
who are in substitute care are in regulated settings than are the children in Connecticut.

Imposing stricter standards through federal intervention will have at least two
consequences. It will raise the cost of regulated child care in the affected states, and itwill prompt more providers and consumers to seek out arrangements which escape
regulation, leaving a higher number of children in unregulated care settings.

The industry trade journal, Child Care Review, conducted a study last year to assessthe impact of federal minimum standards on a single aspect of child care: staff-child
ratios. That study concluded that the average weekly cost of child care to consumers
would increase by an average of $350 per year and that one-fifth of the licensed
providers would go out of business, leaving more than 750,000 fewer places for children inlicensed centers.

The impact of this single regulatory change would not fall evenly on the entirecountry. Some states would be unaffected, while others would suffer catastrophic
dislocations in the child care market. In Arizona, for example, parents would have to payalmost $750 a year more than they currently pay for licensed care. in South Carolina, theincrease in cost would be over $1,300. In the state of Florida, more than 150,000 childrenwould be displaced from licensed care, and in Texas a quarter of a million places woulddisappear.

In those states which have chosen to emphasize accessibility and affordability by
imposing lighter regulatory burdens on providers, licensed child care is plentiful andcheap. The system is working for families of modest means; and under federal regulation,it would stop working for them. They and their children would be hurt by strict federalstandards.

In the final analysis, even the most stringent standards do not guarantee reliability,
because trust is something that cannot be imposed by regulation. What works far moreeffectively than regulation is consumer choice. Where competition exists, consumers canensure satisfaction by taking their business elsewhere if they lose confidence in a childcare provider.

But in order for the market to work this way, the consumers have to have thefinancial means to exercise choice. The family that simply cannot afford more than $30
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a week has very limited options. The family that can afford $60 a week will have more
choices open. And the family that can pay $150 a week will have no problem finding care
that meets their requirements. The problem is that there are a lot more families in the
$30 bracket than in the $150 bracket.

Families of modest means have little choice except to take what is available at the
price, and often that is not entirely satisfactory. One fortunate mitigating circumstance
is that churches, particularly in low-income neighborhoods which for-profit providers
would not find attractive, have been generous in establishing child care programs at
below-market cost. This has cushioned the hardship of meager resources for thousands of
families in a way they find highly satisfactory. In addition, the natural solidarities of
extended families and neighborhoods have enabled families of modest means to find
reliable child care at low cost. Yet, despite these bright spots in the picture, the one
element that assures parental choice and gives parents real leverage over the reliability
of child care is the ability to pay.

For this reason, it would make more sense to commit the resources of the federal
government toward strengthening the financial position of consumers instead of
restructuring the industry. Putting money into the hands of parents obviously addresses
the question of affordability. But for that very reason in also addresses the other two
Issues. When parents are able to pay for child care, providers emerge, child care becomes
accessible where it may not have been accessible before. And when parents have the
means to choose among providers, they are able to demand standards of reliability that
they find satisfactory.

The current dependent care credit in the tax code is a well-intentioned effort to do
just this. But for a number of r..asons, that credit fails to help most of those families
most in need of help. The main weakness of the credit is that it is keyed to spending
money for child care: in general, the more you can afford to spend, the larger your credit
will be. Families of modest means would find it more in their interest to spend as little
as possible for child care and forego the benefits of the tax credit, i ether than to take
fuller advantage of the credit by spending more.

The way out of this dilemma is to break the link between receiving the credit and
spending money for substitute care. There are many parents who rely on non-monetary
child care in exchange for some other service they can provide the substitute caregiver;
parents who adjust their working hours often sacrificing additional income and leisure
time in the process in order to ensure the presence of one parent at home all the
times; parents who work at home and care for their children at the same time.

Not everyone, of course, is in a position to do this. But those who do should not be
penalized by the denial of a benefit which they would qualify for if they hired someone
else to watch their children. They are often people who place the welfare of their
children above short-term economic gain. In general, their children are better off
because of the sacrifices their parents make. And they are, in effect, reducing the
burden on the child care industry, thereby helping to keep accessibility up and costs down
for those families who do patronize commercial child care providers.

The equitable approach to this, then, is to provide an income supplement to families
with young children in the form of a refundable tax credit. This credit should be scaled
inversely to income, so that those with the greatest need would receive the most
assistance, and it need not be offered to families who earn significantly more that the
median income, since that would amount to a transfer of income from the less affluent to
the more affluent. Clearly, budgetary considerations will determine the size of this
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credit and.bie number of families who will be eligible for it, but 1 would recommend thatfederal resources be stretched as far as possible to strengthen the economic position offamilies with children.

A credit of $1,000 per child for families earning near the minimum wage level,phasing out at, perhaps, $115 of the median income adjusted for family size, would 6ivevirtually every family the means to provide its children with reliable care. The creditcould be reduced for schoolaged children, who are in less need of care because theyspend most of the work day in school. If it is linked with the earned income tax credit,this credit can also contribute indirectly to the goals of welfare reform.

Most of all, this solution goes directly to the heart of the problem, which is thefinancial security of families with children. The only reason why parents have to seek outsubstitute caregivers is so that they can be free to earn enough money to support theirchildren.

Enhancing the income of families with children will do more to help improve thequality of life for children, and do so more effectively, than any other step that can betaken by government.

Thank you very much.

28



280

Chairman IlAwxmis. Thank you, Mr. Schwartz. Dr. Kahn, in
your testimony and also the testimony of M..s. Boggus, there seems
to be somewhat a difference of opinion in terms of the mix that
would be provided in the program.

The proposal attempts to provide a mix by including those who
are able to pay but providing for aSliding fee which is set up in the
proposal. You seem, Dr. Kahn, to agree with that idea. Ms. Boggus,
however, says that that would deny the poor the slots.

She would, in effect, as I understand it, eliminate the sliding fee
on the basis that then more children of low-income would be
served.

The committee in the past has attempted to provide for an eco-
nomic mix on the basis, not only that it is also good from an educa-
tional point of view, but we found that in most of the programs
that it is necessary to have paying customers, as it were, in these
programs in order that even the poor children would be served.

We faced that in the child lunch program, for example. We found
that if the child lunch program provided only for those who were
given the free or limited school lunch programs, that the infra-
structure would not be served.

I guess, Ms. Boggus, the question should go to you. Have you con-
sidered the fact that it is necessary to have in many instances
those who are able to pay something towards the upkeep of q child
care center in crder to provide some of the infrastructure costs of
the center so that it then would be available to others?

It seems to me you were being r.- ...per critical of that approach. I
might suggest that we found the sliding fee scale to be desirable for
not only that reason but also for a somewhat political reason of
getting the greatest support in a body for any child care program
at all. We find that if a program does not extend to others who are
not directly involved in low-income constituency, you lack a wide
constituency needed in order to get the most support.

I am wondering whether or not you have given consideration to
that?

Ms. SOGGUS. Yes, sir. We are not eliminating that aspect of
people that can pay. All we are saying is that we want to make
sure that it is clear that the children at the least poverty are
served first. We support that.

Chairman HAWKINS. Well, in serving them first, it would usually
be that they would be the only ones who would benefit from it be-
cause you would always be able to get enough of that group to fill
up the center.

Now, assuming that that is from a practical point of view, the
general situation, do you feel that your idea would be practical?

Ms. SPEARS. We have tremendous waiting lists of the near poor,
as we call them, that is your proposal, Mr. Chairman, that we have
to tu.n down because they are the near poor. They have no serv-
ices.

In my area, they have absolutely no services. They do not qualify
for anything. They are caught in the middle. We would welcome
those children. We are just saying that we would like to make sure
that we serve the poorest of the poor first. That is all.
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Chairman HAWKINS. The only thing I am suggesting is would
you believe that it would be wise to give some consideration to thefact that

Ms. SPEARS. Yes, sir.
Chairman HAWKINS. [continuing] if the program is so confined,

that it is not likely to be financially viable in many instances anddo you agree with us on some flexibility?
Ms. SPEARS. Oh, yes. That is the reason I was saying that we

would welcome the sliding scale fee to serve the families that areout there not getting served as well as to help serve us to the eco-nomics of Head Start.
Chairman HAwxn.w. Well, all I am asking is to give somethought as to why we included that in our proposal. It was not toeliminate those individuals on your long waiting list, but it wasperhaps to serve a few more of them on the waiting list by includ-

ing some paying customers in the program.
Mr. Schwartz, on page 5 of your testimony, you stateand this is

a direct quote"A credit of $1,000 per child for families earning
near the minimum wage level, phasing out at, perhaps, $115 of the
median income adjusted for family size, would give virtually everyfamily the means to provide its children with reliable care."

The statement seems so preposterous to those of us who have
gone through these hearings that I thought maybe you could clari-fy that. Given that the average cost of child care in this country is
much above $1,000, as a matter of fact, the testimony is that it isnear $3,000, and while for infants and toddlers it is a lot more thanthat, I cannot understand the rational behind statements such asyou have given to us.

Knowing my own constituency and if given $1,000, what theywould spend $1,000 on, I can assure you child care would be about
the fourth in order. First of all, the landlord would be there to col-lect for the rent; the food on the table would be of great concern;health costs and so forth.

I suspect that we would not be talking about child care. I wouldnot mind giving that $1,000 to that family, but it would not go forchild care. I just cannot understand the rational behind a state-ment of that nature. I have never seen any evidence that it wouldoperate.
Mr. SCHWARTZ. I am willing to go a lot higher than $1,000, Mr.Chairman. Let me address those two questions. First of all, youhave suggested that many people would use $1,000 tax credit for

some other purpose, to pay the rent, buy better food and so forth. Isay, fine. That is all for the welfare of their children. They are inthe best position to know what their family needs most.
As to the other question, would $1,000 help people have broaderchoices in child care, I am quite certain that it would. That does

not mean that it will pay for whatever is the median.
It does not mean that it will pay for some kind of Montessori

School that may cost a lot money. An additional $1,000 per child inthe family budget in a family of modest means would, I believe,
make a great difference between being able to afford dangerous in-
adequate care, if that is all they are able to afford, and being able
to afford something that they are satisfied with.
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I believe if you question your constituents, they probably would
give you the same kind of response.

Chairman HAWKINS. I do not object to theory of being given the
$1,000. I just say it is not going to be a child care program, I can
assure you, in me:A instances. That is what we are trying to enact,
a child care program.

Dr. Kahn, I would appreciate your comments given your experi-
ence, as to how such a credit would operate.

Dr. KAHN. Well, I try to figure out who would get it, as I suggest-
ed in my testimony. You can make a number of guesses. It looks as
though, by any guess you can make on how tax credits run, you
would give $1,000 to people earning between $7,140 and $8,000.

If you did that, you are not going to expect those people, as the
chair pointed out, to spend it on child care. They do not have
enough money to eat and to dress their kids with and to pay their
rent.

They will say thank you and they will spend it as best they can
and they will say now we need help for child care. So, all the other
things on the table would still have to be dealt with.

A family earning $10,000 a year would get $600; that is $12.00 a
week on almost any kind of precedent on how you compute a child
care tax credit. The chair used the word preposterous. I would not
have had the nerve to do it up here, but I would like to now repeat
it.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. May I respond, Dr. Kahn?
-,:iairman HAWKINS. My intention was not embarrassing the wit-

ness for who suggested a tax credit in terms of child care. I was
describing it as being preposterous as a sole child care proposal
not that it is undesirable, not that it is a wild eyed scheme.

It is something that I think we could support as part of a pack-
age, but certainly at a minimum including a child care program
along with the $1,000. That is all I am suggesting.

Dr. KAHN. Mr. Chairman, just to supplement, my testimony,
which I did not read, has four full pages on the need for child care
tax credit and other devices for getting income to families whether
the mother is at home or working.

There is no question that we need to do a lot to support families
in America. This is the time to do it. I would hope that at some
point as part of the activity in this Congress, that will all be on the
agenda.

I only made my point with reference to seeing this as an alterna-
tive to paying attention to what is in H.R. 30 and H.R. 3 and some
of the other things that have been put on the floor this morning.

Chairman HAWKINS. Mr. Smith?
Mr. SMITH. I have a question for Dr. Kahn. I appreciate what you

just said because it strikes me that what we are after is a blend of
services and support that try to strengthen not only families and
parents and choice but also on the receiving end, if they are de-
scending it, the options that need to be there.

I would like to pursue, really, I think what I understood youI
know I understood it; I do not know if it is what you meantthe
question about down the road, public preschool ages 3, including
ages 3 and 4.
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I think it bears to some extent on the chairman's question to the
Head Start people just a minute ago having to do with the viability
of their program if, in fact, the vision is for some kind of an institu-
tionally based preschool program down the road.

I guess my first question is, how do you see those two things
working together? In my particular bias, if you will, in this case is
that I think in the dialogue that we just listened to, we heard the
first example of a group of people say yes, we need more money to
do the job we are sot up to do.

There is, I think, a lot of data to suggest that the Head Start pro-
gram, frankly along with legal services and a few others, have
really stood the test of time in te:nas ofmaking a difference in the
sense of power ..hat low income parents have over their lives and
responsibility for their childrens' lives.

W .n they hear or feel that that may be beinv bled off a little
bit, 'they get nervous. I remember the wars as schools tried to con-
trol Head Start, 18 and 20 years ago. Colleges tried to control Head
Start. A lot of smart people, most of them went to college once,tried to control Head Start.

Head Start parents said let us do it. That was the genius of the
program. I see that at risk. I need to hear you tell me why it is not.
If we have more money for a sliding scale, do you have more people
into the program?

That is a different idea. We almost never end up, as we broaden
the pool, with more money. You really do not, and you know it ona urit by unit basis.

Why shouldn't these women and the man and women and chil-dren they represent be very nervous about a public preschool
vision when they look at the reality of what has happened to their
children in the existing public school system?

Dr. Kam. Mr. Smith, I think those are very thoughtful issues.
There was some of it in the interchange this morning between Mr.
Ambach and Mr. Williams as well as you know. I think in the long
run, I do not like the idea of dual-tier systems in America whetherit is for education or for child care.

I understand targeting and I was very much involved and sup-
portive of the effort early in the poverty war to create Head Start.
I helped set ur the first summer in New York. I was part of the
curriculum committee, as a matter of fact way back.

I have supported Head Start all through the years. We need tar-
geting because we have to guarantee space. Head Start has been
exemplary in many places. It has been limited in others. It istrying to go beyond.

It was developed in a period when most mothers were at home.
Now most mothers, including Head Start mothers, are working. It
is due for change. It needs to become an all day program.

We now know that if a mother is in a family of $35,000 income
or has a college education and has $25,000 income, her kid is in a
nursery school, a private nursery school if not a public preschool.

People who are educated and who understand child development
and want to give their children opportunities, want access to some
kind of a program of that sort. Similarly, poor mothers, the Head
Start mothers, want their kids not to get trapped in what they
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have seen other people trapped in all around. Then they want that
opportunity.

I think putting that together can give us something that will
move towards a universal prog-ram. I would not do that in any way
to undermine Head Start, to threaten Head Start, but I would ulti-
mately hope that I would create the preschool alternatives in the
public school system.

I would build them up. New York City is now promising an enti-
tlement to alli 4-year-olds that has made a fair amount of progress.
Missouri and Minnesota, through other devices, are making small
progress but are making progress in those areas.

Let's move through the preschool, pre-kindergarten for the fours.
Let's move. through the thing for the threes. Let's give the states
enough flexibility and enough planning capacity with parent par-
ticipation and advisory committees to decide how to put that to-
gether, never undermining the protection that is needed for those
who are now in Head Start.

Mr. SMITH. My concern, and I think as I said before, there is
much about this bill, much of the thinking that I like if we finally
decide we can afford it. I do not see a two-tiered system. I see a
diverse system, a system of dissimilar parts.

I think that the question that we have to come to grips with
and I would be interested in your comment on thisis that if we
set up a system as I understand is represented primarily by the
ABC bill, to some extent by some parts of this, the National State
Standards part, we literally create a system that we had in Ver-
mont eight years ago where parents have a choice of getting alone,
if they could, which, in the case of the people we are talking about,
is not a reality; or breaking the law, that we drive care giving un-
derground in the name of progress.

It is a little bit like raising people's property taxes to fund public
schools and then forcing them to sell their homes because they
cannot afford to pay the property taxes, but we did it for them be-
cause they were the poor members of our communities.

It is not what we intend, Dr. Kahn, but my real concern it. that
wo won" end up in a situation which we discovered in our state
several years ago where the law did not account for the preponder-
ance of activity that parents undertook for their children in care
giving situations.

We had to them move out and redraw and try to figure out be-
cause if they were forced to play by the rules that we had created,
they could not afford it and the money was not there.

Dr. KAnx. Well, they could not afford it whether they played by
your rules or by no rules. I was astounded to hear Mr. Schwartz
say that the states with the more stringent regulations have the
higher costs. Then he attributed the higher costs to those regula-
tions.

They happen to be the richer states and the richer states have
economies that produce higher salaries and higher costs. There is
not a study in the literature that shows that the higher costs have
created smaller percentages and regulated care.

I take you on a tour through Mississippi, Texas, Arizona, South
Carolina, and start counting or look at our child care facing the
hard choices that took such a tour. It is simply not true that we
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have more unregulated care and more underground care as stand-
ards are up.

Nobody knows that because nobody has a census of underground
care. We do have a census of care that the states know about and
we even -know what the standards are that are not being enforced.

Mr. SMITH. With due respect, this is not a formal census, but we
passed legislation in 1981 in Vermont to create a new sector of care
to make legal what was, at that point, illegal activity with very
moderate regulations.

We have now surfaced in seven years over 1,000 homes that pro-
vide more than half the child care in the state of Vermont in the
last seven years. Most of them say they have been there doing itfor a longtime.

I am not making Mr. Schwartz' argument. In part, I might, but
that is not my purpose. My purpose simply is to wonder where and
ask you to think about a system which literally creates parents,
gives .parents the choice of breaking the law in some cases or doing
nothing for their children.

That is what a system created that is not sensitive to the differ-
ent local needs and interests that parents have can do. I think it
does happen.

Dr. I. I am not interesting in such a system. I am interested
in pulling together the national experience in all the states on
standards, clarifying what has a scientific empirical base.

If I can just comment, Mr. Schwartz announced that there was
no base for many of the standards. I speak as a seven year member
of the Committee on Child Development Research and Public
Policy of National Academy of Sciences and as its chairman for a
full term who has rotated off awhile back.

I can tell you that we have standards that are empirically based.
What happens to kids in what kinds of groups and in what size
groups? What happens to kids if they are cared for by people with-
out education, the difference and interaction of children in groups,
the different in nature of the experience in the course of the day.

If you could ask me to prove that when they became 30 years old
they were criminals, it has not been followed that far. We had the
best research that child development could invent in the 10s. It
came out with modest standards.

Also ask the fire underwriters if they have an empirical base.
Ask the public health officers who care about hepatitis if they have
an empirical base. I am suggesting, and I am really with you, Mr.
Smith, that we find with sharing of state experiences, merging
their consensus, that we hit on a reasonable minimum that is not
going to close child care, that the states are going to be able to
work with, and make that what we do, phase it in over four or five
years, and then regard the Federal money as providing capacity to
help child care providers reach that level because of the way in
which we subsidize demand as well.

We cannot be precious to a point of closing out parents and clos-
ing out supply, but we can be insensitive to the point of endanger-
ing children. There is a point in between. It is not going to happen
just by the Federal government saying to the state you do it.

We know, and I have visited child care in all the states that I
visited, that I listed, we know what happens. We do not take a
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survey done by people in the industry who are agitating and acting
against child care standards and announce that that is a way to
predict what will happen if you introduce standards.

That. is essentially what was done in the Schwartz testimony. Of
course, those, people do - not want to pay higher standards. Of
course, most of the chains exist below standard chains in states
that'do not,enforce standards.

On the other hand, do not act as though this is a neighborhood
operation. When one chain has 11,000 child care centers and an-
other is in the 1,000s, and when the numbers are growing, we
cannot simply believe this is a matter of individual neighborhood
providers setting up standards.

We also have a national industry and we have national stand-
ards and national places that train people. I think that the Federal
government with very modest standards and insistence that the
states enforce them, and with spending three or four years before
the states have to even know what the standards are and building
with what we know is possible without creating negative results,
can take modest starts the way it has in many, many other fields,
-whether from airline regulations to taking care of the asphalt on
those public roads that were mentioned this morning, without pric-
ing people out of the market and without forcing people to have
cars that do not worry about pollution.

We bought some inefficiency, and Mr. Schwartz talked about in-
efficiency in order to protect the environment. So, let's buy some
slight bit of inefficiency in order to protect the children.

Mr. SMITH. Yes, thank you.
Chairman HAWKINS. Mr. Smith, we can get back to you. Mr. Wil-

liams?
Mr. Wimums. Thank you. Dr. Kahn, clarify for me, if you will, a

statement you made at the opening of your testimony in which you
took some exception to what you understood to be Congressman
Edwards' distinction between custodial care and education.

Congressman Edwards said this, "I am convinced we must move
the debate beyond custodial care. The child care question is an edu-
cation question pure and simple." Would you respond to that?

Dr. Kum. The child care question is not an education question
pure and ,simple; it is a question of socializing children, developing
children, taking care of children, nor is it just socializing and devel-
oping and taking care of children. It is also providing the children
with growth experiences.

Mr. Wmumis. So you see a distinction between developmental
and educational?

Dr. KAHN. No. I believe that decent education is developmental
and decent developmental services are also educational.

Mr. Wtmums. Well then, I think you and Congressman Edwards
would agree then? That was the point he was trying to make.

Dr. KAmx. Yes. I am not sure because I think that the term has
been used traditionally to announce that the school-based programs
are always superior. The ones run by social welfare people are
always inferior. That is the history of those words in this' debate.

If what Congressman Edwards meant is the recognition that
there is no distinction, then obviously I apologize to him.
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Mr. Mammas. I do not suggest that an apology is necessary. See,
there is another distinction that becomes very critical to us and
that is if it is custodial care, then money directly to the churches to
provide that care probably meets constitutional muster.

However, if it is education or developmental care, then money to
the churches to provide that care probably does not meet constitu-
tional muster. That is the distinction that Congressman Edwards
was making.

.. KAHN. I will not enter into that. I am not a constitutional
la er, but I did appreciate the testimony of Mr. Ambach and the
excchiange. It seemr to me that the Congress has had enough experi-
ence with Head, Start, with Title XX, with Follow Through, with a
variety of programs for the handicapped and that there must be
some way for that to be solved.

I appeal to the Congress to do that. We do not want to go
through another congress without legislation.

Mr. WILuArds. Thank you. Thanks to each of you. Thanks, Mr.
Chairman

Chairman HAWKINS. Ms. Unsoeld?
Mrs. UNSOELD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to make sure

that I understood Mr. Schwartz. The $1,000 per child credit that
you spoke of, I believe you said that it might make the difference
between a parent being able to purchase good child care rather
than unsafe child care.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Yes.
Mrs. UNSOELD. If there is unsafe child care out there, doesn't

that indicate we really do need some standards?
Mr. ScHWARTZ. Representative Unsoeld, there are a lot of chil-

dren who are cared for in situations that escape regulation, that
are unregulated. These generally are less expensive than the regu-
lated settings.

I mean, we have all heard about theseyou were not here last
year during these debates, but we all heard a great number of very
sad stories about people who were too poor to afford reliable child
care.

They, in desperation, went to places that did not provide good
care for their children or left their children tuattended at all.

Mrs. UNSOELD. That would seem to me to indicate a need for
some minimum national standards that could be applied wherever
there is an exchange of money for the service.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Representative Unsoeld, the argument that I
made is that if we had national standards, then those states whose
current standards are below the national standards would probably
see a shift in the enrollment of children away from licensed provid-
ers to unregulated providers because of the increase in costs that
those standards would carry with them.

Mrs. UNsoin.n. I would like to direct a question to Ms. Boggus,
please. The Head Start program, seems to me, has probably some
of the most stringent standards of any Federal programs.

Those that are advocating that we do not have a need for stand-
ards in child care stated that those standards would drive up the
cost of child care and greatly reduce the supplies of child care.

Is there any indication that or do you feel that the stringent per-
formance standards of the Head Start social service program is-
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perhaps you can just comment on that, as to whether you feel that
it has somehow restricted the program or driven the cost up.

Ms. BOGGUS. No, it has not. The standards have not restricted
the program. The standards have helped keep the programthe
flowit is better to have standards, some kind of standards to keep
things in place.

Mrs. UNSOELD. If you had to choose, and Heaven forbid that this
has to be the choice, between eliminating standards in an effort to
bring costs down or in order to place more children, wouiri you vote
to eliminate the standards?

Ms. BOGGUS., No, I would not.
Mrs. UNSOELD. The standards really do, in your estimation, serve

a valuable purpose for the overall program and the quality?
MS. BOGGUS. Yes.
Mrs. UNSOELD. Thank you.
Chairman HAwiangs. Again, I wish to thank the witnesses. You

have been very attentive and helpful to us. There has been a little
conflict among all of us, but I think in the end we can reconcile the
differences.

We certainly appreciate the witnesses and the members sticking
with us through a long morning and early afternoon. Thank you.
That concludes the hearing of the committee.

[Whereupon, at 1:00 p.m., the committee was adjourned.]
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WEDNESDAY, APRIL 5, 1989

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,

Washington, DC.
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:40 a.m., in Room

2175, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Augustus F. Hawkins
[chairman] presiding.

Members present: Representatives Hawkins, Kildee, Williams,
Martinez, Owens of New York, Hayes of Illinois, Perkins, Sawyer,
Lowey of New York, Poshard, Unsoeld, Jontz, Rcukema, Gunder-
son, Tauke, Ballenger, Smith of Vermont, and Petri.

Staff present: Susan McGuire, staff director; Carole Stringer, leg-
islative analyst; Richard Johnson, general counsel; Jack Jennings,
counsel; Gail Perry, legislative associate; Kris Moore, assistant to
the general counsel; Andy Hartman, minority staff director; Carol
Lamb-Behrer, minority professional staff member; ans Susan Wil-
helm, staff director, Subcommittee on Human Resources.

Chairman HAWKINS. The Education and Labor Committee is
called to order. The hearing this morning is a continuation of the
child care hearings that we have been holding for the past several
months. I assume no official statement is needed to explain that
this is a continuation in the series of hearings.

We do have a group of distinguished witnesses this morning. We
will proceed to hear from them. The Chair would like to announce
that the witnesses will have their statements entered into the
record in there entirety. Therefore, to the extent possible, we hope
the witnesses would summarize from the statements by giving the
highlights so as to permit questioning of the witnesses from the
members of the committee.

The first panel will consist of Mr. Ken Mel ley, Director of Gov-
ernment Relations, the National Education Association and Ms.
Millie Waterman, Vice President for Legislative Activity, the Na-
tional Parent Teacher Association.

Will those witnesses whose names were called kindly be seated
at the witness table? We are delighted to have both of you appear
before the committee this morning. You are not strangers to the
committee. We look forward to your testimony.

Mr. Mel ley, I guess you were named first, so we will hear from
you and then after that from Ms. Waterman.

(289)
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STATEMENTS OF HEN MELLEY, DIRECTOR OF GOVERNMENT RE-
LATIONS, NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION; MS. MILLIE
WATERMAN, VICE PRESIDENT FOR LEGISLATIVE ACTIVITY,
NATIONAL PARENT TEACHER ASSOCIATION

Mr. MELIZY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am Kenneth Mel ley,
Director of Government Relations for the National Education Asso-
ciation. I appreciate the opportunity to speak with you about the
need for a comprehensive national policy on child care and early
childhood education.

NEA strongly supports the Child Development and Education
Act. We commend you, Chairman Hawkins, for your leadership in
developing a balanced approach to America's child care and educa-
tion needs.

NEA believes that an effective child care policy must concentrate
its resources on child care for low-income families and must build
on existing programs including those in the public schools.

It must establish high standards including certification require-
ments. for child care providers. It must assure that health and
safety of children is secured. It must coordinate child care services
with education and, when appropriate, other social services.

H.R. 3 would meet these criteria. Some have advocated tax
changes to expand access to child care. changes in the tax policy
would do nothing to assure quality, health or safety. It would do
nothing to increase the availability of child care.

Moreover, a tax credit that would give disadvantaged families
relief only after they have had to pay for child care over the previ-
ous year is of dubious value. Congress should not support just any
child care program.

It must lead. It must prevent the use of Federal funds for sectari-
an activities or to subsidize discrimination in enrollment and em-
ployment. NEA strongly supports the provisions of H.R. 3. That in-
cludes statutory prohibitions against Federal aid through religious
oriented programs and discrimination of any kind.

We are also pleased, that the measure would not resort to vouch-
es or some other mechanism that might weaken the protections
against church, state entanglement and discrimination. Congress
should also exert leadership in the design of child care.

NEA has long recognised that quality care c9n make an essential
difference in the academic achievement of children and their suc-
cess throughout life. At present, the children who are the most in
need of access to quality child care programs are the ones least
likely to have access to the services they need.

Child care efforts within most communities are too fragmented
to provide low income children the kind of sustained help they
need. There is no question that child care programs are likely to
expand to meet demands of the marketplace, but our nation must
support a coordinated, integrated effort.

When there is lack of continuity in the home and in the commu-
nity, young children have an ever greater need for continuity in a
coordinated child care effort. Both research and experience tell us
what the components of a quality child care program are; a quali-
fied provider, optimum class size for the age group, developmental-
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ly appropriate curriculum, high standards of health and safety, co-
ordination with feeding programs and health services.

H.R. 3 concentrates on these very elements. A recent investment
would build on existing resources, both facilities and personnel. In-
creasingly, the public schools will play a key role in the full range
of child care services.

We need programs to meet the needs of latchkey children and to
prevent teenage mothers from dropping out, to provide better co-
ordination for nutrition, health and other family support programs
essential to education improvement and to maintain a strong link
between early childhood development and high academic ideals

For too long, our nation has allowed disadvantaged children and
youth to fall through the cracks, not only economics but justice de-
mands that we act. A number of important child care bills have
been introduced into the Congress.

It is our hope that the Congress will bring together the best ele-
ments of these in crafting a package for enactment. NEA believes
that H.R. 3 is the best, most balanced, most comprehensive ap-
proach to our nation's needs.

H.R. 3 would provide a framework to strengthen the links be-
tween child care and education. It would bring together existing
programs and direct them toward a common goal, preparing young
children for school.

We support the enactment of H.R. 3 and we look forward to
working with you on this and other important issues. Thank you,
Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Kenneth Melley follows:]
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

I am Kenneth P. Melley, Director of Government Relations for

the 1.9 million-member National Education Association which

represents professional and support public education employees in

elementary, secondary, vocational, and postsecondary schools

throughout the nation. I appreciate the opportunity to speak

with you about an important national issue: the need to establish

a comprehensive national policy for child care and early

childhood education.

NEA strongly supports the Child Development and Education

Act, H.R. 3, which would expand service levels under Head Start

and establish or support school-based child care and development

programs, as well as infant and toddler child care. We commend

yoil, Chairman Hawkins, for your leadership on child care and the

important work you have done in developing this balanced approach

to America's child care and education needs. NEA endorses the

concept of building on existing child care programs in public

schools, community and recreation centers, other state and local

facilities, and private child care programs, and strengthening

the link between child care and education.

The need for child care

The recent national interest in the issue of child care has

caused Members of Congress and the American people to ask, "How

deeply should the federal government get involved in child care

and early childhood education?" Economists tell us that the need

for child care in this country is related to demands of the
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marketplace as more and more women, including mothers of young

children, enter and stay in the workforce out of their own

economic need and the demand for labor. At the same time,

psychologists and educators tell us there is an inextricable link

between the quality of attention young children receive and

issued of school readiness, intellectual development, self-

esteem, and social skills. Moreover, social scientists tell us,

and history has taught us, that there is a close relationship

between the opportunities provided young children and the ability

of a nation to extend full economic opportunity to all its

citizens. These links point to only one conclusion. If our

nation is to meet its economic needs, present and future, and if

our nation is to continue the drive toward educational excellence

and equity, and if our nation is to be a bastion of social

justice, then we must, as a nation, develop a national policy

that will enhance the educational and developmental opportunities

available to all young children.

Any child care legislation enacted in the 101st Congress

must provide meaningful assistance to low-income families to

expand access to quality child care, including preschool and

before- and after-school programs; assure high standards of

health and safety, certification for providers, optimum class

size, and appropriate developmental curriculum; promote effective

involvement of public schools; and include strict statutory

protections against church-state entanglement or discrimination

in enrollment or employment.

29,



3

2rovisions of the Child Development and Educa. ion Act

Enacting H.R. 3 would be an important first step toward

developing a national policy that meets these criteria. The

Child Development and Education Act of 1989 would authorize $2.5

billion in Fiscal Year 1990 to expand Head Start services,

establish and support school-based child care and development

programs, and establish and support infant and toddler child

care. Under Title I of the Act, Head Start agencies could expand

existing comprehensive programs that address developmental,

nutritional, and health needs of children from low-income

families. Local providers could extend part-day Head Start

programs to full-working day and year-round child care to meet

the needs of working parents of 3- and 4-year-olds and/or extend

Head Start programs over the summer months. Under Title II, the

measure would provide funds to local education agencies to

provide early childhood development programs to 4-year-olds from

low-income families, and provide before- and after-school care

for school-aged youth from low-income families. Funds may also

be used for training, construction, and renovation to help public

schools expand child care facilities. Under Title III, funds

would be provided to states through the Department of Health and

Human Services to contract for child care for infants and

toddlers from low-income families in centers, neighborhooa child

care centers, and other public and private providers. The

measure would require states to implement standards developed by

a national Administrator of Child Care in the Department of

Health and Human Services with the advice of a national advisory
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committee; it would require that all providers meet state health

and safety requirements; and it would assure that no funds under

the Act would be used to support sectarian activities, lead to

church-state entanglement, or discriminate in irollment or

employment.

Components of a quality child care program

We commend you, Mr. Chairman, for developing a bill that

emphasizes the essential components of an effective child care

and development policy. The measure would concentrate its

resources on child care and development for low-income families.

It would expand access to child care by building on existing

programs in Head Start agencies, local school districts, and

other child care providers. It would assure high standards,

including certification requirements for child care providers.

It wouId,assure the health and safety of child care recipients by

requiring providers to comply with state regulations. And it

would assure that child care programs are coordinated with public

schools and other agencies dedicated to meeting the development,

social, and human needs of young children.

NEA has long been a supporter of quality child care and

early childhood development. As Head Start and its precursors,

such as the Perry )reschool Project in Ypsilanti, Michigan, have

proven, quality child care can make an essential difference in

the academic achievement of children and their success throughout

life. The most essential component of a quality child care

program is a qualified provider, and yet, at present ply a
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fraction of the child cars providers in this country are

certificated or have an academic background in early childhood

development. Other essential components of a quality child care

program include developmentally appropriate curriculum, high

standards of health and safety, and coordination with other

social services, when necessary. And yet, at present, the

children who are most in need of access to a quality child care

program are the ones least likely to have access to the services

they need. They are far more likely to be placed in a casual

child care arrangement that does little or nothing to promote

their development.

Need for federal involvement in child care

It is, therefore, essential that the federal government take

a leadership role in the provision of child care and early

childhood development. We need a national child care policy that

will promote equity in the provision of child care by providing

funding assistance to low-income families. At the same time, to

assure that the children of low-income families have access to

quality programs, the federal government must establish minimum

standards for federally supported child care programs to which

state and local agencies must adhere. We need a national child

care policy as part of a comprehensive strategy to improve

education by meeting the needs of students at risk. Moreover,

given some of the tragedies that have occurred in casual chile:

care arrangements, federal involvement is needed to assure

adherence to health and safety standards. And, since the
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economic condition of states and localities varies widely,

federal funding assistance is needed to ensure that low-income

families and their children receive the help they need.

H.R. 3 would establish a structure to meet all of these

concerns. First, it would strengthen, improve, and expand access

to existing programs, including Head Start and other child care

and early childhood education programs supported by the

Department of Health and Human Services and by state and local

agencies. Second, it would assure that newly created child care

programs meet the highest standards for developmental education

and health and safety.

Coordination with the public schools

NSA strongly support provisions of H.R. 3 that would help

establish and support child care programs within the public

schools. It is vital that federally supported child care have a

strong educational objective, and we are pleased that H.R. 3

would require that child care programs funded under the Act would

be coordinated with the public schools. We have no desire to

rush young children into a rigorous academic program at an early

age, but we know that children at the earliest ages are

capable of learning and must L provided cpportunities to explore

the world and develop concepts that will contribute to .ore

formal learning opportunities later on. School readiness should

be a key component of any child care or early childhood

development program.
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Under Title II of H.R. 3, public schools would receive funds

to establish or support child care programs.

NEA hats, for many years, supported early childhood

education, particularly for four-year-olds, as an essential part

of an effective education improvement strategy. Many school

districts already have a long experience of effective child care

programs. And, increasingly, the public schools will play a key

role in the full range of child care services, both in providing

services directly and in advising private and other public child

care providers. Public schools have much to offer in terms of

existing resources, including both facilities and personnel. By

building on these resources, H.R. 3 would maximize the

investment of federal funds and consequently expend access far

more than would be possible by the creation of entirely new child

care facilities.

In addition, funds under H.R. 3 could be used to meet the

needs of latchkey children. NEA has a longstanding concern about

the 10 to 12 million children who have no adult supervision

before and after school. Prom an educational standpoint, in most

instances, this is wasted time for these children that does

nothing to promote our nation's educational goals. At the same

time, latchkey children are often at risk from accidents,

exploitation, and abuse. We commend the authors of the bill for

taking steps to address this problem.

Importantly, coordinating child care with local public

schools allows schools to serve their role as the appropriate

locus for coordination of other services, including health care,
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medical screening, and nutrition, that contribute to the well-

being of young children. As NEA has stated many times,

nutrition, health, and other family support programs that meet

the human needs of young children are essential elements in any

education improvement strategy.

At present, child care efforts within most communities are

too fragmented to provide low-income children the kind of

sustained help they need. ft.R. 3 would provide a framework to

strengthen the links between child care, early childhood

development programs, and education programs. H.R. 3 would bring

together existing programs, build on them, and direct them toward

a common goal of preparing young children for school. When there

is a lack of continuity in the home and in the community, young

children have an even greater need for the continuity a

coordinated child care effort can provide.

H.R. 3 includes strong protections

NEA has long been concerned about the potential for federal

support of sectarian activities in the public schools or other

educational programs. Moreover, we have worked for many years to

assure that federal funds do not support discrimination of any

kind.

H.R. 3 avoids some of the legal problems an entirely new

approach might encounter by building on existing programs and

coordinating child care with public schools. The Child

Development and Education Act, as introduced, includes strong,

statutory prohibitions against federal aid to sectarian

3O
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institutions that would violate the Establishment clause of the

U.S. Constitution or the three-pronged test for church-state

entanglement. At the same time, the measure would include

strong, statutory prohibitions against discrimination in

enrollment or employment. In addition, the measure would provide

assistance to low-income families without resorting to vouchers

or some other mechanism that might weaken the protections against

church-state entanglement and discrimination.

Tax policy changes

Some have advocated changes in the Internal Revenue Code to

address the need to expand access to child care. And yet, the key

purposes of a federal child care policy should be to meet first

the needs of low-income families and children at risk and to

promote the drive for excellence and equity in education.

Changes in the tax code would fall far short of meeting these

objectives. Tax advantages alone do nothing to assure quality of

child care programs, assure the health and safety of young

children in child care programs, address the supply of quality

child care, or strengthen the relationship between child care and

education. In short, making changes in the tax policy would do

nothing to meet the primary objectives that cause NEA to support

federal involvement in child care. Moreover, most of the tax

credit proposals considered up to now do not come close to

meeting the financial needs of low-income families. Proposals to

provide a tax credit of $1,000 per family per year for child care

would meet only about one-third of the average cost of child
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care. And, in many areas of the country such as the inner cities

where the need to expand access to child care is the greatest,

$1,000 would be only around 20 percent of the annual cost of

quality child care. For disadvantaged families, a tax credit

that would provide relief only after they have had to pay out

money for child care over the previous year is of dubious value.

Funding

H.R. 3 would provide $2.5 billion in FY90 to fund child care

programs and related activities. Clearly, any federal child care

program if it is to be meaningful must provide considerable

resources to get started. At the same time, $2.5 billion is,

admittedly, only a fraction of the total resources needed to

address the child care, child development, and related services

necessary to help American children at risk. It is understood

that state and local governments, private providers, the business

community, and individuals will need to contribute resources on

their own in order to reach all young children and low-income

families. However, there are at least three important reasons

why the federal government must devote resources to this effort.

First, by establishing a federal program, H.R. 3 would provide a

focus for efforts to meet child care needs in the various

communities. It would ensure that programs are built on existing

resources, including facilities and personnel, and that services

are coordinated with other related activities. And it would

allow state and local agencies to target resources to individuals

who need the most help. Second, federal involvement would
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promote equity in the provision of quality child care. Vast

economic differences exist among the states and among communities

within the states that make them unequally able to fully meet the

needs of low-income families in their area. By tying provision

of funds to Head Start and Chapter 1 formulas, the Child

Development and Education Act would provide targeted assistance

to communities that need the most help. Third, like many other

educat onal programs, federal
assistance is needed most in areas

of the country that are unable or unwilling to provide assistance

on their own. In order to promote equity in child care, as in

education, the federal government must provide ongoing assistance

and must monitor state and local agencies to ensure that children

and students get the assistance they need.

The need to act

For many years, NEA has appeared before Congressional

hearings to explain the link between education and our national

goals: economic vitality, national security, and social justice.

Our nation is only as strong ar its people are, and while we

would hope that every family would be able to take full

responsibility for meeting the developmental and human needs of

its young children, we know that this has never been the case.

For too long, our nation has allowed disadvantaged children and

youth to fall through the cracks as if our nation could afford to

consider entire generations of individuals dispensable. History

has proven that the federal government, working in partnership

with state and local agencies, can help meet the needs of

3 0 Li



304

12

families and individuals and break the cycle of poverty. Not

only economics, but justice, demand that we move to arrest the

cycle of poverty. The enactment of H.R. 3 would be an important

step toward that goal.

Thank you.
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Chairman HAWKINS. Next call on Ms. Waterman. Ms. Water-man, may I be forgiven if I refer to something rather personal inthis interest.
I happened to be present at a recent ceremony when you eulo-,1.think, quite late into the evening. I suppose this happens tobe the' first time you appear before this committee in a little differ-ent capacity.
I cannot help but to commend you on the continuation of yourlone distbiguished service and your different capacity in this in-stance. We look forward to hearing from you as well as continuinga

mittee
long established friendship. It's nice to have you before the com-.

Ms. WATERMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, that's 'very nice ofyou and your kind words. You were with us at a night when wewere honoring you and all the things that you've done for childrensince you've been here in Congress. It was a very big surprise tome that I also had to share your award that the National PTA
gave you. So, thank you for those kind words.

'Chairman Hawkins and members of the committee, I am pleasedto have this opportuthty today to reaffirm the National PTA's sup-port for H.R. 3, the Child Development and Education Act.When H.R. 3 was introduced in January, the National PTA, anorganization of 6.5 million members, endorsed this legislation as aninnovative' approachqo improving the quality and the supply ofchild care and early childhood education programs.
Moreover, the bill helps parents who need financial assistancepay for those services. Just as importantly, it avoids the potential

constitutional problems with vouchers.
The Child Development and Education Act will dramaticallyaffect both the present and future of child care. The measure helpsmeet the immediate requirements of parents by expanding servicesconveyed dirough the current delivery system.
The significance of expanding services from part day to full dayto year round programs is stressed. Equally important, H.R. 3 for-mulates a plan that will complement the needs of families a decadefrom now.
This is a notable for the Federal government. Insteadof sustaining the status quo, .R. 3 recasts the child care and earlychildhood education framework to provide the range of servicespresently offered, as well as to extend the system to give what thedata suggests an in number of parents want for their chil-dren: access to school- p ogr .
In our testimony today, I will discuss the association's views onthe structure of H.R. 3, the issues of school-based child care andparental choice in regard to vouchers.
First, the National PTA supports the three part structure of H.R.3. This approach helps to define the components ofa very complexissue that previously has been consolidated into a single abstractcao.
Somtege

rychild
care programs function as a social service while pre-school initiatives have an educational objective. For instance, whileyoung children aged birth through three learn a great deal duringthose early years, care giving for infants is more social service innature.
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Child. development sp s, child welfare advocates and even
business executives y testify to the learning benefits of quality
enrichment activities for three- and four-year-olds. These services
are indeed.educational.

H.R. 3 acknowledges variations in program design, in mission
and .administration, while at the same time it signals that pro-
grammatic differences do not constitute incompatibiln!ty. Whether
services ,are; provided in a Head Start project, a f ly day care
home or a school-based facility, there is indeed common ground
providing parents with options in choosing safe, affordable, quality
programs for young children.

H.R. 3 is a pragmatic measure that calls for a simultaneous ex-
tension of our programs, delineates the division between programs
and sets new. parameters for partnerships; very important.

Problems arise not because different agencies have oversight of
child care or pre-school services but from too little, if any, commu-
nication among offices and too few dollars to adequately fund vari-
ous prograth needs.

Restructuring the child care delivery, system is impractical.
Lumping all child care in developmental programs under one
agency will not necessarily best serve children or their parents.

The. National PTA believes that pre-school programs should be
defined as educational and administered by the Department of
Education. Mandating the use of Federal monies for the purpose of
pre-school education will help track those dollars into enrichment
services.

We fear that if an education enrichment program is defined as a
social service, that there is a chance that a resource poor neighbor-
hood will be forced into offering a caretaking service while a dis-
trict, with additional resources, will use those funds to augment
educationally oriented programs.

Unwittingly, then, the Federal government will have created a
system of inequality. The National PTA would suggest amending
the bill to include three-year-olds under Title II and III of the bill.

Inclusion of these youngsters in Title II would complement the
policies of those 20 states that already have early childhood educa-
tion programs that enroll three-year-olds. Incorporating three-year-
olds mto all titles of the bill would allow children to stay in a pi o-
gram longer and facilitate the likelihood that siblings could attend
the same program.

H.R. 3 is revolutionary as a first broad-based child care package
to build the public sector's participation in child care and pre-
school services. Public response to the child care challenge usually
results in public funds being funneled into private enterprises
where policies do not necessarily foster an atmosphere where there
is civic commitment to meet society's child care and pre-school
needs'.

H.R. 3 channels a significant, portion of tax dollars to public pro-
grams, setting the stage for additional public involvement in pro-
viding affordable quality child care and pre-school programs.

For these reasons, the National PTA is very supportive of Title II
in H.R. 3. A Federal initiate that puts billions of dollars into build-
ing a child care and developmental infrastructure must incorporate
public institutions.

3 1.,W
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To -ignore-the publid schools or to relegate them to such a lowpriority that they would receive a very small percentage of set-asidalunds defies an increasing preference of many parents.
. Title -IT Hof ,I111. 3 will expand the supply of. developmental pro-grams:Also, Telt approach is responsive to increasing number ofparents who want school -based care as an optiOn as well as thoseadvocates of educational reform who emphasize school readiness.The-NationalPTA, ladies and-gentlemen, has a longetandirig po-sition oppoeing.:the, use of vouchers for pre-school public and non-..public elementary and secondary schools:

The PTA opposes vouches for thege reasons. Vouchers do notensure parental choicecParents may not have the funds to supple-ment vouchers. Program of first choice may not have available
.

Transportation cost may be an inhibiting factor. The publicshould not be misled to believe that vouchers give parents open-ended choices. Parent's options are limited even with the use ofvouchers. .

Vouchers do not contribute to social integration. There is no evi-dence that vouchers help to diversify programs or socialization pat-terns and mix children from different backgrounds.
Vouchers could be used in ,sectarian agencies to assure that reli-gious influence is not present and these facilities could involve gov-ernment officials in an unconstitutional entanglement to ensurechurch/state separation.
Vouchers for pre-school education would open the floodgates forlegislation to enact vouchers for elementary and secondary pro-grams.
Vouchers do not build a child care system nor do they increasethe supply of caregivers nor do they improve the quality of pro-grams. The National PTA recognizes that approximately 26 statesand the District of Columbia use some type of a voucher payment

mechanism for subsidized care.
Nearly all of these states, however, structure their plans in sucha way that the eligible parent chooses the caretaker who then re-ceives the payment from the state. Most states require the parentand the provider to sign a written agreement.
The majority of voucher programs are actually contracted

system. California, for example, has an alternative payment systemwhereby the eligible parent selects any license or license exemptprovider. The provider then contracts the Department of Educa-tion.
In Iowa, services are purchased under a vendor system. Theparent selects the licensed center or registered family day care pro-vider willing to contract with the state. The state pays the provid-er. Parents in Michigan, for instance, can select any licensed pro-vider that contracts with the state and so it goes.
Currently, the buzz word around us is parental choice. That termshould be defined. Mark Twain said, and once wrote, that "the dif-ference between the right word and the almost right word is thedifference between lightening and lightening bug."
Filtering money into parent's pocketbooks does not enablechoice. Parental choice should not be defined so generally. Neither3.
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should choice be characterized by whether public funds are given
to parents for use at a secular or sectarian program.

The debate is constitutional in nature. For parents, choice is an
empowerment *tie.. Choice means having access to information,
being able to jact on that knowledge. Choice means empowering
parents so that they are able to exercise their right to program ac-
cessibility and qUality. ,

Choice,means tbeing able to maintain self-reliance and economic
inclependence,Parental choice is cultivated through the establish-
ment of a child care developmental system, not a blind infusion of
public dollars into a non-systern.

H.R. 4 viillAelp give parents choices. We embrace this legisla-
tion.,During my four years, Mr. Chairman, as vice president for
legislative activity, the National PTA's office of governmental rela-
tion has worked to secure the passage of a comprehensive child
care program.

Our hope is that a bill will be enacted in law. There is such a
need in this nation for affordable, accessible, safe quality program
of child care and early childhood education. It is an important in-
vestment by the Federal government, an investment that will bene-
fit the s country for years to come.

I thank you for this opportunity to present the National PTA's
views.

[The prepared statement of Millie Waterman follows:]
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Chairman Hawkins and members of the Committee, I am pleased to have

this opportunity to reaffirm the National PTA's support for H.R.

3, the Child Development and Education Act. When H.R. 3 was

introduced in January, the National PTA, an organization of 6.5

million members, endorsed this legislation as an innovative

approach to improving the quality and supply of child care and

early childhood education programs. Moreover, the bill helps

parents who need financial assistance pay for services, and avoids

potential Constitutional problems with vouchers.

The Child Development and Education Act will dramatically affect

both the present and future of child care. The measure helps meet

the immediate care requirements of parents by expanding services

conveyed through the current delivery system. The importance of

expanding services from part-day to full-day, year-round programs

is stressed. Equally important, however, H.R. 3 formulates a plan

that will complement the needs of families a decade from now.

Instead of sustaining the status quo, H.R. 3 recasts the child care

and early childhood education framework to provide the range of

services presently offered, as well as to extend the system to give

what the data suggest an increasing number of parents want for

their children--access to school-based programs.

In our testimony today, I will discuss our association's views on

the structure of H.R. 3 and counter criticisms expressed by

opponents of the bill. I will also address the issues of school-

3.1u
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based child care and parental choice in regard to vouchers.

First, the National PTA supports the tripartite structure of H.R.

3. 'This approach helps to define the components of a complex issue

that, previously, had been consolidated into a monolithic and

abstract category. Hattie Finn-Stevenson, Associate Director for

Program Development at the Bush Center in Child Development and

Social Policy, recently noted that frequently child care and early

childhood education programs are discussed within the same

conceptual structure, yet are often very different proposals.

Some child care programs function as a social service, while

prescaool initiatives have an educational objective. For instance,

while young children ages birth through three learn a great deal

during those early years, care giving for infants is more social

service in nature. But child development specialists, child

welfare advocates, even business executives testify to the learning

benefits of quality enrichment activities for three- and four-year-

olds. These services are educational.

H.R. 3 acknowledges variations in program design, mission and

administration, while at the same time signals that programmatic

differences do not constitute incompatibility. Whether services

are provided in a Head Start project, a family day care hom, - a

school-based facility there is a common ground--providing parents

with options in choosing safe, affordable, quality programs for

3
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young children.

A successful national child care system requires the coordination

of the numerous child care and developmental programs. The

National PTA recommends the incorporation of another title into the

bill that.would authorize a coordinating council at the federal

level. This council would review and establish collaboration

policies for federal departments administering child care and

developmental services, as well as sat guidelines to clarify the

coordination of activities at the state and local level.

Some critics of H.R. 3 say that the bill's multi-titled approach

would splinter the child care system. The National PTA finds this

argument dubious. The reason cited for seeking a broad-based

federal child care initiative ..;as precisely that there is no

organized system, that policies evolved independent of one another

and there is little or no cooperation among agencies. How can H.R.

3 destroy what does not exist?

H.R. 3 is a pragmatic measure that calls for the simultaneous

expansion of programs, delineates the division between programs and

sets new parameters for rtnerships. Problems arise not because

different administrative agencies have oversight of child care or

preschool services, but from too little, if any, communication

amonfj offices, and too few dollars to adequately fund various

progv.!7 needs. Restructuring the child care delivery system is
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impracticable, and lumping all child care and developmental

programs under one agency will not necessarily best serve children

or their parents.

Opponents of H.R. 3 claim the bill will perpetuate the turf battle
between education advocates and child welfare activists. To
administer one program under the Education Department and another

through the Department of Health and Human Services only serves to
fuel the notion that social

developmental components. This

services do not incorporate

is a red herring. Programs
designed to meet the social service needs of a community need not
be void of developmental components. Clearly, persons caring for
infants and toddlers should view their role as not only nurturers

but as people who will expand a child's horizons and growth
potential. Still, these are not educational services.

The National PTA believes that preschool programs should be defined

as educational and administered by the Department of Education.
Mandating the use of federal monies for the purpose of preschool
"education" will help track those dollars into enrichment services.
We fear that if an education

enrichment program is defined as a
social service there is the chance that a resource-poor

neighborhood will be forced into offering a caretaking service,

while a district with additional
resources will use the funds to

augment educationally oriented programs. Unwittingly, the federal

government will have created a system of inequality.

316-



314

5

Another concern raised about the tripartite approach is that the

bill will prohibit siblings from attending the same facility or

that children will be forced to change programs as their age

changes. The National PTA would suggest amending the bill to

include three-year-olds under Titles II and III of the Y:113.

Inclusion of these youngsters in Title II would complement the

policies of thoee 20 states that have early education programs that

enroll three-year-olds. Incorporating three-year-olds into all

three titles of the bill would allow children to stay in a program

longer as well as facilitate the likelihood that siblings could

attend the same program.

In some instances, however, siblings will not be placed in the same

facility. For example, the parents of a three-year-old Head Start

student cannot bring the baby sister to the center. Or for

insta..ce, a kindergartner will not attend the same program where

his three-year-old brother is enrolled.

By expanding school-based services, H.R. 3 creates a greater

likelihood that young children and school-aged siblings will be

cared for in the same facility. School-based care has ocher

benefits. For tnstar:e, this situation is particularly beneficial

when before- and after-school care is required for an older

sibling, these facilities are usually neighborhood-centered, and

children would not have to change locations.
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H.R. 3 is revolutionary as the first broad-based child care package

to build the public sector's participation in child care and

preschool services. Public response to the child care challenge

usually results in public funds being funneled into private

enterprises. Policiez do not foster an atmosphere where there is

a civic commitment to meeting society's child care and preschool

needs. H.R. 3 channels a significant portion of tax dollars to

public programs. Public schools are just one of the public

entities that should be involved; there are other possibilities.

For example, in just a few months schools will close for summer

break and thousands of young children and their parents will be
looking for alternative care arrangements. Taxpayer dollars should

be used to establish and maintain programs run through city or
local public park services. H.R. 3 sets the stage for additional

public involvement in providing affordable, quality child care and

preschool programs.

For these reasons the National PTA is very supportive of Title II

in H.R. 3. A federal initiative that pumps billions of dollars

into building a child care and developmental infrastructure must

incorporate public institutions. To ignore the public schools or

to relegate them to such a low priority that they would receive a

very small percentage of set-aside funds defies an increasing

.sference of many parents.
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According to the public School Early Childhood Study conducted by

Fern Marx and Michelle Seligson of Bank Street College, the number

of school-based programs is rapidly escalating. Before 1980 only

eight states offered state sponsored prekindergarten programs. By

1987, 26 states had programs and three states with existing

programs increased program outlays. They also note that the

"increasing number of working mothers is often cited as the reason

why states are developing new early childhood programs. Yet none

of the 'new wave' state programs emphasize child care."

Ms. Finn-Stevenson, from the Bush Center, wrote an article entitled

Child Care in the Publicicliwiserging12m14mastntEAngljaktire

Trends. She stated that "the fact that many school child care

services are based on local initiatives rather than government

support and that they were developed in response to the child care

needs of parents, signifies an important points these programs

were developed at the grass roots level in response to a need for

services."

Title II, of H.R. 3, will help expand the supply of child care and

developmental programs. Further, this approach is responsive to

increasing number of parents who want school-based care as an

option as well as those advocates of education reform who emphasize

school readiness.

Some say that schools are plagued by many problems and are what
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one association dubbed the "Incubators of Inequality". The school

system does confront many obstacles. But the child care community

is also plagued by such prcblems as lack of program coordination

at the state and local level, limited training resources, high

provider turnover rates, among others. To prove a point about

regulations, child advocates exploit the small number of tragedies

that occur in child care settings. Still both the child care and

educational fields have many success stories. The answer is to

define the prOblems and find solutions, not discredit the entire

profession.

For 92 years, the National PTA has been the nation's voice for the

adoption of strong parental involvement Provisions in child related

measures. A strong parental involvement component ensures the

likelihood of a quality program. Parents must develop and execute

policies that guide their children's developmental experiences.

Parents, and their children, must not be merely the consumers of

education, they must also be the managers of their learning

environment.

Our interpretation of Sec. 8003 (6)(F) is that Title II programs,

as an amendment to P.L. 100-297, the Augustus F. Hawkins-Robert T.

Stafford Elementary and Secondary School Improvement Act, must

adhere to the law's parent involvemont requirements. We support

tying Title II monies to these requirements and encourage using

this provision as a model for other components in H.R. 3.
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I would like to shift the focus of my comments and state that the

National PTA has a long-standing position opposing the use of

vouchers for public and nonpublic elementary and secondary schools.

In August of 1988, The National PTA reaffirmed this position and

added the word "preschool." PTA opposes vouchers because:

o Vouchers do not ensure parental choice. Tne term "choice" is

misleading. For example, parents may not be able to supplement

vouchers with their own funds. The program of first choice may not

have available slots. Transportation costs may be an inhibiting

factor. At a recent White House briefing, one child care advocate,

expressing concern about the supply of child care and use of tax

credits in addressing this problem, pointed out that in some states

providers are refusing to accept vouchers because the subsidy is

so low. The public should not be misled to believe that vouchers

give parents open ended choices. Unfortunately, parents' options

are limited even with the use of vouchers.

o Vouchers do not contribute to social integration. There is

no evidence that vouchers help diversify programs or socialization

patterns and mix children from different backgrounds.

o Vouchers could be used in sectarian agencies. To assure that

religious influence is not present in these facilities could

involve government officials in an unconstitutional entanglement
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involve government officials in an unconstitutional entanglement

to ensure church/state separation.

o Vouchers for preschool education would open the floodgates for

legislation to enact vouchers for elementary and secondary

education programs.

o Vouchers do not build a child care system, increase the supply

of care givers or improve the quality of programs.

The National PTA recognizes that approximately 26 states and the

District of Columbia use some type of voucher payment mechanism for

subsidized care. Nearly all of these states, however, structure

their voucher plans in such a way that the eligible parents choose

the care giver, who then receives a payment from the state. Most

states require the parent and/or the provider to sign a written

agreement. Only two states have vouchers with no restrictions

where parents select and directly pay providers.

The majority of voucher programs are actually contracted systems.

Further, most states have some restrictions on the use of vouchers.

California, for example, has an alternative payment system whereby

the eligible parent selects any licensed or license-exempt

provider. The provider then contracts with the Department of

Education. In Iowa, services are purchased under a vendor system.

The parent selects any licensed center or registered family day
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care provider willing to contract with the state. The state pays

the provider. Wisconsin allows the parent to use vouchers with any

licensed, registered or certified provider. The provider submits

the voucher to the state for reimbursement. Parents in Michigan

can select any licensed provider that contracts with the state.

Currently, t:ne buzz word in child care is "parental choice." That

term should be defined. As Mark Twain once wrote, "the difference

between. the right word and the almost-right word is the difference

between lightning and lightning bug."

Filtering money into parents' pocketbooks does not enable choice.

Parental choice should not be defined so generally. Neither should

choice be stharacterized by whether public funds are given to

parents for use at a secular or sectarian program. That debate is

constitutional in nature.

For 2arents, choice is an empowerment issue. The Latin root for

power is potere, "to be able." Choice means having access to

information, and being able to act on that knowledge. Choice means

empowering parents so that they are able to exercise their right

to program accessibility and quality. Choice means being able to

maintain self-reliance and sconomic independence, which can be

encouraged with the adoption of the Family and Medical Leave Act.

Parental choice is cultivated through the establishment of a child

care and developmental system, not a blind infusion of public
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dollars into a non-system.

H.R. 3 will help give parents choices, and we embrace this

legislation. During my four-year tenure as vice-president for

leaislative activity, the National PTA Office of Governmental

Relations has worked to secure the passage of a comprehensive child

care package. Our hope is that a bill will be enacted into law

before the year's end, and that H.R. 3 is the vehicle.

Thank you for this opportunity to present the National PTA's views

on child care and early childhood education.
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Chairman HAwiabts. Thank you, Ms. Waterman. May I indicate
to you that your reference on page 5 about the failure to include
the three-year-olds was strictly a mistake in the drafting. It was
the intent to include them.

That will be clarified and your statement in reference to the
three-year-olds is certainly well taken. The proposal will be inclu-
dedin the final draft.

Mr. Melley, on page 7 of your statement, you mentioned that
funds under H.R. 3 could be used to meet the needs of latchkey
children. Would you elaborate on that? Can you tell the committee
what role the schools currently play with respect to the before and
after school children?

I would welcome a brief reply from both of you.
Ms. WATERMAN. I'll try to be very brief. Many of our public

schools are entering into carrying a before and after school pro-
gram for children whose parents go to work very early and must
drop them off or are getting home later at night after school.

So many of the public schools have already entered into pro-
grams Most of them have to be very self-sustaining programs so
that operating funds are not necessarily used for such programs.

There is more and more need for taking care of children as more
and more parents, are working. We know that 60 percent today are
working. You can better bet that pretty soon 70 percent will be
there and in need of someplace to drop children off before school
begins and certainly to take care of them after school.

Chairman HAWKINS. So it is a fairly common practice?
Ms. WATERMAN. Yes.
Chairman HAwiabts. Mr. Melley, would you care to supplement

these comments?
Mr. MELLEY. In many of the urban centers, Mr. Chairman, it is

not possible to extend an after school activity for reasons of safety
and other concern. So there are deadlines that are usually put on
closing the school building in the afternoon.

Those deadlines precede a time in which parents are let out of
work. So there is a gap of time in many instances where a child
will be uncared for or unsupervised between the time they leave
the school facility and the time that the parent comes home.

Chairman HAwKINS. Well, is this inherent in the proposal or is
there any correction that you would suggest?

Mr. MAY. As we review H.R. 3, it would expand the possibility
of opening the school buildings beyond what are now deadlines. We
would commend the chairman for including that in the bill and
possibly expanding it further.

When we look at the whole area of latchkey children, it's a great
concern to all of us. It's a point in time when accidents can happen
at home, when a child is unsupervised. It's a point in time when
they might be exploited out on the streets, innocent to the ways of
the adults that might be around them. They might be subjected to
abuse, abuse taking all sorts of violent tendencies including sexual
abuse, drug abuse.

So we have a great concern that the latchkey child is protected
to the extent possible in the expansion of the child care programs
after school in the public institutions to the extent possible to a
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time line when the child's parent would come home would be very,
very helpful.

Chairman HAWKINS. Thank you. Mr. Smith?
Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have a question first for

Mr. Melley. The question I have having to do with pre- and post-
school care as it is described in this bill has not tr, do with whether
we should offer it or fund it, whether it is needel, at all.

From the point of view, if you will, the franchise at the state
level, do you believe that we are better or worse off if we have a
separate funding source that would go through, say, a state depart-
ment of education as opposed to having a pot of money to which
schools could apply or which was reserved for schools that would
be administered out of the existing office of child care or develop-
ment 'n states which would be on the human services side of theaisle?

I am simplyI really have a position at this point, but I'm con-
cerned that we could look back in three years and realize we have
once again created competing entities at the state level and at the
Federal level in a confusion with whether or not we want to have a
diversity of locations at the local level where services are offered.

Do you have a sense about that?
Mr. MELLEY. We believe that the educational component that

would be offered in the proposal of H.R. 3 is significant enough
that reaches to preschool years that if and when administered to
the state, it should be administered by a state education agency.

In fact, the amounts of monies that would be going into pro-
grams would be t serve the needs of children and the parents that
would be in those programs if it were a single agency administer-
ing them. We would support that concept.

Mr. Swum. You think the single agency ought to be state educa-
tion agency and not the office of child development on the human
services side.

Mr. MELLEY As a general statement, I would say, yes. I would
have to examine state by state to give you a specific response as to
how each state works out its programs.

Mr. SMITH. I may be wrong, but I know the way we do it in Ver-
mont and I suspect the way it's donejust because of the way the
policy has evolvedis that right now the lion share of the financ-
ing and the regulation is not done on the education side of the
table.

I think it is morewhen you think about why our dreams don't
play out for better opportunities for children, oftentimes it's be-
cause we neglect to really look at how this thing is going to workbetween the time it becomes a law and children actually get
served.

I would urge you to think about it because I think we are going
to need to think about it.

A question for Ms. Waterman. In terms of the issue of regulation
of school-based programs or local programs, do you have a level of
comfort having the state versus the Federal government involved
in determining what minimum regulations are.

My reference point for that is -K-12 education in which the
burden historically has rested with states and post-secondary edu-
cation where the burden has rested with states. I think some nerv-
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ousness that I have is simply in terms of the Federal system about
where the most effective setting of standards should reside.

Does the PTA have a position on that? I may have missed it in
your testimony. That's my first question.

Ms. WATERMAN. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Smith, we are well aware
that education: is the state's responsibility. I do think that as we
are talking about. this bill in particular and going to be spending
billions of dollars, that partnerships must occur.

I do think that you need to, in the Federal government, know
where your money is going and how it is being used. So I think
that you need to keep track of those dollars.

Mr. SMITH. I appreciate that. I just needed to clarify it. It's an
issue I wish reasonable people can disagree. I would reference the
K-12, system to you and the enormous difficulty we are having
changing that system.

I don't believe that at the point where we want to take child de-
velopment and improve it; that having two layers of bureaucracy
20 years down the road is really going to make our job any easier
in terms of flexibility.

The final question: We finance post-secondary education through
a combination of state money, Federal money and personal money.
The choice rests with the student and the family.

I am not a pro-voucher person. I am an educator and I'm not. I'm
concerned as we look at a model for funding child care as to wheth-
er the model should more closely approximate the model we have
for K-12 education or whether it should more closely approximate
the model we have for poet-secondary education in terms of the di-
versity of sources and a different balance, if you will, between insti-
tutionalchosen versus choice, Mark Twain notwithstanding.

When you think about it in those terms, have you chosen a K-12
model as your analogy for how early childhood programs should be
funded? There's more choice in the post - secondary model, frankly,
than there is in the K-12 model, obviously.

Ms. WATERMAN. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Smith, I don't know that I've
gone into such great detail on that. I only know that child care leg-
islation and the need for child care sloth and the need for good pro-
gramming, early childhood education is very important. We need to
get on with it.

I guess the National PTA has been concerned, not only the
entire nation, as we look at what is out there that needs to be
taken care of. I have not focused in on that.

Chairman HawfuNs. The gentleman's time has expired. Mr.
Kildee.

Mr. KILDEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'm from Flint, Michigan
where the concept of community education, community schools
started in 1935. We mentioned earlier in our discussion here today,
schools closing shortly after 4:00.

Up until about 1981, the Federal government used to put up not
a whole Jot of money, but some money, for community education to
encourage those schools to remain open for a variety of purposes.

This question is for both of you. Many schools have half day pre-
K programs for young children including some who have Head
Start programs. About 20 percent of Head Start programs are in
the public school system.
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' How can we structure thorie half day programs, which really are
very helpful' programs, to better respond to the needs of the work-
ing panntalind their children who have to find some accommoda-
tionfor the rest of the day.

HoW!can we structure a program, say, using those pre-K pro-
grams and Head Start programs? How can we physically structure
them and fiscally structure them so that we can encourage those
schools to remain open long enough at least to accommodate the
needs of the working parents?

Could you perhaps address yourself to that?
Ms. WATERMAN. Well, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Kildee, money. We

could begin with money.
Mr. Mum. Congress cut that money out of it. Congress cut out

that community school money in the reconciliation of '81 unfortu-
nately.

Ms. WATERMAN. Yes. No one wants to hear that but it always
takes money to run it.

Mr. Itn.m. I agree with you. It does take money.
Ms. WATERMAN. Also to have enough money in resources for

good in-service for those taking care of our children. I think that as
we look at this bill as a whole, Mr. Kildee, it is beginning that
partnership with the public schools.

I think when the Federal government starts encouraging that
kind of participation and this kind of legislation, I think that the
message is then ; that they need to further that need and to do
whatever they can.

By having the incentive of additional funds and by the communi-
ty support within that community, the effectiveness of good effec-
tive schools have parental community support and proper financ-
ing.

I think as those needs in the community are met and are spelled
out very clearly that we need to have this service done for us, I
think that that will help and answer part ofyour question.

I think they do need to be expanded in the hours. I would hope
that the community would respond as this count came down.

Mr. Kamm. Ken, can you respond to that?
Mr. MELLEY. Mr. Chairman and Mr. Kildee, the school-based pre-

K program that you refer to is one that has proven to be successful
in many, many communities. Its success has been keyed off the fact
that it has had a limited number of hours of instructional opportu-
nity if you want to put it in the context of a pre-K instruction.

I don't think that we would be in a position to recommend a full
day or beyond a full day, school day, for an educational environ-
ment for children in the pre-K situation. So therefore, they would
have to have some other companion activities that would care for
them in such a way as to increase and improve their values.

In so doing, when looking at the school facilities, then you come
into competition with site activity, playground activity. You come
into the whole area of staff resources available in that half day
that normally would be free or unavailable to the people who
would be administering the school.

I think we need to, through H.R. 3, develop this coordinated ac-
tivity. There's no question that school personnel, school administra-
tors and the child care administrators would have to integrate
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their p to have an a continuity from early morning
through.- e end of the day that would incorporate a full day pro-
fratn,, not all of which is one, aspect of the care, be it education, be
it play, be it rest, be it food, whatever.

Mr. KILO/X.-Any Federal program should allow enough flexibility
for the publicachool to be able to address that then?

Mt. MmumAs I,read H.R. a it-would allow that, yes.
Mr: K,,il.nzz..-Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman HAWKINS. Thank you. Mr. Gunderson?
Mr. GUNDiRSON. No questions.

. Chairman HatmaNs. Mx. Williams?
Mr. %mauls. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First, I want to com-

mend.both of yourorganizations for the significant leadership and
work that you have done through the years to encourage the prep-
aration of a Federal law which would aid in early childhood devel-
opment care education.

Mr. Melley, is it NEA's position that children below the age of
six are educable?

Mr. MELLEY. Yes, it is, Mr. Williams.
-Mr. WILLIAMS. Ms. Waterman, does the PTA have the same posi-

tion?
Ms. WATRRMAN. Absolutely, Mr. Williams.
Mr, WunAms. Mr. Melley, does NEA believe that infants, tod-

dlers and children up to the age of four or five, prior to entry intothe firste, igrade, that is into formal education, will be receiving in
these child care centers preparation for school, social education,
academic preparation?

Mr. MELLEY. It is our belief that H.R. 3 would provide that. The
pre-K, two-, three-, four-year-old programs that we would envision
is being incorporated in this legislation that would be carried out
at the local level would provide an opportunity for children to inte-
grate with one another in a setting that would allow for, among
other things, discipline, among other things, expansion of the mind,
among other things, play.

Put them in a context where there is an opportunity to get ac-
customed to a community setting during the day that would even-
tually lead to a school room settmg. If they could understand that
going into a school room setting, needless to say, they are going to
have an advantage.

As I say, a° opposed to the possibility of staying at home and
watching a television set for four hours or six hours or eight
hoursand I don't believe any brain cells will be enhanced in that
regard toward better schooling possibility when they become age

Mr. WILLIAMS. Ms. Waterman, in your ju. ent, does the PTA
agree with the NEA's position as e ressed 'y Mr. Melley; or on
the other hand, do you see early chit ood care as custodial rather
than developmental and educational and academic? Is it custodial
or is it educational?

Ms. -WATERMAN. I think it is education. I think from the timeI
am a grandmother of three, if I can be very personal. I have almost
a three-year-old, eight-year-old, and a nine-year-old. I have watched
them as they have grown even more so than maybe I watched my
own two. Grandmothers are like that.
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It's amazing the learning process that takes place with a young-
ster very early on. The whole world is being consumed and looked
at and tasted at and touched at by these children; very educational.

Mr. Wiu.wis. As both of you know and as your organizations
have wrestled with this problem, you have undoubtedly run up
against the difficulty that has also faced many of us here on this
committee and in the Congress and that is, the Constitutional pro-
hibition against Federal funds being used by sectarian institutions
to provide America's children with an education.

My point is obvious: If early childhood care is not custodial, but
rather is educational, as it surely is, then how would you suggest
we get around this very real problem of legislation which provides
sectarian institutions with funds to deliver this education and care
to these children?

Ms. WATERMAN. Well, as I repeated in my testimony, Mr. Chair-
man and Mr. Williams, the National PTA is very concerned about
public dollars going into religious, nonpublic institutions, and we
must be} very careful.

We are opposed to tuition tax credits and to vouchers going into
nonpublic religious schools. We are concerned about the church/
state separation, the religious training. We believe that public dol-
lars should be to public institutions at. I have, for many decades.

While many of the religious institutions, in all fairness to them
and nonpublic institutions, have certainly taken care of the child
care, it is this bill that I think is the promise to this nation that we
are going to involve the public schools. We are going to put our
public dollars, where they can be accountable by officials and where
there is an assurance that there is that separation of church and
state.

It has been a very deep concern of the National PTA, as we see
through our states where public dollars are continuously going to
be used for auxiliary services and transportation, and as we try to
provide an educational system for this nation and we find that
state after state has difficulty in funding K through 12, we get
more and more concerned as we find many public dollars going
elsewhere, and that has been proven in state after state.

Chairman HAWKINS. Mr. Martinez?
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I could be granted an

extension for Mr. Melley to
Chairman HAWKINS. By unanimous consent, the gentleman is

granted another minute. You may proceed.
Mr. MELLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Mr. Wil-

liams
Chairman HAwsnis I caution the members, wher they see the

red light and they are still asking a question, to make it a very
brief one and direct it to a specific witness until such time as every
member has had an opportunity and then we will come back a
second time, if Members are still remaining in the hearing, to rec-
ognize them.

Mr. Melley?
Mr. MELLEY. Thank you, Mi . Chairman.
Mr. Williams, in response to your question, the National Educa-

tion Association's position has been articulated many times in this
hearing room and in other hearing rooms. We are unalterably op.
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posed to Federal funds, public funds, being used for sectarian pur-
poses.

This is a position that we stand very, very strongly upon. The
fact of the matter as we look at H.R. 3, though, we see the opportu-
nity and the possibility to address some of the vital concerns that
you have raised in your questioning here this morning.

As we work our way through this child care situation, I think we
need to examine all possibilities that would allow for the opportu-
nity for any provider to provide care and be eligible to receive sup-
port, but to avoid the issue of church and state, and that is some-
thing that is a problem and we are going to have to work it
through.

Chairman HAWKINS. Mr. Martinez?
Mr. MArrizaz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
First of all, I would like to make the same commendation that

my colleague, Mr. Williams, made. This is a situation that we are
I am going to extend the questioning along the same linen that he
did, because this is really a question that we all have to answer in
our own' mindi

It does not come out simply as clearcut as some people would
have us believe that it is, that you just have to avoid using tax dol-
lais for sectarian purposes. I think about the children themselves,
because we constantly, in your testimonies, refer to the needs of
the children, the needs of the children.

Well, fine. They are all children, those that their parents would
send to those sectarian institutions, they are children, too. Many of
them needand we had this same problem with another piece of
legislation in how do we get funds to those students who are disad-
vantaged and in need of that extra help that that fund would pro-
vide<

How do we get it to them if we are leasing temporary facilities
on school grounds to keep it separated? We went through that
*hole gamut of things.

The problem is that once we start doing that, we start separating
the children which is, you know, in this great country, what we are
really trying to do is integrate all people and get away from segre-
gation, get away from discrimination.

If we are going to do that, we need to start thinking in tenns of
these are kids that need to be served and these are parents who
have needs for their kids to be put somewhere.

I really believe if people would coordinate their efforts, there are
all the alternatives in place in these local communities to make
sure that these children are taken care of. The problem is that we
cannot coordinate it. You've got clubs and organizations that have
activities going on after the regular school hours or even school fa-
cilities.

We always come up with the excuse that this necessitates extra
personnel; this necessitates the crowding of a jurisdiction and so on
and so on. I think they are all really excuses, because as I go and
visit the schools in my district, I see a lot of the areas are not being
used at all at particular times and it is just a matter of scheduling
for those times, those activities you need to carry out that main
function or that priority function, the needs of the child.
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In past questioning of whether or not we can make a determina-
tion whether that preschool is educational or custodial, I'd like to
ask you this: Now, let's be realistic that when a child is two or
three years old, sure, there's going to be some learning experience
if that is actually done in that particular situation for that particu-lar child.

We have got to determine; in a realistic way, the primary func-
tion and determinant that's it. If there is a side of education that
helpsI love these terminologies that we use: Well, they are going
to learn to get along in a group setting. It's the same thing as on
the minimum wage, when we said, "Well, they're going to develop
a work ethic." Work ethic is developed by need and need motivates
a person to be prompt and consciousness about this job.

It is the same thing with children. If you put a child in an envi-
ronment, he has a natural inclination to becomewe are social
animals. So, if we are going to make a determination, let me ask
you, in the instance of trying to determine how these dollars arebest spent, wouldn't you say that in that period of time, that the
primary functionI am concerned with the primary function sothat we can define itis custodial?

Mr. MELLEY. Mr. Martinez, if you are talking from birth to age
two, two-and-a-half, more than likely, the overwhelming response
that a child would receive from 'his type of exposure would be cus-
todial as opposed to educational, but I

Mr. MARTINEZ. Let me stop you right there.
Mr. MELLEY. As a grandfather along with a grandmother, my

eight-month-old grandson, at least from a grandfather's perspec-
tive, is learning every day.

Mr. MAnTnotz. They do.
Mr. MELLEY. A new environment, new things. Now, where do you

draw the line and say that at age two-and-a-half, they are now in
education versus custodial, it is the very, very difficult question we
are struggling to respond to here.

As Mr. Williams had the concern and you had the concern, we
all have the concern, but the basic issue that we have to address is
the public funds for public services. We have to deal with that in
the setting that I think we have the foundation to deal with.

I hope H.R. 8, as I've suggested, is the vehicle where at least
there is some opportunity in the birth through toddlers to have a
child care exposure that would be different than what would be in
a public setting exposure.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you.
Chairman HAWKINS. Mr. Hayes, we welcome you back from the

battlefield, Mr. Hayes. We are glad that you survived.
Mr. HAWS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and it is a battlefield.
I do not choose to raise any questions. I yield the time I might

have consumed equally between those who have already spoken
and those who are to follow me.

Chairman HAWKINS. Mr. Perkins?
Mr. PERKINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I would like to commend our distinguished panelists for the in-

formation they have given us today. I think it is very informative
and certainly, it goes along with the great concern that we have in
this country of trying to provide some adequate child care.
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Ultimately, the question, as we all know, is one of cost. There al-
ready is a social network out there if we go the social services
route. Thai's one where I don't think we are necessarily wanting to
.go, but how much do you think it is going to cost if we define it as
education and -how much do you think we are going to be able to
get, if we define it as education?

Mr. MELIZY. Mr. Perkins, if we possibly could change the title to
"The Crisis in Savings and Loans", maybe we could find $40 billion
very quickly.

There is a crisis in child care. There is a crisis in elementary and
secondary education. For us to come in front of you and be asking
for $2.5 billion for child care or thereabouts for elementary and
secondary, to have to be concerned about where the money is going
to come from, it has to be put into the context of the availability of
monies to find solutions to other crises that our society is dealing

The one that has come to the forefront of us who are in the
trenches struggling on these issues day after day after day is, after
years of mismanagement in savings and loans, we are now as a
government trying to find a way to bail mismanaged situations out
for, extensive amounts, billions of dollars.

I would imagine we could take a few billion dollars out of the
savings.and loan's bail-out and put it into child care.

Mr. PERKINS. Yes, ma'am?
Ms. WATERMAN. Mr. Chairman and Mr. Perkins, I guess I would

turn my answer to a question. The question would be: How long
must this nation wait for us to get into early childhood education?
We are far behind other countries, taking care of their very young.

I think that the investment in early childhood education and pro-
vidin* child care slots in this country must be a priority, so it is a
question, not an answer for you, but how long can we wait?

Mr. Pseimis. I appreciate your feelings and I share them. I also
know the reality of what we are dealing with here and I think you
do, too.

Ms. WATERMAN. That's right. There is never enough money to do
anything when we get right down to it, but this is a start and I'd
like to see it finished.

Mr. PERKINS. My concern is that areas that have available
fundsthat is, richer areasare going to be in a position to have
some sort of child care development centers. They are going to
have them.

Those areas, poor areas, areas like mine, aren't, and that is my
concern. I would hate to seeI would be interested, again, in
seeing how. This is the problem. There are some network things
out there that we can use now, but we know the problems associat-
ed with them.

As a practical reality, how do we try to get to a functioning
system that allows child care to actually take place, in disadvan-
taged areas, poor areas, and rural areas as well?

I don't have any more questions, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman HAWKINS. Mr. Ballenger?
Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Chairman, I'm sorry I was in and out twice,

and late, causing me to miss most of the testimony. I would like to
ask, if I may, the head of the NEA or the representative, Mr.
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Me lley a question. I represent a Nurth Carolina district and there
has been a substantial effort by NEA to include kindergartens into
the schools which obviously would increase the number of teachers
and representatives of your group.

At the present time, I know that they are pushing for the schools
to become more involved in day care by using the buildings that
are there, and also, possibly adding members to your organization.

Is this what you consider the most efficient method of providing
day care? Obviously, the buildings are there, but what about the
people you are going to be using aE `,achers. I have a day care
center that my wife and I have been ,olved with in North Caroli-
na for about fifteen years. The pay scale of the regular workers
that work in day carethese are dedicated women who usually
have been welfare mothers, but their pay is maybe one-quarter of
what a teacher's pay is.

Is it possible, with this $2.5 billion authorized in the bill, to
create day care in the schools with teachers, certified teachers and
so forth, to cover any number of students? As far as I can tell, it
would be really almost minute in the number that would really be
able to be served.

Obviously, that is somewhat of a political statement, but I would
love to have your answer to it.

Mr, MELLEY. Mt. Ballenger, our motivation in North Carolina, as
in many other states, to see that children have an opportunity for
kindergarten is not driven by increased NEA membership. It is
driven by giving children an opportunity to be exposed to an educa-
tional possibility that they have not had and that other children in
other states do have.

It is not a motivation of any membership base beyond that.
Taking place in a school facility, as child care is being proposed, is
a very natural thing to propose, in that the physical structure is
there. The personnel that will be staffing that child care facility
may or may not be people who would be joining the National Edu-
cation Association or our affiliate in North Carolina. Again, that is
not the motivation.

The motivation is to provide an educational opportunity for
people to have their children go through a school program or a pre-
school program that otherwise might not happen because of the
problems that are related to their environment, so that's my re-
sponse.

Mr. BALLENGER. Thank you. I have no further questions.
Chairman HAWKINS. Mr. Sawyer?
Mr. SAWYER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me thank both of

the witnesses, both Mr. Me lley and Mrs. Waterman, for the clarity
and the precision with which you have come to us as advocates for
the needs and the principles embodied in the measure before us
today.

If I could just be permitted an aside to Mrs. Waterman, anybody
who has got a name like Tom Sawyer has got to be sensitive to
quotes by Mark Twain.

Ms. WA'YERMAN. Well, I thought about you, Mr. Congressman.
Mr. SAWYER. You are right when you say the difference between

the right word and the almost right word is the difference between
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lightning and lightning bugs, and can also be the difference be-
tween life and death.

We have had a series of questions that have brought us closer
and closer to a line that has, in our previous considerations of this
kind of measure, been somewhat blurred. I suspect that trying to
reach that line with precision, without ever crossmg ii, is impor-
tant to all of us.

Mr. Perkins touched on it. Across this country, some forty per-
cent of the child care is located in settings that are functionally,
for at least part of the week, churches. That causes difficulty.
,When I hear the testimony, which I completely understand,
about our need, as Mrs. Waterman put it, to be careful about
public dollars going to nonpublic religious settings, I wonder how
we should approach this situation? In some communities, far more
than thaL forty percent of the day care are housed in church set-
tings. But they may well be. nonsectarian in structure. What do we
do about providing funding for these centers?

Could either of you walk us toward that line and give us some
guidance, within the principles you have talked today, on how to
avoid crossing that line?

Ms. WATERMAN. Mr. Chairman and Mr. Sawyer, it is nice meet-
ing you again, Mr. Congressman, from my state.

You are absolutely right. The child care that has been given, as I
stated before, has been through churches and through other non-
public facilities, in many cases. That is why we are excited about
H.R. 3 because it does bring that partnership and the public
schools into it. I believe that is necessary.

We must get on with that. I think that those institutions that
have been performing the care of our children are going to have to
have a great deal of oversight. I think that they are going to have
to have standards and regulations. If they are going to receive such
dollars, there is going to have to be that kind of scrutiny; there is
no doubt about it.

I think that the states are going to have to, as the money comes
down, make sure that these institutions that are going to be a part
of this follow that, and it is something that is going to have to be
very carefully watched.

Mr. MELLEY. Mrs. Waterman has referred to the standards, and I
would support the statement that she has made there. In addition
to that, find a situation where a sectarian facility is used for non-
sectarian purposes, one that indeed meets all the standards or the
tests of the separation of church and state, and in fact, if we had
that type of situation where possibly a contract relationship existed
between a provider and the public institution, that guaranteed that
there was no issue that would cause the church/state issue to be
raised as a negative, I think that's something, at least in the tod-
dler stage, we would take a look at.

Mr. SAWYER. Is it a question of age?
Mr. MELLEY Well, as I tried to say to Mr. Martinez earlier, it is

very difficult to call it a line, from birth to two-and-a-half, three,
three-and-a-half. It's very hard to say when custodial care and edu-
cational activities take place. Clearly, it is something that we have
to examine.
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Whether we eventually end up drawing a line or not, I am not
sure, but we should talk this completely through.

Chairman HAWKiNs. Mrs. Lowey?
Mrs. LOWEY. I, too, would like to thank you for your testimony in

helping us solve this dilemma that we face and actually looking se-
riously at how we are going to provide child care for all those in
need.

To some extent, I think to all of us, the use of the educational
institutions is very attractive. The facility is there. They are not
being used all day. Wouldn't that be good? It makes everything
look simple, providing child care without the church/state entan-
glement.

However, in the real world out there, there is a shortage of child
care. I believe it is thirty percent of our providers are within the
churches and, actually, in Westchester County, that is not the case,
but in some parts of our county, it's a very serious problem.

I just wonder, looking at our public schools, whether they are
ready to provide child care on a full-day basis?

You mentioned that there are serious obstacles to it. I wonder if
you could address that. Certainly, Mr. Kildee and Mr. Williams
touched on this as well, but I wonder if you would elaborate on it,
Mr. Melley.

Mr. MELLEv. As indicated in the testimony .earlier, of all the pro-
posals that have come along in child care, including one, I brought
the testimony of one on the Mondale Bill in 1974 today, where
NEA testified in that regard. It is like revisiting the past to hear
some of the arguments today and in reading that.

The fact remains that in H.R. 3, we have a vehicle where at least
we can address some of the serious concerns that are raised, not
only in the area of the church/state issue, but in the standards of
implementing child care.

The question of education being imparted to children is clearly a
point in the delineation line of concern and consideration as to the
church/state issue; however, there is a major concern, for instance,
even in the possibility of a sectarian facility or organization provid-
ing toddler care. Do they, indeed, discriminate in the employment
of the staff that they hire? Do they, indeed, discriminate m the
children that might be enrolled in the program?

Well, if we start down that path and begin to ask those ques-
tions, then we begin to talk about oversight. If you begin to talk
about oversight, you begin to talk about entanglement. There is
Constitutional law here that we are conflicting with.

There is not one of us here today who has the clear answer, but I
think in the deliberations of H.P 3, at least we may find a kernel
of possibility, especially in the area of toddlers.

LOWEY. I guess what I am searching for is, given the short-
age of dollars, given the fact that our churches and our sectarian
institutions are providing the child care, and given the difficulties
associated with full day-care in the schools, shouldn't we allow for
child care in sectarian institutions, so long as we have strict provi-
sions regarding nondiscrimination? How do we best deliver these
services without creating another whole bureaucracy to our sectari-
an providers, while maintaining the separation of church and
state?

3
;



334

How do we provide those services without creating a huge new
bureaucracy or expanding the huge bureaucracy that exists? How
do we solve this dilemma?

Mr. Mzuzy. Take advantage of the bureaucracy that's already
there. In fact, I think that was your lead-in support statement, that
in every community there are public facilities and they do not all
have to be public education facilities. There are other public outlets
that can provide facility access to care programs, be they the tod-
dler programs or early childhood programs

The fact remains that we should take a very serious look at
taking advantage of resources that are in place before examining
the opportunities that I think will just balloon if we let it go into
the other area.

Mrs. LowEY. Thank you.
Chairman HAwKngs. Mr. Poshard?
Mr. POSHARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and ladies and gentle-

men of the committee.
I have listened to the discussion concerning custodial as opposed

to educational or social as opposed to educational. I do not think
that really should concern us. If I read the research correctly, all
that I have ever read shows early childhood education programs we
have in place now save us literally hundreds of millicns of dollars
of remediation for most at-risk students. That's what concerns me,
that we get the provisions of a bill like this in place.

While we talk about where we might get the money up front, we
are already paying out more money than we can possibly believe
through our lack of early childhood education.

I am not just concerned about the at-risk student at the one end
of the continuum. I am concerned about the at-risk gifted student,
also. I am hopeful that the more solid the provisions of the educa-
tional component of the child care, early child care bills, will stim-
ulate our early childhood curriculum to begin to look at the depri-
vation of these children, too, who go into kindergarten or first
grade and who have interests and desire beyond what we are able
to give them, simply because the teacher has to be concerned about
so many levels of learning at that early age.

I am hopeful that your organizations will insist that we get certi-
fied personnel into these child care, early childhood, programs who
are concerned not just about custodial care but who have the back-
ground and experience and desire to make the educational compo-
nent a reality, so we begin to deal with the at-risk student at both
ends of the continuum.

I think that can't do anything but save us money in the long run
and I would hope that your organizations would insist that staffing
and certification be a realistic process to produce qualified people
who deserve decent salaries in those positions who want to give our
children the best.

I think this is probably one of the more important bills that will
come before Congress this session. I honestly do, and I know all of
the other wonderful things that we deal with here, but this is basic
and it is fundamental and it is needed.

So, I would hope that all of us would work together to bring this
about.

Chairman HAWKINS. Mr. Owens?
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Mr. OWE' 'S. I have no questions.
Chairman HAwKINS. Again, I would like to ank the two wit-

nesses. Obviously, you have invoked a lot of questions. I think you
have been very forthright in answering them. We certainly appre-
ciate your contribution. It is the continuing communication that wemust have:

I hope that you will continue to provide us with the expertise
and the experience of your organizations. Thank you, very much.

Mr. MELLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
M.s. WATERMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman HAWKINS. The next two witnesses will be a panel of

three, consisting of Ms. Helen Taylor, Executive Director of the Na-
tional Child Day Care Association, Dr. Ann Mitchell, Associate
Dean, Bank Street College of Education, Mr. Mark Sullivan, Execu-
tive Director of Michigan CCCC, Community Coordinated Childcare.

We welcome the witnesses before the committee and we look for-ward to a continuation of a very interesting and educational morn-

Ills. Taylor, we will hear from you first.

STATEMENTS OF HELEN H. TAYLOR, NATIONAL CHILD DAY
CARE ASSOCIATION; DR. ANN MITCHELL, BANK STREET COL-
LEGE OF EDUCATION; AND MARK SULLIVAN, MICHIGAN COM-
MUbTITY'COORDINATED CHILD CARE

Ms. TAYLOR. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee. It is a real pleasure to come before you today to present
my comments on the issue of child care.

For the past twenty -three years, I have been involved as an advo-
cate for quality child care services and as a provider of services.
Currently, I'm the executive director of the National Child Day
Care Association in Washington, D.C., better known as NCDCA.
NCDCA is the largest private nonprofit provider of child care serv-
ices in Washington, D.C., and is also one of the two hundred largest
private employers in the District of Columbia.

With a staff of approximately three hundred persons, we provide
services for 1200 children, ages two to 14 and their families in 2J.
centers and two family day care homes. Our services are multidis-
ciplinary and include education, health, nutrition, parent involve-
ment, mental health, handicap and social services.

We receive funds from a variety of sources: the District of Colum-
bia government for our preschool and sot ool-age day care pro-
grams, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, and
the United Planning Organization for our Head Start Programs,
the U.S. Department of Agriculture for our nutrition programs,
and we also receive money from foundations, parent fees and con-
tributions from interested and caring citizens. Our annual budgetis more than $4.5 million.

The demand for more and better child care has mushroomed in
recent years as a growing number of women are working or train-
ing for jobs. Of the nation's ten major metropolitan areas, the
Washington area has the highest concentration of women who
work with children under the age of six and the highest concentra-
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tion of single female heads of households. These families obviously
need child care for their children.

Many people are very interested in child care at this time for a
whole variety of reasons. This interest is very evident here in the
Congress because of the number of bills that are currently being
introduced this session. This is wonderful and long overdue.

But, the critical issue from our perspective is: What kind of child
care do children and families need? We think these families need
quality child care. What is quality care? The answers to this ques-
tion come from three sources: (1) the research literature related to
how various child care arrangements affect children; (2) profession-
ally agreed upon standards of what constitutes quality from such

ps as the National Association for the Education of Young
dren, the Child Welfare League of America, the National Black

Child Development Institute, the Academy of Pediatrics, et cetera;
(3) the experience of a National Child Day Care Association in op-
erating quality child care programs for the past 24 years.

The remainder of my remarks will be focused on the experiences
of NCDCA. We at NCDCA have found the following characteristics
to be essential in Quality programming for children.

Number one, staff traimng in early childhood development and
the provision for ongoing staff training within the program.

Two, strong parent involvement component where staff and par-
ents work together as a team and parents are involved in all as-
pects of the program. Children whose parents are highly involved
tend to do better than children whose parents are not involved.

Three, a curriculum that is developmentally appropriate. There
are appropriate ways of teaching children the skills they need to
learn to be successful at two, three and four, and to build a founda-
tion for the skills they are going to need later in life. There are
also inappropriate ways to teach. A developmentally appropriate
curriculum takes into consideration how young children learn and
develop, the stages they go through, and provides them with appro-
priate experiences.

Number four, a well-organized physical environment with ade-
quate space indoors and outdoors, and one that is equipped with
appropriate supplies and equipment.

Number five, appropriate health, safety, nutrition and food serv-
ice standards.

Six, staffing patterns that limit group size and child/staff ratios,
according to the ages of the children. We have found that in small
groups, adults spend more time positively interacting with children
than they do in large groups.

In the Association, we use the following ratios. With two-year-
olds, we have no more than twelve children in a group with a ratio
of one adult to four children; for three-year-olds, a group size of 16
with a ratio of one to eight; for four and five-year-olds, a group size
of 18 to 20 children with a ratio of one to ten and, for our school-
age programs for children six years and abor,), ratios of one to
twelve.

For some children we have found with special needs, such as
emotional problems, children who are abused and neglected, smell-
er groups and ratios are needed in order to it lividualize and meet
the special needs of these kids.
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Seven, evaluation. To maintain quality, there should be ongoing
program evaluation and staff evaluation. The children should also
be assessed and planning for them should be based on their individ-
ual assessments.

Number eight, administration. Quality programs must have ef-
fective leadership who is aware of and can implement good pro-
gram standards and good business practices. Leadership should
also be able to relate well to staff, parents and others in the com-munity.

One final element of quality care is staff stability. Research in
child development has consistently found that when children are
exposed to too many caregivers, they become at risk for social and
emotional problems. This is becoming a major problem nationally
in child care because of low pay and few or no benefits.

A top priority needs to be the provision of adequate salaries and
benefits, so good staff can be obtained and retained. Unfortunately,
all child care in this country is not good. It ranges from very, very
poor to programs of excellent quality, whether they be in a family
day care setting in somebody's home or in a center-based setting. It
runs the gamut.

As you deliberate regarding the current legislation before you,
you can make a difference in the lives of children and families by
providing a mechanism to set minimum standards around group
size, child/staff ratios, parental involvement, staff qualifications
and training, health, nutrition and safety requirements for chil-dren and staff.

Incentives should also be established to aid the various states
and territories who do not currently comply with minimum stand-
ards to do so. Every child and family who needs child care ought to
have access to a quality program, regardless of where they live in
this country. Quality child care is an investment in America's
future.

In conclusion, there are many needs around child care in this
country: the need for infant/toddler care; school-age care; the care
for handicapped children, sick children, emergency care; care for
children of parents with nontraditional hours; care for childrenwit.. needs such as the homeless, the abused and the ne-
glected, a. well as for traditional preschool care.

There currently exists a variety of options to meet these needs,
but the supply is not sufficient, through center-based care, famil,-
day care, in-home care, family day care satellite systems.

We at the National Child Day Care Association trnly believe that
these needs can be met with quality programs by setting minimum
standards and by encouraging the formation of partnerships and
linkages between private providers, child care resource and refer-
ral systems, employers, Head Start, unions, schools. churches, state
and local governments and the Federal government.

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to share the view-
point of NCDCA with you.

[The prepared statement of Helen H. Taylor follows:)
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NATIONAL CHILD DAY CARE ASSOCIATION
1501 Henning Road, N.E.

Washington, D. C. 20002

Telephone: 397.3800

Statement of Helen H. Taylor
Executive Director, National Child Day Care Association

Before the Committee on Education and Labor

U.S. House of Representatives
'April 5, 1989

Good morning, Chairman Hawkins and members of the committee, my nano

is Helen H. Taylor and it is my pleasure to come before you today to

present my convents on the issue of child care.

For the past twenty three years, I have been involved as ,n advocate

for quality child care services and as a provider of services. Currently

I'm the executive director of the National Child Day Care Association

better kr ,1 as NCDCA.

NCDCA is the largest private non profit provider of child care services

in Washington, DC and is also one of the two-hundred largest private

employers in the District. With a staff of approximately 300 persons we

provide services for 1200 children ages 2 to 14 and their families in

21 centers and two family day care homes. Our services are multi-

disciplinary and include education, health, nutrition, parent involvement,

mental health. handicap, and social services. We receive funds from a

variety of sources, the District of Columbia government for our pre-

school and school age day care programs, the U.S. Department of Health

An equal opportunity employer and provider
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and Human Services and the United Planning Organization for our Head

Start programs, the U.S. Department of Agriculture for our nutrition

programs, foundations, parent fees, and contributions from interested

and caring citizens. Our annual budget is more than 4 1/2 million

dollars.

The demand for more and better child care has mushroomed in recent years

as a growing number of women are working or training for jobs. Of the

nations ten major metropolitan areas, the Washington area has the highest

concentration of women who work with children under the age of six and

the highest concentration of single female heads of households. These

families obviously need child care for their children. Many people are

now interested in child care for a variety of reasons. This interest

is very evident here in the Congress bectv-ae of the number of child care

bills that have been introduced this session. This is wonderful and

long overdue but the critical issue from our nerspective is - that kind

of child care do children and families need? We think these families

need quality child care. What is quality care? The answers to this

question come from three sources: (1) the research literature related to

how various child care arrangements affect children, (2) professionally

agreed upon standards of that constitutes quality from such groups as

the National Association For the Education of Young Children, Child

Welfare League of America, National Black Child Development Institute,

Academy of Pediatrics, Association For Childhood Education International,

etc., (3) the experience of National Child Day Care Association in
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operating quality child care programs for the past 24 years.

We at NCDCA have found the following characteristics to be essential

e. in quality programming for children:

1, Staff training in early childhood development and the provision

for ongoing staff training within the program.

2. Strong parent involvement component where staff and parents

work together as a team and parents are involved in all aspects

of the program. Children whose parents are highly involved

tend to do better than children whose parents are not involved.

3. A curriculum that is developmentally approoriate. There are

appropriate ways of teaching children the skills they need to

learn to be successful at 2. 3, and 4, and to build a foundation

for the skills they are going to need later in life. There are

also inappropriate ways to teach. A developmentally appropriate

curriculum takes in consideration how young children learn and

develop, the stages they go through and provides them with

appropriate experiences.

4. A well organized Phvsical envinament with adequate space indoors

and outdoors and one that is equipped with appropriate supplies

and equipment.

5. Health, safety, nutrition and food service standards.

6. Staffing patterns that limit group size and staff/child ratios

according to the ages of the children. We have found that in

small groups adults spend more time positively interacting with
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children than in large grops. We recommend groups for 2

year olds with no more than 12 children and a ratio of 1 adult

to 4 children, for 3 year olds 16 children with a ratio of

1 to 8, 4 and 5 year olds 20 children with 1 to 10. 6 year

olds and older 1 to 12. For some children with special needs -

emotional problems, abuse and neglect, smaller groups and ratios

are necessary to meet individual needs.

7. Evaluation - To maintain quality there should be ongoing

program evaluation and staff evaluation. Children should also

be assessed and planning for them should be based on their

individual assessments.

8. Administration - Quality programs must have effective leadership

who is aware of and can implement good program standards and

good business practices. The leadershio should also be able to

relate well to staff and parents

One final element of quality care is staff stability. Research in

child development has consistently found that when children are exposed

to too many caregivers they become at risk for social and emotional

problems (Egleland, Farber, Kontos, Rutter). This is becoming a major

problem nationally in child care because of low pay and few or no

benefits. A top priority needs to be the provision of adequate salaries

and benefits so good staff can be obtained and retained.

Unfortunately all child care in this country is not good. It ranges

from very very poor to programs of excellent quality whether they be

in a fpmily day care setting in somebody's home or in a center based
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setting. It runs the gamut. As you deliberate the current legislation

before you, you can make a
difference in the lives of children and families by

providing a mechanism to set
minimum standards around group size, child/staff

ratios, parental involvement,
staff qualifications and training, and

health nutrition and safety
requirements for children ano staff.

Incentives should also be
established to aid the various states and

territories who 4o not currently
comply with minimum standards to do so.

Every child and family who
needs child care ought to have access to a

quality Program regardless
of where they live in this country. Quality

child care is an investment in America's future.

In conclusion, there are many
needs around child care in this country,

the need for infant/toddler
care, school age care, care for handicap

cl.ldren, sick children, emergency
.are, care for children of parmts

with nontraditional hours, care for children with special
needs such as

the homeless and the
abused and neglected as well as traditional

preschool care; and there are a variety of options to meet these needs,

center based care, family day care, in-home care,
family day care

sattelite systems. We at MCDCA truly believe
that these needs can be

met with ouality programs
by setting minimum standards

and by encouraging

the formationoof
partnerships and linkages between private providers,

child care resource and
referral systems, employers,

Head Start, unions,

schools, churches, state and
local governments and the federal govern-

ment. Thank vou for allowing me
the opportunity to share the viewnoint

of NCDCA with you.
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Chairman HAwsnis. Thank you, Ms. Taylor. The next witness is
Dr. Anne Mitchell.

Ms. Mum izrz. Mr. Chairman and distinguished members, I am
honored to testify before you today. I want to let you know that my
perspective on these issues is both professional and personal. I have
just completed a three-year national study of public school pro-
grams for children under five.

I have eight years of experience directing child care centers. My
husband works and we are the parents of a five-and-a-half year old
daughter who has been in child care programs since she was ten
months old.

As you know, young children have become a focus of concern
throughout society. The educational needs of ever-increasing num-
bers of disadvantaged children and the growing need for child care
for families in all income levels are trends that cannot be ignored.

Both of these have been the focus of state policy making over the
past decade. Along with expanded state child care efforts, the
number of states that fund pre-kindergarten programs has in-
creased dramatically, nearly quadrupling in ten years.

In 1989, 31 states had appropriated funds for state initiated pre-
kindergarten programs and/or directly contributed to Head Start
programs in their states as compared with only seven states in
1979.

The public school study, which I co-directed, was an effort to de-
scribe these state initiatives and the current role of public schools
in providing early childhood programs. I brought four sets of our
reppoorts to leave with you.

First of all, I think it is important to know that in contrast to
the education system for kids five and over, the public school
system, early childhood services are delivered through a diverse
array of public and private organizations financed by a mixture of
public and private funds.

The regulator systems governing them differ by the programs
auspice and funding source as do the criteria for determining chil-
dren's eligibility. This diverse collection of services is the early
childhood system as we know it today.

There are close to 350,000 early childhood organizations operat-
ing at the United States today including about 2,000 public school
districts and almost 200,000 family day care homes. The early
childhood system is a multi-billion dollar enterprise in which
public school operated programs currently represent roughly three
percent of the whole.

Public schools are a small but essential element in the early
childhood system. I believe this system operates much like an ecol-
ogy in that all the parts of the system are related to each other
and are interdependent. When we change one part of the system,
we are naturally affecting the other parts.

Let me talk a little bit about the findings of our study, what
public schools are doing as providers of early childhood programs.
First, the state funded pre-kindergarten programs in the 31 states
are mainly part-day school year only programs for at risk four-
year-olds.

Some do enroll children between three and five but the vast ma-
jority of children served are four. These are almost always adminis-
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tered by state education departments with some notable excep-
tionsthe state of Washington, New Jerseyand are provided by
public school districts.

However, half of these states permit other community agencies
other than public schools to operate these programs. This is
common in the newer state programs and it's definitely a trend.

Together these programs in these 31 states amount to a state in-
vestment of about, total, $300,000,000. Compare that with the $1
billion Federal expenditures for things like the dependent care tax
credit.

Although there is a lot of variation among these programs, the
ones that do specify and provide funding for a reasonably good
quality program, meaning the kinds of things that Helen discussed,
staff/child ratios, well trained teachers, appropriate curriculum,
they are a resource for extending the benefits of early education to
greater numbers of disadvantaged young children.

Only about one-third of these state programs, in fact, fund and
specify that kind of program. Local school districts, as operators of
pre-kindergarten programs, behave much like any other member of
the early childhood ecosystem.

They respond to funding opportunities and to the express needs
of communities they are operating in. Currently, something close
to one-fifth of all U.S. school districts are involved in this.

These education agencies operate an incredibly wide variety of
programs, not only state funded pre-kindergarten programs, but
those funded with state, Federal and local sources including parent
tuitions.

The basic aspects of the quality of these programs in our study
appeared to be reasonable and within the bounds of good practice
set by the early childhood profession. However, in our studies in
which we looked at school districts directly and observed class-
rooms, they suggest that the quality of some of these programs is
not good enough.

There is an excessive focus on cognitive curricula to the exclu-
sion of choices for children and play and good early childhood prac-
tice. There is generally a lack of comprehensive services which is
very important for disadvantaged children except in those Head
Start programs operated by public schools.

Now it is clear that public schools have been a part of the early
childhood system for a long time, although a small part. I think
the way to look at what has happened in the last five or ten years
is that their role has expanded somewhat in the early childhood
system.

We are not moving the early childhood system into the public
schools. The expansion of these programs has slowed a great deal.
It seems quite likely that public schools are going to continue to
provide something like the mix of services they now do.

Under current Federal categorical programs such as education
for the handicapped, Chapter I, under great deliberation I found
out finally that Chapter I served 57,000 pre-kindergarten children
in the '86-'87 school year.

Public schools are going to continue to be Head Start providers.
They are going to continue to offer child care services, some funded
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with parent tuitions and some through the subsidized child care
systems in their state.

The number of schools that provide child care for the children of
teenage students will probably increase, given the provisions of the
Family Support Act. This is a population, young students and their
children, that is logically and very easily served by schools. A ma-
jority of these kinds ofprograms are in schools.

It seems likely that the state funded pre-K programs will contin-
ue to expand slowly as their annual appropriations increase. A few
states will create new programs. The rapid increase is slow.

I was asked to make some remarks about financing mechanisms
and coordination efforts. Financing mechanisms for early childhood
services that limit service provision to public schools are usually
put in place because legislators feel that that is a way to specify
that the program is educational without having to set up a wholenew set of regulations.

In fact, the public education system is where public dollars gen-erally go for kids five and over. However, in the early childhood
arena, there are many publicly supported, regulated, accountable,
educational systems such as Head Start, subsidized child care pro-
grams that are outside the public school system and that merit
your attention hs vehicles for the delivery of early childhood serv-ices.

From our study, we found that the most effective financing
mechanisms for state pre-kindergarten programs for those that
make maximum use of the entire early childhood system, meaning
many providers are eligible to apply for the funds, offer reasonablefunding levels and clearer programmatic requirements so the pro-
gram is a reasonable quality and those that encourage shared re-
sponsibility for funding by requiring local matches and by encour-
aging the merging of funds from various sources.

In terms of the expansion of pre-K programs in the sort of direc-
tion that states are moving, many state policy makers are begin-
ning to look at child care programs as educational opportunities
and look at educational programs and recognize the child care
function that these fulfill.

They are looking at child care and education as being related, if
not inseparable, items. They are also really concerned about the
proliferation of different programs that need to coordinate them.

In the context of early childhood, coordination means a lot of dif-ferent things. First it means cooperative planning so that imple-
menting new programs is done within the existing system and youdon't duplicate, you maximize resources.

Second, coordination means offering comprehensive services,
meaning that one local agency is responsible for the delivery of
services either directly or through referral, but one agency is re-
sponsible for seeing that the child gets the services he or she needs.

Coordination also refers to efforts to combine services and funds
in order to meet full working day child care needs. Last but not
least, coordination often attempts to make the early childhood
system more of a system, to treat it as a whole and work for great-
er consistency among its parts.

Coordination, we found, was particularly critical to local level
and communities where the child is, where the services are actual-
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ly delivered. Coordination at the local level does occur, however,
mostly as the direct result of state mandates. People don't coordi-
nate unless they are told to. The degree to which it's mandated
varies greatly.

Based on our study, we would say that coordinating mechanisms
that are mandatory, that involve both state and local procedures
that are linked together and that are quite specific about who has
to be involved in the coordination effort and precisely what the
tasks are, are the ones that work best.

Ones that are vague don't work well; ones that are not connected
between the state and local level don't work as well. Some states
are really moving toward coordinated delivery of services beyond
coordinated planning.

Some of these areIowa has passed something called the child
development coordina council. An office of early childhood
services is being in New York State. Virginia recently en-
acted a council on child day care and early childhood programs

It seems to us from our study that state actions are going to con-
tinue to be one driving force in our nation's response to the need
for better education and for more child care opportunities.

Driven by their different economic and social conditions, states
are going to create new programs in response to whatever unique
forces are at work in their states. This problem is one that is na-
tional in scope.

It reflects broad changes in society not only in one state or an-
other. State by state solutions to a national problem are rarely the
optimal way to go. Federal action specially funding is necessary.

Developing an early childhood system state by state will tend to
reinforce the wide differences that exist in quality and availability
of programs. I believe a Federal role beyond funding is necessary.

Federal policy direction, although it's not as welcome by states
as Federal dollars, is a strong and quite positive influence on the
action of states. I think the essential question facing us is, how can
we expand the supply, improve the quality increased access, to
early childhood services that are in the best senses both education-
al and caring for all children but especially for disadvantaged chil-
dren.

When we respond to this question, we have do it in light of the
needs of children, the needs of their families, and understand that
the early childhood system that we have got is an ecological
system.

So, the principals that I would lay before you in considering the
various child care bills is that children need quality. They need
continuity. They need a comprehensive program.

Quality means no matter how many hours a day, no matter
whether the program is called educational or called child care, the
quality has to do with small group size, favorable staff/child ratios,
well trained staff, a curriculum, strong parent participation and
leadership.

Learning is a natural function for children. They learn all the
time. It's happening all through the day, not just in the parts that
we call education. Good teachers working as partners with parents
supported by effective leaders together create good programs for
children.
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Continuity is a really important issue in programs for youngchildren: It has essentially two dimensions. One is the numbers of
transitions and different sets of people that a child encounters inone day and how.easy those transitions are made; and the coher-
ence over time between the different approaches that a child getsfrom one program to the next, meaning from pre-kindergarten to
kindergarten,-between kindergarten and first grade, et cetera.

The mostatable programfrom a child's perspective is being with
the same group of ,lhildren with the same staff for most of the dayin the same location and that that staff is stable throughout the
year. Remaining in a familiar setting from year to year is a more
stable situation from a child's perspective.

A comprehensive program is one, like the Head Start program,
that provides health services, social services, nutrition and trans-
portation which is often necessary in order for a child to get theservices.

The principals of legislation from a parent's perspective, I think,are that Parents essentially want good programs for their children.
They want the best for their children. Parents are looking for pro-grams that respond to both their desire for education and theirneed for child care.

They are not looking for them in different places; they are look-ing kir them in the same place. Parents want choices. Not all fami-lies want same services. Parents deserve choices that reflect the
cultural diversity of this nation, the full spectrum of family values
regarding child bearing and the differential needs of individual

In addition, parents want affordable programs that are conven-iently located, that are easy to find. From the parent's perspective,
early childhood policy is really about ways and means, ways toknow what a 'good program is, to find the ones that reflect their
values, and to choose the best one; the means, sufficient funds to
pay for the programs that they choose.

From the perspective of the early childhood system which I be-lieve is an ecological one, public policy has to be guided by quality
and unity. There is a growing concern with the quality of all pro-
grams for young children whether they are in public school set-
tings or other settings.

No one form of early childhood program has a monopoly on qual-
ity. Community based non-profit programs are not inherently
better than community based for-profit programs nor are publicschool operated programs better or worse than those operated by
any other agency.

There is much more variation of quality from one state to an-other or within one form of programs and among different forms.
This problem of quality is pervasive and it is system wide. Legisla-
tive solutions have to recognize this fact and deal with quality im-
provements across the early childhood system.

It may be necessary to target a larger than proportionate share
of resources to some forms of programs than to others. Our goals
should be to ensure uniform quality for every child no matter
where or by whoin or with which funds the early childhood pro-gram is provided.
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In short, optimal early childhood policy responds to the best in-
terest 'of the child, the family and the ecological early childhood
system. The principles that I have outlined, quality and continuity
for-.children, .sensible affordable choices for parents and equitaLle
use of resources within the early childhood system are reflected to
some degree in each of the various child care bills before you.

New early childhood policies, funding streams, programs have
power. You have the power to carefully weave the parts of the
early childhood system into a stronger network of support for chil-
dren and families or to further fragment and divide it.

Recognizing the distinct parts of the system is an important step.
Optimally, Federal early, childhood legislation should regard the
entire early childhood ecosystem as the appropriate focus for ex-
panding and improving early childhood programs and should allo-
cate sufficient liscal resources to help families pay for the pro-
grams Vey choose for their children.

Such legislation should promote parental choice, support paren-
tal desire for quality programs, recognize the strengths and correct
the weaknesses in the system, define and require a uniform level of
quality, promote continuity for children, complement existing
funds and programs by drawing them thoughtfully together and to
encourage linked planning and coordination among the Federal,
state and local levels.

The best bill would take the family's perspective. Parents want
affordable programs compatible with their values that combine
care and education in one convenient location. All families deserve
choices among viable alternatives and enough money to exercise
their right to choose.

There is a clear need for Federal action. Your leadership can pro-
vide a model of integrating care and education of young children
that states can emulate in their continuing development of early
childhood policy.

The solutions you craft will have to consider the perspectives of
the child, the family and the early childhood system. Community
institutions of all sorts will have to respond to shoulder their share
of responsibility for making high quality childhood programs avail-
able and accessible.

I think using all of our resources wisely we can do it. Thank you
very much.

[The prepared statement of Anne Mitchell follows..]
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Young children have become a focus of concern throughout society.

Demand for child care comes from families at all income levels who are seeking to

satisfy their combined desires for good education and socialization for their children

and for care during their work hours. Demographic projections point toward a

future society in which ethnic minorities, traditionally disadvantaged, will become

the majority in some areas, as they already are in many urban schools. The
educational needs of ever-increasing numbers of disadvantaged children and the

growing need for child care, fueled by dramatic changes in family life, are trends

that cannot be ignored. Both have been the focus of state policymaking over the

past decade.

Along with state child care efforts, the number of states that fund

prekindergarten programs has increased dramatically--nearly quadrupling in ten

years. By 1989, thirty-one states appropriated funds for state-initiated

prekindergarten programs and/or for direct contributions to Head Start programs in
their states (as compared with 7 and 4, respectively, in 1979). The attached table

lists states with prekindergarten programs and those that contribute to Head Start as

of mid -1989.

The Public School Early Childhood Study was a three year national effort

designed to describe these state efforts and the current role of public schools in

providing early childhood programs for children younger than kindergarten age.

The Early Childhood Ecosystem

In contrast to the educational system for children five and over, early

childhood services are delivered through a diverse array of public and private

organizations operating programs which are financed by a mixture of public and

private funds. The regulatory systems governing these programs differ by the

program's auspice and funding source(s), as do the criteria for determining

children's eligibility. This diverse collection of services for children under five is the

early childhood system as it is currently constituted. There are close to 350,000

early childhood organizations in existence today (including the estimated 197,000

family day care homes in the U.S.).1 This a multi-billion dollar enterprise in which

public school-operated programs represent roughly 3% of the whole. Public schools

are a small but essential and growing element in the early childhood system.

1. Wilson, M. (1984). A strategic overview of the early childhood marker. Los
Angeles: Mike Wilson List Counsel.
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Looking at the current community of providers of early childhood services

from an ecological perspective, one can see an early childhood "ecosystem" of sorts.

The term ecosystem Implies having many parts (or subsystems) that are both inter-

related and in dynamic relationship to each other, that is, the subparts are

interdependent. If one part changes itself (or is changed by outside forces), the
other parts of the ecosystem necessarily change in response.

This early childhood ecosystem has evolved over time and consists of all the

child care and early education services, part-day and full-day, operated under public,

private, or religious auspices, whatever their nameplayschool, nursery school, child

care center, early learning center, prekindergarten, early care, preschool, Head

Start, day care, child development center, family day care home, etc. What the

program is called, or where it is housed, are not indications of its quality. Instead,
name and location are indications the program's present purpose or intent (i.e.,
nursery school generally implies part-day while day care center means indicates

longer hours) or clues to its historical origins (e.g., day nursery implies origins in the

day nursery movement of the early part of the century, while Head Start obviously

indicates a more recent program probably dating from the mid 1960s).

However, the components of the existing early childhood systemthe child
care centers, family child care homes, nursery schools, and other formal and

informal servicesare simply not enough in number or sufficiently rich in resources
to do the work of educating and caring for all of our young children. The supply of

services must be expanded and the quality of services improved throughout the

ecosystem. Regardless of nomenclature, all of these programs serve young children,
they are more alike than different, and each has the potential to offer good early
childhood services.

Good early childhood programs

All children deserve a minimum guarantee of a good early childhood

program. The various longitudinal studies of early childhood programs for

disadvantaged young children have shown that high quality early childhood

programs can produce positive long-term gains for children. High quality programs

must have well-trained, caring teachers working with small groups of children.

Parent involvement Is an essential component of successful programs for young
children. School policies, staff attitudes, and parents' expectations work together to
determine how responsive a program can be. The changing nature of family life in

3 5 t)
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America demands innovative approaches to involving parents and responding to

their needs as well as to their children's.
The best early childhood programs (i.e., those that deliver higher quality

service to children, satisfy parents, and earn the respect of the overall early
childhood community) are characterized by strong leadership. As in all effective

education, the leader is a critical ingredient. Good teachersworking as partners
with parents supported by the leadership of effective administrators together create

good programs for children.

Public Schools as Providers of Early Childhood Programs
State-funded prekindergarten programs are mainly part-day, school-year

programs for atrisk 4-year-olds. They are nearly always administered by state

education departments and provided by public school districts. However, about half

of the states permit other community agencies to operate these programs. This is a
more common practice in the newer state programs (e.g., New Jerseys two newest

programs, ooth of Florida's, and those in Vermont, Massachusetts and Washington),

Together, the prekindergarten programs and contributions to Head Start in

the 31 scams that are involved amount to a combined state investment in young

children of over $300 million annually. Although on a decidedly more :nodest scale

financially compared to the multi-billion federal expenditures (e.g., for Head Start,

the Social Services Block Grant and the Dependent Care Tax Credit), the states

have led the way on early childhood policy development and new investments in

early childhood programs in the 1980s.

Although there is much variation among state-funded prekindergarten

programs, those that specify :end fund a reasonably good quality program (e.g.,

favorable staff:child ratios, well trained teachers, comprehensive services, an

appropriate curriculum for children, local coordination mechanisms) represent a

promising resource for extending the benefits of early childhood education to

greater numbers of disadvantaged young children. About onethird of the st.ite

prekindergarten programs appear to offer this promise, notably the longstanding

programs in New York and California and the newer programs in Washington, New

Jersey, Massachusetts, South Carolina and Illinois.

Local school districts, as operators of prekindergarten programs, are much

like any other member of the early childhood ecosystem--responding to funding

Opportunities and to the expressed needs of their community Currently, only about

one-fifth of all U. S. school districts are involved. These local education agencies
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operate a wide variety of early childhood programs funded solely or from a
combination of federal, state and local sources including parent tuition. Basic
aspects of program qualitythe average class sizes and staff:child ratios for all types
of public school-operated programs were reasonable and within the boundaries of
good practice set by the early childhood profession.2 However, our Case Studies
suggest that the quality of some of these programs as well as others outside public
schoolsis not sufficient (e.g., excessive cognitive focus of curricula, lack of choices
for children, excessive teacher direction).3 The general lack of comprehensive
services (e.g., no meals, little use of specialists, no transportation) except in Hcad
Start programs is a continuing concern since atrisk children have many needs that
must be met in order to ensure their educational success.

The Role or Public Schools in the Early Childhood System

Pubic schools have been a part of the early childhood system for years
albeit a small part. Within the last five Tears their role as providers of programs for
prekindergartenaged children has grown and probably will continue to expand.
Simply put, the public school system Is a member of the early childhooa ecosystem
whose role is expanding; the early childhood system is not moving into the public
schools.

Public schools will continue to provide services to young children through the
current categorical federal programs (e.g., Education for the Handicapped

especially the new provisons of PL 99-457; and Chapter I, which has always
permitted prekindergarteners to be served and in fart did serve over 57,0004 in the
1986.87 school year, will serve more through its new Even Start program). Public
schools will continue to provide a portion of Head Start programs; currently about
one-fifth of all Head Start programs are operated by public schools.

Public schools will continue to offer child care services supported primarily
by parent fees as a few now do in upper- and middle-income communities with
declining school enrollments (i.e., those with available school space and a
population that can afford to pay the full cost of child care services). Public schools
will continue to offer child care services funded through their state's subsidized child

2, Mitchell, A. (1988). . The Public School Early Childhood Study: The District
Survey. New York, NY: Bank Street College.

3. Mitchell, A. (1988).. The Public School Early Childhood Study: The Case
Studies. New York, NY: Bank Street College.

4. Personal communication with Carol Chelemer, Education Program
Specialist, Compensatory Education Programs, (November 30, 1988).
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care program, as a few now do in some states, notably California. An increasing

number of public schools, mainly in larger urban school districts, now offer child

care services to adolescent student/parents. The number will likely increase with

the renewed emphasis on teen pregnancy prevention and student retention
combined with the provisions of the Family Support Act of 1988 regarding

education for young parents. This is a population--student/parents and their very

young children--that is logically and easily served by the public schools. In fact, the

majority of existing programs for these young parents are in public schools,5

The current array of state-funded prekindergarten programs will continue to

expand slowly as their annual appropriations Increase and as a few more states

create new programs. Some states are expanding their programs more rapidly than

others. For example, Florida's program, originally funded at $700,000 in FY87, is

funded at 522.9 million for FY89; Michigan moved from $2.3 million in FY87 to $15

million in FY88; Illinois doubled its prekindergarten appropriation from FY88 to

FY89.6

It seems likely that most state-funded prekindergarten programs will
continue to be targeted to poor or at-risk children mainly. But not all will be

operated by public schools. There is a clear and growing trend toward inclusive

conceptions of eligible providers of service. Thirteen states currently permit

agencies other than public schools to receive funds and to operate their

prekindergarten programs.

Financing Mechanisms for Early Childhood Programs that Reach Beyond Public

Schools: Subcontracts and Direct Contracts
A financing mechanism that limits service provision to public schools is

sometimes perceived by policymakers as a way to ensure that progrims are

"educational" without specifying a whole set of program regulations. Public school is

perceived as synonymous with education; the public education system is where

public funds for educational programs go. While this is generally true for

kindergarten trough grade twelve; it is not the case for children younger than

kindergarten entry age. In the arena of early childhoodthat is, children under age

5. Marx, F., S. Bailey, & J. Francis (1988). Child care for the children of
adolescent parents: Findings from a national survey and case studies. Working
Paper No. 184. Wellesley, MA: Wellesley College Center for Research on
Women.

6. Marx, F. & M. Seligson (1988). The Public School Rot? Childhood Study:
The state survey. New York, NY: Bank Street College.
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fivethere are many publicly supported, regulated, accountable, educational systems
(e.g., Head Start, child care programs) outside the public school system that merit
the attention of pollcymalcers as vehicles for the delivery of early childhood services.

Financial decisions -- particularly funding mechanisms and allocation

formulashave consequences, intended or not, for the whole early childhood system.
A new early childhood funding stream, even if it is intentionally limited to public
schools or only to Head Start operators, will affect the whole early childhood

system. The purpose of the new program may be to expand the opportunities for
quality child care for poor children. If the new funds appropriated to meet this
objective are restricted to one type of service provider, they will make use only of
that limited portion of the early childhood system, automatically increasing that
provider's share of the early childhood market, and bypassing other parts of the
system which might be equally capable of meeting the objective (and mayeven
undermine or destroy these other service providers). Clearly specifying thepurpose
of a new effort and then capitalizing on (and extending) the strengths of the whole
system to meet the purpose is a more efficient strategy than assuming thatone part
of the system is more able than other parts.

In the best case, using the diversity of the early childhood system results in

choices both for parents looking for what best suits their child and for policymqkers
looking for options to satisfy different policy objectives. The diverse system t. . has
been allowed to evolve is the product of the differences among communities. The

system varies from one community to another and has proven to be adaptable to

changing conditions its those communities. A single source delivery system,

although easier to understand, offers one choice with no alternatives and is less
adaptable.

Financing is Linked to Administration

Decisions about administrative auspices for a program and its financing

mechanisms are not independent of one another. Finance mechanisms for state-
funded prekindergarten programs usually follow directly from: 1) the choice of

administrative auspice, 2) whether the prekindergarten program is limited to public
schools only, and 3) whether the program is targeted, e.g., designed to serve a
particular group of children at-risk.

Auspices and Limitations. State-funded prekindergarten programs
administered by state departments of education (especially those which were not
designed as interventions to affect the later school success for disadvantaged
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children) and those that are limited to public schools (even if they are for

disadvantaged children) are essentially extensions of local control over education

and use financing mechanisms familiar to public schools -usually formula

reimbursements or sometimes grants.
Targeting. Statefunded prekindergarten programs that are targeted to

disadvantaged (at-risk) children generally have programmatic regulations. Targeted
prekindergarten programs are more likely to use a grant or contract method of

financing in order to ensure that local operators follow the programmatic
regulations. Some use competitive processes for distributing funds; others do not.

Some of the later targeted prekindergarten efforts of states (e.g. Washington) do not

rely primarily on the public education system, but rather on Head Start and other

comprehensive community-based programs.

Currently, 13 of the 27 states with statefunded prekindergarten programs

permit community agencies other than public schools to operate their

prekindergarten programs.

Funds to public schools with subcontracting permitted; targeted programs

South Carolina, Illinois, Massachusetts, Florida, Kentucky, and Colorado

target their prekindergarten programs for atrisk children and permit local public

school districts to subcontract for services with other community agencies such as

Head Start, child care centers, or other local early childhood programs.

However, permission to subcontract does not necessarily mean that local

districts use this option for providing services. Both the competitive grants process
and noncompetitive allocation formulas are used by states in this group. It is

possible that the method of reimbursement (allocation vs. competitive grants) may

also act to inhibit, or encourage, the subcontracting process. Districts funded under

an allocation or formula reimbursement mechanism are possibly less likely to

engage in either the effort or the documentation necessary to include non-public

school agencies in the program via subcontracts. The use of competitive grants may
make subcontracting more likely if the community agern, :s seen as offering an edge

in securing the grant, or if school/community collaboration is specifically rewarded

in the grantmaking process.

Both subcontracting and direct contracting permitted with community agencies

Seven states which target their programs to at risk preschoolers currently

allow Head Start and other community agencies to apply directly to the state
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administering agency for funds through a competitive grant process. The programs
in California, West Virginia, Vermont, and Oregon are administered by State

Departments of Education, while programs in Washington, Alaska, and one of two
programs in New Jersey are under the administrative auspices of other state

agencies. Subcontracting by public schools can proceed under other funding

mechanisms (i.e., allocation formulas or non-competitive grants), but direct

contracting to community agencies other than public schools requires a competitive
grant process.

Examples of Contracting Administered by stare departments of education. In

California, the state-funded preschool program, which provides a half-day program
for 3- to 5-year-olds, was authorized in 1966 as part of the school code. The intent
of the program is to serve low-income children in order to facilitate later school

success, The program is administered by the State Department of Education

(DOE), as are other child care and child development programs in the state. In

FY88, S35.5 million was appropriated for the prekindergarten program.7 State

reimbursement is made on a per child basis; the amount programs receive is based

on enrollment. School districts and school boards may also contract with other

organizations (both private non-profit and for-profit agencies may be used) to

provide services. Non-profit organizations may also contract directly with the

Department of Education. Programs are not required to provide a local match and
the majority are 100% state funded, although a few programs use local funding as
well. In FY 1987, approximately half of the 186 contracts for the prekindergarten

program were with organizations other than public school districts.

In May of 1987, Vermont enacted legislation for prekindergarten programs,
beginning in September, 1987, to serve disadvantaged 3- and 4-year-olds, with

priority to those children with special needs. Twenty percent of the first year's funds

($100,000) is restricted to support programs using mainstreaming models for

handicapped 3- and 4-year-olds; this restriction is designed to begin to bring the

state into compliance with PL 99-457, The remaining 80% of the funds is available

to serve children who are economically disadvantaged (i.e., families with incomes up

to 125% of the state median income), have limited English language skills, or have

suffered from, or are at risk of, abuse and neglect. Grants are awarded

competitively, with priority given to communities with the greatest needs. The goal

7. If all the prekindergarten programs administered by the Department of
Education (e.g., Children's Centers and other full-working day programs)
were included, California's total expenditures on early childhood programs
would far exceed those of any other state,
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of the program is to extend existing successful programs to serve additional children

with unmet needs.

Allowable expenses include salaries, administrative costs, social, health and

nutritional services, and parent education. Transportation is an allowable expense

and must be part of the program design. No local cash or in-kind match is required.

School districts, family centers, Head Start, private preschools and child care

centers are eligible to apply directly for funds; grantees may also subcontract for

services. Applicants for funds must show evidence of need and demonstrate that
they will engage in a collaborative effort with other programs or agencies in the

community. Eleven programs were funded in the first round of applications, several

of the programs were for the full working day. Half of those funded were school

district operated programs; one was a Head 5',.art program. The legislature

increased the appropriation to $500,000 for the second year of the program and to

$1 million for the third year.

Examples of Contracting Administered by stale agencies other than education.

Washington's legislation authorized $2.9 million for FY 1987 to establish the State

Early Childhood Education and Assistance Program (ECEAP) to serve 1,000 four-

year-olds from families at or below the federal poverty level. ECEAP is

administered and regulated by the Department of Community Development's

(DCD) Division of Community Services, which also administers the states

contribution to Head Start.

Eligibility for the program is based on age and family income only. Four-

year-olds whose families meet the federal Head Start poverty level guidelines are

eligible. Grants are competitively distributed through a Request for Proposal

process. School districts, Head Start, non-sectarian child care and preschools, and

newly established community-based projects may apply for funds. School districts

may also subcontract to provide services. Applicants are expected to demonstrate

the level of unmet need in their communities as well as linkages with schools and

the private service sector. Priority is given to counties with a high percentage of

families below 100% of the federal poverty level whose children are not being

served in existing intervention programs. The ECE.'.. Advisory Committee

determined that 60% of available funds are to be set aside for counties where 20%

or fewer eligible children are served by Head Start. The remaining 40% of funds is

available to counties serving more than 20% of eligible children. A more recent

policy change by the Advisory Committee sets aside 10% of the slots (or at least 200
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slots) for migrant or Indian children. No local funding match is required, but in-
kind contributions are strongly encouraged.

ECEAP grants cover costs for space (including renovation), teaching staff,

administration, health, social and nutrition services, transportation, parent
education, home visits, program monitoring and evaluation. There is no charge to
parents for program services. During the first program year, total program costs
(for administration and operation) supported with ECEAP funds were not
permitted to exceed $2,700 per child enrolled. This ceilingwas removed in the FY
198849 reauthorization. Administration costs are limited to no more than 15% of
the total contract. Additional funding is available to ECEAP programs for the
education and training of staff. Programs may receiveup to $50 per year for each
child enrolled to support staff development activities.

Programs may provide half-day, or full-school-day, or full-working-day
services. First and second year grantees are providing only half-day programs of
three hours or less per day. Only one full-workingday program received ECEAP
funding; the child care portion of the program is funded by the state Department t
Social and Health Services.

Newlersey's first prekindergarten grants program was a comprehensive child
development program for atrisk 3 to 5-yearolds similar to Head Start. Ninety
percent of the children served must meet Head Start Income guidelines; 10% may
be handicapped. The same eligibility priorities used for Title XX/SSBG child care
apply to the new state initiative: protectivk service cases; handicapped children;
children of teen mothers; children of single parents participating in education or
training programs, particularly those participating in the state employment and
training program (REACH); children from low-income single or two-parent families
where the parent(s) works and no one is available to care for the children. The
program is administered by the Department of Human Services, Division of Youth

and Family Services. Application for program funding is via a Request for Proposal
to county Human Service Advisory Councils. Priority is given to Head Start

programs to expand their programs to fUll-year, full-working-day programs, but
public schools, private non-profits and Title XX/SSI3G-funded child care centers
may also apply.

The third, and newest, of New Jersey's prekindergarten programs was created
in 1988, with an FY 89 appropriation of $10 million. Head Start agencies and public
school districts are eligible to apply. Program standards and child eligibility
guidelines for this program are the same as for Head Start. It is designed to ba a
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comprehensive, fullworkingday child development program. This new program is
jointly administered and jointly funded by the Department of Education and Human
Services.

Conclusions in Regard to Financing

The various models and funding mechanisms used by the states for their

prekindergarten programs serve different needs and reflect different priorities for

service provision. The most effective financing mechanisms make maximum use of

the entire early childhood system in a state (or community), offer reasonable

funding levels and specify clear programmatic requirements that help to ensure

quality, and encourage shared responsibility for funding by requiring local matches

tailored to community fiscal ability.

The combination of grants or contracts and the ability to both contract

directly and through subcontracts with the public schools would appear at present to

provide the best solution to ensuring both competition and diversity among

programs, as well as coordination between programs serving similar populations.

California, Vermont, and Washington serve as examples of what can be achieved in

terms of expanding the delivery sources of prekindergarten services to include

community agencies, while maintaining state control over the content of the

program. However, while this may be an effective means of testing experimental

programs or different models of service provision, it may also give unfair advantage

to sophisticated community organizations and school districts with the capacity for

writing successful proposals. What is needed, if these models are to be used as a

basis for legislation, are 1) technical assistance to local agencies in the proposal

development, planning and implementation phases, and 2) an allocation process

which provides school districts and other community organizations in highpoverty

areas with special inducements to participate, while holding all providers to explicit

standards for developing programs appropriate for children and for effective

coordination with other service providers in their communities.

in terms of the future direction of statefunded prekindergarten programs.

there will likely be a modest shift away from partday toward fullschoold»,

programs as the need for longer hours (to meet child care demands) is recognized.

Only five states now clearly permit full-workingday prekindergarten programs to be

funded (i.e. Massachusetts, Vermont, Illinois, both of Florida's program., and New

Jersey's two newer ones). Some states will emphasis fullworking-day hours in the
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expansion of their prekindergarten programs, as Governor Cuomo of New York

recently proposed.

[In] expansion of the existing prekindergarten program, priority for funding
will be given to those programs that offer or arrange for full-daycare. In
addition, I will direct the Department of Social Services to work with the
State Education Department to develop mechanisms to assure that the full-
day needs of parents are met in a coordinated manner.8

State policymakers are beginning to perceive child care programs as
educational opportunities for young children, and to recognize the child care
function that so-called "educational" programs fulfill. They are also increasingly
aware of the growing number of early childhood programs and funding streams that
cry out for coordination.

Coordinations clearly needed to satisfy many purposes

In the context of early childhood, the term coordination has several different
meanings. First, coordination refers to the cooperative planning and
implementation of new early childhood programs within the existing ecosystem of
early childhood programs. New programs must respond to real needs, Ring gaps in
services or creating necessary new services, not merely supplantingexisting
programs by offering new ones under a different auspice or through a different
funding stream.

Second, coordination refers to the means for offering comprehensive

services. The best example of the result of this kind of coordination--which aims to
achieve comprehensive service--is the Head Start program, which includes specific
program components to meet the education, health, nutrition, and social service
needs of its students and their famides, The Head Start agency is responsible for
either directly providing, or referring to other agencies to provide, the services and
acts as the facilitator of the delivery of these services,

Third, coordination refers to the combining of services and/or funds from a
variety of sources to meet families' needs for full-working-day child care. There are
three main ways of accomplishing this. One is to encourage new programs in public
schools to offer full-workingday services. Another approach is to expand the scope

8. Cuomo, Mario M. (1989). Message to the Legislature (January 4, 1989).
Albany, NY: Office of the Governor
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of eligible providers of a prekindergarten program to include agencies that already
offer full -day services, such as community-based child care centers. A third way to

get more full-working-day services is to create a form of before- and after-school

care service that meshes with and surrounds the part-day public school program.

And, last but not least, coordination refers to attempts to make the early

child ecosystem more of a system--that is to treat it as a whole and work for greater

consistency among its parts in terms of quality of service provided, resources

available, etc.

Local Coordination
Coordination is particularly critical at the local levelwhere the child is, in

the community where services are actually made available. When coordination does

occur at the local level, it is likely to be a direct result of state mandates that require

it. The degree to which it is mandated varies greatly from state to state. Most

commonly, local school districts and other agencies applying for state

prekindergarten grants must show evidence of unmet local need. Some, including

those in Illinois, Oregon, Vermont, and Massachusetts, must also demonstrate that

cooperative efforts are in place to prevent duplication of services and to enhance

use of local resources. But generally, there are few assurances that the full range of

early childhood programs and service providers are represented on any local

coordinating committee or have been considered in the local proposals submitted to

the state for selection, nor are there provisions for redressing exclusionary practices

in regard to the composition of local coordinating bodies.

Two Examples of Linked State and Local Coordination Efforts

Among the few states that do have detailed and specific requirements for

coordination at both the state and the local level, two examples stand out: Florida

and Massachusetts.

In Florida, coordination between the Department of Public Instruction and

the Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services, which oversees child care.

has been mandated by law since 1974. The Child Care Coordination Council,

created as result of that law, was the basis for a state Task Force that also included

advocates, early childhood education professionals, the Head Start community, and

the child care provider community. The Task Force was a major force in the

passage of the Prekindergarten Early Intervention Program in 1986.
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The 1986 legislaron created both state and local-level coordination

mechanisms. An 11 member State Advisory Council Is appointed to advise the

Superintendent of Public Instruction on implementing the pilot program, assessing

the need for expansion, and planning for expansion. The 11 include: 3 appointed by
the governor to represent Head Start, subsidized child care providers and non-
subsidized providers; 4 appointed by the Superintendent of Public Instruction

representing elementary school principals, the state Bureau of Special Education,
public school teachers certified in early childhood education, and early childhood
advocacy groups; and 2 appointed by the Secretary of the Department of Social and
Rehabilitation Services, representing health services and el d welfare. Pint:fly, thp
President of the Senate and Speaker of the House each appoint one member.
Administratively, the Council is part of the Department of Public Instruction; its
activities are funded ($50,000 in FY88).

Local school districts (which may subcontract) must create a District
Interagency Coordinating Council that cooperates In the development,
Implementation, and evaluation of the prekindergarten program. The 11 member
District Councils are appointed by local school boards and must include: a parent of
a child in the program, the program director, a school board member, a
representative of an agenciserving handicapped children, 3 service providers (one
each from Head Start, subsidized child care, and a private program), 1 local child
advocate, and 2 members representing social, medical, dental or transportation
services, and 1 other member. The Council must assist the district in developing the
proposal and must sign off on the submitted proposal. It is also responsible for
coordinating children's services in the county (educational, social, health, child care.
and others), Beginning on July 1, 1988, each Council is required to submit annual
reports to the state council and the Superintendent of Public Instruction on the
district's progress in implementing the prekindergarten program, the results of the
District Council's evaluation identifying the most successful program components,
and its recommendations to the State Advisory Council concerning local and
statewide Implementation of the prekindergarten program.

Early childhood advocates (Including day care and Head Start) are credited
with a strong behind-the-scenes role in the passage of Massachusetts' Early
Childhood Education Act, Chapter 188. In addition to the creation of a State
Advisory Council on Early Childhood Education that advises the Department of
Education on all aspects of implementation, it has subcommittees on specific issues,
such as that on Staff Requirements and Staffing Patterns, which has proposed new
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teacher credentials for Nursery3 and for Young Children with Special Needs ages

3.7.
The program is administered within the Department of Education by a newly

created Office of Early Childhood Education. Three kinds of efforts are funded:

programs for 3- and 4-yearolds, enhanced kindergarten and transitional first grades,

and programs using creative approaches to combine early childhood education and

child care.
Although only school clotricts may apply for funds (with subcontracts

allowed), very specific local coo. dlnation is required. A Local Advisory Council

must be convened that includes teacher, a parent, a representative of the local

resource and referral organization, and others concerned with the care and

education of children in the co n.munity. The Local Advisory Council must develop

and sign off on the proposal su 'mined by the school district. Applications must

detail local needs, agreements wit other service providers, how the program will

serve children with special needs, how families will be involved, and how the

program will coordinate with local elementary schools to ensure continuity through

kindergarten and the primary grades.
T1 --e councils, composed of representatives from all sectors concerned with

young . ..ren, are charged with conducting community-wide needs assessments.

Such local advisory councils are a beginning step in developing a process for rational

decisionmaking at the local level, before new or expanded services are proposed for

state authorization and funding.

Conclusions Regarding Coordination

In summary, coordination is necessary because it helps administrative

efficiency; it helps head off competition, by establishing mechanisms for dialogue on

some of the issues that are sticking points, such as teacher credentials and salaries, it

encourages shared resources which may result in more services being available to

more children; and -most Important ly--formal coordination has the potential to

facilitate the provision of comprehensive services for children and families.

Based on our study we believe that coordinating mechanisms that are

mandatory, involve both state and local procedures that are linked, and that are

specific about who must be involved and what the tasks are, seem to work best.

Some states are moving toward coordinated approaches not only to .

planning of early childhood services but to unifying the delivery of early education

and child care services, such as the Child Developme Coordinating Council

3$J
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enacted in Iowa for FY89, the Office of Early Childhood Services being discussed
among some New York legislators, and Virginia's recently enacted Council on Child
Day Care end Early Childhood Programs. Virginia's Council was described in the
Washington Post as "a major new approach linldng together the child care needs of
the labor force and the developmental needs ofchildren at risk."9

Federal A.etion Required

State action will continue to be a driving force in responding to the combined
need for better education and child care opportunities. Driven by their differing
individual economic and social conditions, states will create new programs or modify
existing ones in response to the unique and idiosyncratic forces at work in each
state. However, the problem is national in scope, reflecting broad changes in
society. State-by-state solutions to a nationwide problem are rarely optimal.
Federal action-especially in regard to fundi- --is necessary. Developing the early
childhood system state-by-state will reinforce we already wide differences among
states in terms of the quality and availability of programs for young children. A
federal role--beyond funding-may be necessary to ensure equal treatment for all of
the nation's youngest citizens. While states are best able to design programs to meet
the unique conditions and needs of their communities, a federal role in funding is
widely advocated by state leaders and is a powerful influence on states. Federal
policy direction, although not as welcome by the states as federal dollars are, is a
strong and often quite positive influence on the action of states.

Guiding Principles for Developing Early Childhood Legislation
The essential early childhood policy question facing the nation is: How to

expand the supply of, improve quality in, and increase access to early childhood
programs that are in the best senses both educaitonal and caring for all children-
but especially for those who are disadvantaged? Responses to thisessential
question must understand (and meet) the needs of children and their families, while
simultaneously understanding the early childhood system and recognizing its
ecological nature.

9. Tel& E. S. (February 4, 1989). Quoted in M. Jordan's Child care agency nearsVirginia passage. The Washington Post, p. Bl.
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Children: Quality, Continuity, and Comprehensiveness

The elements necessary to create good policy from the child's perspective are

overall program quality, and the continuity and comprehensiveness of the services

provided.
Quality in an early childhood program has five essential elements:

small group sizebetween 15 and 20 four-year olds;

favorable staff:child ratios--at least 1 adult for each 8.10 four-year-old

children;
well-trained staff a thorough understanding of child development theories

and early childhood education principles coupled with direct experience working

with young children;
curriculum a clearly communicated philosophy of education that is based on

theories of child development and that is supported with training and good

supervision; and
strong parent participationfrequent communication between parents and

teachers, many ways to directly participate in the education of their children, direct

influence on the governance of the program, and attention to the parent's needs

both as a parent and as an adult.
Beyond the obvious fiscal resources necessary to implement a good early

childhood program, vision and commitment on the part of its leader is required.

The quality of leadership--from the director of a single center, or the principal of an

early childhood school, or the coordinator of a school district's early childhood

programs--is directly related to the overall quality of the program for children.

Continuity and comprehensiveness are additional essential aspects of quality

prog...ms for young children. Continuity has two dimensions: the number and ease

of transitions made by children in a given day and during a given year, and the

compatibility of philosophical approaches and curriculum among the different

programs that a child is engaged in over time. More simply, if the child is in a stable

group of children, with the same staff for most or all of the day in the same location,

with a stable teaching staff throughout the program year, a high degree of continuity

is demonstrated. Remaining in the familiar setting from one year to the next rather

than changing settings every year is preferable. If the child experiences changes

from year to year that are smooth and understandable, continuity is high. If changes

are abrupt and disturbing during a day, or throughout a year, or betwe....n succeeding

years, continuity is low.

3 71
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A comprehensive early childhood program is one that is providing necessary
services in addition to those that could be called strictly intellectual or academic.
Comprehensive services include at least:

health servkes such as screening for delays, physical examinations or other
direct health services provided by a doctor, n..ase or dentist;

social services, usually provided by a social worker, such as referral to
community or government agencies and services or assistance with obtaining
services; and

nutrition services which means serving meals and snacks so that children are
receiving the major portion of their daily nutritional requirements during the
program's hours.

Finally, transportation is a support service that may be critical to the child getting
any program at all, let alone the good program with comprehensive services that sheor he may need.

Parents: Quality, Participation, Affordability, and Accessibility
First of all, because parents want the best for their children, good policy fromthe parent's perspective rests on the overall quality of the program for children.

Parents want programs that are good for their children and that respond to their
own needsto support the family by working and/or continuing their education, to
he good parents, and to be involved in their child's education. For most parents,
these needs and desires translate into demand for programs that offer sufficient
daily hours, year-round schedules, opportunities for parent involvement that help
balance work and family responsibilities, and support for themselves as parents.
And parents want choices. Not all families need or want the same services for
themselves and their children. Parents deserve choices that reflect the cultural
diversity of our nation, the full spectrum of family values regarding childrearing, and
the differential needs of individual families. In addition, parents want affordable,
conveniently located programseasy to find and choose and use, Many parents
prefer having all their children in the same location.

From the parent's perspective, early childhood policy is about ways and
means. The ways to know what a good program is, to locate the ones that reflect
their values and needs, and to choose the best one; and the meanssufficient funds
to help parents purchase the good program of their choice.

3 7 A,
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The Early Childhood Ecosystem: Promoting Quality and Unification

From the perspective of the early childhood system, public policy must he

guided by principles of quality and unity. Delivering good programs to children is

the.bottom line. Many members of the early childhood system have demonstrated

their ability to provide quality early childhood services, and others have clear

potential to do that with some help.
There is growing concern with the quality of all programsfor young children-

whether in public schools or other settings. Is the program appropriate to the

developmental stages of the children in it? Are staff well-trained? Are there

enough of them? Do they stay long enough to produce a stable program for

children? Particularly in regard to public schools, concerns are often expressed in

terms of the curriculum (or content) of an early childhood program: Should the

curriculum be academir. or cognitive or developmental or some combination?

Focused on school readiness or child development?

No one form of early childhood program has a monopoly on quality.

Community-based, non-profit programs are not inherently better than community-

based, for-profit programs. Nor are public school-operated programs better or

worse than those operated by any otl-,er agency. There is much more variation in

quality from one state to another, or within one form of program (e.g., within for-

profit child care centers, or within public school-operated programs) than among

different forms. The problem of quality is a pervasive system-wide issue.

Legislative solutions must recognize this fact and deal with quality improvements

across the early childhood system. It may be necessary to target a larger than

proportionate share of resources to some forms of program than others in order to

produce reasonably good programs throughout the system. The goal is to ensure

uniform quality for every childno matter where, or by whom, or with which funds

the early childhood program is provided.

The early childhood system is an ecosystem. Changes to one part of it affect

the other partsparticularly on the community level, For example, wen a public

school district rapidly expands a program for4-year-olds, qualified teachers are

drawn out of other kinds of early childhood programs because the public school

salaries are higher, exacerbating what is often an already critical staffing shortage in

the community. For the system to remain in balance, new policy developments must

take into account the whole system and be implemented slowly and carefully.

Broadly conceived coordinating mechanisms that simultaneously operate on and
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connect among the federal, state and local levels combined with maximum local
flexibility to plan and implement programs are necessary.

Translating Principles into Legislation

In short, optimal early childhood policy will respond in the best interests of
the child, the family and the ecosystem. The principles I have outlinedquality and
continuity for children, sensible and affordable choices for parents, and equitable
use of resources within the early childhood ecosystemare reflected to some degree
by each of the various child care bills before you.

New early childhood policy, programs and funding streams have the power to
carefully weave the parts of the early childhood system into a stronger network of
support for children and families, or to further fragment and divide it. Recognizing
the distinct parts of the early childhood systemas both HR 3 and HR 30 dois an
important step. Optimally, federal early childhood legislation should regard the
entire early childhood ecosystem as the appropriate focus for expanding and
improving early childhood programs and should allocate sufficient fiscal resources
to help families pay for the programs they choose for their children. Such a bill
should promote parental choice and support parental desire for quality programs for
their children, recognize strengths and corrects weaknesses in the system, define and
require a uniform level of quality, promote continuity, complement existing funds
and programs by drawing them thoughtfully together, and encourage linked
planning and coordination among the federal, state, and local level.

The best bill would take the family's perspective. Parents want affordable
programs, compatible with their values, that combine care and education in one
convenient location. All families deserve choices among viable alternatives, and
enough money to exercise their right to choose what's best for their child.

Conclusion

There is a clear need for federal action, as this nation begins to shape an
agenda for action in response to the diverse motivations for early childhood
programs. Federal leadership can provide a model of integrating the care and
education of young children for states to emulate in their continuing development of
early childhood policy. You will need to craft solutions that consider the
perspectives of the child, the family and the early childhood ecosystem. Community
institutions of all sorts will have to mobilize to shoulder their share ofthe
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responsibility for making high quality early childhood programs widely available and

readily accessible. Using all of our resources wisely, It can be done.
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Table 1. STATEFUNDED PREKINDERGARTEN PROGRAMS AND CONTRIBUTIONS TO HEAD START
THROUGH EARLY 1989

States Prekindergarten Programs Contributions to Head Start

Alaska X X
California X
Colorado

Connecticut

Delmore

()Mitt of Coli.rnblo X

Ronda X X
Howl X
Snob

Iowa X
Kentucky X X
Louisiana X

X

X

X
New Hampshire

X

New York X

X
Oklahoma X
Oregon X

Texas X
Vermont X
Washington X X
west %tonic X
V4sconen X

31 33 12
...,
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Chairman HAWKINS. Well, thank you. For the purpose of intro-
ducing the next witness, I yield to our distinguished colleague.

Mr. KILDEE Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to extend a
special welcome to Mark Sullivan, Executive Director of the Michi-
gan Community Coordinated Child Care Association which was es-
tab hed through a grant from the Michigan Women's Commission
w 'eh I helped establish when I was back in the state legislature.

I'm glad to see they are involved in such good causes as this. I
knew they would be. This is certainly a very worthy cause. Mr. Sul-
livan has been the director of the association since its creation a
year and a half ago.

He ran a local resource and referral program for ten years and
was also a Head Start teacher, Mr. Chairman Michigan truly has,
I think, a state-of-the-art resource and referral system, using com-
puters and trying to bring parents and programs together in a
very, very good way.

I look forward to hearing his testimony today. Thank you for
being here, Mr. Sullivan.

Chairman HAwsms. Good morning, Mr. Sullivan.
Mr. &Anwar. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I

am here to discuss the importance of resource and referral services
in any of the child care bills that you are considering.

First I would like to make one clarification. Communit- coordi-
nated child care is the title that refers to our network in Michigan.
We are research and referral services. The network in Michigan
has existed for 18 years and thus our title, I think, precedes the
current terminology called resource and referral services.

The child care system in this country is extremely diverse, inde-
pendent and difficult to understand. I think, by way of analogy, I
would like you to imagine that the banking industry was run like
child care.

It would be made up of a number of small, independent local op-
erations. They would be operating with very small profits. Most of
them wouldn't have enough money to do any advertising.

There would be, of course, a couple of large chains that people
would be aware of; but in terms of finding these places, you would
have an extreme amount of difficulty. Half of the banks would be
operated in homes, half of them would be operated in church base-
ments, a few would be in their own facilities.

As an investor, you would want to put your money in the best
bank you could find, but you can't find the banks. so you start con-
sulting with a few friends and neighbors. They give you the name
of the woman down the street who has a little bank or the church
that's around the corner that operates a part-time bank.

You start looking for one of these places. You create a list. You
start calling only to find out that half of the banks aren't taking
any more deposits. Some of the banks won't take deposits unless
you have a lot money.

Part- of the banks aren't licensed. A few of them are interested
but they want to have an opportunity to talk with you. You choose
a couple of these and go visit. You make a decision.

You leave your money at one of these banks not knowing wheth-
er your money is going to be stuck in a mattress or whether it's
going to be invested, not knowing also whether this bank is even
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going to be there in six months. About 40 percent of the banks willdisappear annually.
This sounds like a ludicrous situation. I don't think any of uswould invest in a neighbor's house, have them put the money in amattress. In fact, this is exactly what we are expecting of parents

every time they start looking for child care.
The system is so diverse, is so fragmented. Parents don't knowhow to find child care, don't know how to choose child care andend up leaving their child in a situation which may not be anybetter than the bank that is actually just the mattress in the backroom.
This is why resource and referral services are extremely impor-tant. Resources and eferrals provide the connection between thechild care network, the child care system and the parents.
We help parents identify the child care resources that exist, thechild care resources that are licensed. We help them identify someof the major topics that they need to be considering when they arelooking for quality child care.
We help them identify whether there are financial resourcesavailable to them that they can use in finding or paying for thechild care. At the same time, we are working to improve the avail-ability of child care by recruiting new providers and getting thoseproviders who aren't licensed into the licensing process.
Resource and referral services work both sides of the fence. Interms of quality, we help parents identify what are factors thatthey should be considering when they are looking for child care.As a parent becomes a better consumer, they increase the de-mands that they are making on the child care providers, and the

child care providers respond by becoming better at that service.
On the other side of the fence, we run training programs, work-shops, provide technical assistance and consultation to the peoplewho are actually providing care so that the service that they areoffering is better.
Resource and referral services exist to help parents and to im-

prove child care. Everybody is these days taking about the tri-lemma of child care; quality, availability, and affordability. I thinkthese are issues that the resource and referral services have beenaddressing.
As Representative Kildee mentioned, in Michigan we have whatI consider to be a state-of-the-art system. Our whole network, the13 offices that cover the state, are all computerized.
We use a customized software program so that when parents call

we can take information and then run the program so that we can
match that information with the availability of the providers.

We can provide them with on-line referral services and a print-out that includes information about how to select child care.In five of the communities in Michigan, we nave worked with the
local governments to establish child care scholarship funds that goabove and beyond the services or the financial resources provided
through Title XX that include, in fact, Flint, Representative Kil-
dee's district.

We have worked with employers to get them involved in provid-ing child care services. We have worked with other companies sothat they will provide services. In fact, last year, a new department
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store that came to Michigan called Mervyn's provided us with
$200,000 to provide training to child care providers and to recruit
new providers for our state.

The problem is that I think we have something to brag about in
Michigan. What exists in Michigan does not exist in every state in
this country. Networks are developing. Awareness about the impor-
tance of resource and referrals is increasing, but it is increasing
slowly and we have a long way to go.

The second problem is that the support for resource and referral
services is extremely limited. Several years ago, Senator Riegle
from Michigan introduced the Dependant Care Bill which provides
40 percent of that bill's funding for dependent care referral serv-
ices.

That was an important start, but I consider that only a start. In
order to implement the kinds of programs and bills that you are
considering, in order to implement the Family Reform Act and to
respond to the kinds of requests that are now coming from parents
who traditionally have been at home but are now being lured into
work by employers needing new employees, child care resource and
referral services have to increase.

We are relying on your to provide us the support to make that
happen. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of J. Mark Sullivan follows:]
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CHAIRMAN HAWKINS, HONORABLE MEMBERS OF THE COMITIES:

My name is J. Mark Sullivan. I an the Executive Director of the

Michigan 4C Association (Community Coordinated Child Care). I have

worked in child care for the past 19 years. I have been a classroom

teacher, a center director in the Head Start program, a Head Start

research project supervisor and the director of a local 4C office. As

director of the Michigan 4C Association, I represent a network of 13

resource and referral agencies (called 4C in Michigan) that provide

services to parents, child care providers, business persons, and

communities throughout the state of Michigan. I as also on the Board

of Directors of the National Association of Child Care Resource and

Referral Agencies (NACCRRA).

The Michigan 4C network has existed for 18 years. For that period

of tine, the local offices have been conducting training workshops for

child care providers, working with local community groups to improve

child care availability and providing resource and referral (RAH)

services for parents in need of child care.

There has been a lot of discussion about the lxilemma of child

care: availability, affordabili,v and Quality. The Michigan 4C

network has been working to address these issues for a number of years

and as a result, Michigan has a sophisticated, high-quality service

network which serves both parents and child care providers.

Resource and referral services work "both sides of the fence" in

terms of addressing the trilemma of child care. We work for and on

38i
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utilization of federal, Title XX/Social
Services Block Grant funds for

child care for working parents is such higher in the communities where

4C offices are located. Also, (in Michigan) the 4C offices have worked

with local governments to establish city-sponsored child care

scholarship programs for low-income working parents. These programs

now exist in five communities: Ann Arbor, Detroit, East Lansing, Flint

and Lansing. Assisting low-income parents find financial resources for

child care often means the difference between a parent's ability to

move toward steady employment (and self sufficiency) and having to rely

on welfare.

Resource is half of the name of resource and referral. In

addition tc addressing the issues of the trilemma, B&B offices provide

many other services such as job networks, parent education seminars and

informational brochures. EAR offices are often involved in working

for child abuse prevention and advocating for better child care

policies. One of the most recent developments for resource and

referral services is employer sponsored child care. As employers

become more aware of the need to address the work anyl family issues of

their employees, many employers have consulted with the local resource

and referral program. The F'° offices have been able to help employers

define ways of assisting employees with their child care needs.

As mentioned above, the Michigan R&R network - the Michigan 4C

network - is a sophisticated, high quality service. Each of the

thirteen offices is computerized and can conduct "on-line" searches for

parents looking for child care. The process involves getting

4 MICHIGAN 4C ASSOCIATION
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behalf of parents who ingd child care services and we work with the

professionals and paraprofessionals who eyovidq child care services.

The result is a benefit to parents and providers alike.

In terms of availability, parents benefit because the resource and

referral office is an objective yet supportive service for parents

since the office does not represent or directly support any specific

child care program. Resource and referral services benefit providers

because few child care programs have the financial resources to conduct

the advertising necessary to gain a high profi: in the community. The

resource and referral service can connect parents with providers and

thus keep the provider enrollment lists close to 100%. Working parents

need a range of child care options, not only for the standard "full-

time" workday of 9 to 5, but also for part-time work, before and after-

school, evening and weekend work, split shifts, rotating shifts, etc.

as well as sick-child care. Resource and Referral offices can help to

identify the needs through surveys, etc. and recruit services to help

meet the needs--especially in non-standard situations. An example of

this is a program called "Chicken Soup", a sick child care consortium

in Minneapolis which developed in part because of need identified by

the Greater Minneapolis Day Care Association.

On gualitv, the resource and referral service helps parents become

better consumers of child care - by providing them with information

about what to look for and questions to ask. Researchers have found

that parents can benefit greatly from a simple checklist that

highlights what to look for in a good child care setting andsley and

2 MICHIGAN 4C ASSOCIATION
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Bradbard, 1982).4 As parents become :tore informed about shopping for

child care, the providers must respond by providing the level of

quality parents demand. "On the other side of the fence", resource and

referral services conduct workshops and training sessions for providers

- workshops on everything from "guidance and discipline" to workshops

on serving nutritional meals - to improve tLe quality of the care they

provide. Throughout the process, the R&.. offices work with the state

department which is responsPrie fo... licensing and regulation to

improve standards and to communicate problems which develop. A study

out cf the California R&R network shows that fully day care homes

tend to stay in business longer when
recruited and supported by R&R

networks. Preliminary data from a follow-up study by the California

Resource and Referral Network, funded by the Ford Foundation, indicates

that 7 out of 10 family day care providers who were recruited by the

R&R network, when interviewed a year and one-half later, were still

providing child cure services. This is significant when compared to

the regular turnover rate among family day care providers. (In family

day care, the regular turnover rate is higher than any other occupation

except as station attendants and dishwashers.)2

In terms of affordability, resource and referral services assist

parents find the limited financial resources available to ansist in

paying for child care. In Michigan, it is very clear that the

tEndsley, R.C. & Bradbard, M.R. (1982). "Predictive value of the
parent guide to quality day care." Perceottusl and Motor Skillq, 51,
24?-246.

2Bureau of Labor Statistics cited in Modtgliani, K. 1986. "But
who will take care of the children? Child care, women and devalued
labor." jparnal_sajdugalign 10(3), 46-49.
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information about the parents needs, e.g., location, times of the day

care is needed, age of the child(ren) ani cost restraints. When this

information is collected, the resource and referral counsellor runs

customised program which compares parent's needs with the providers

which are on the data base. The computer "matches" need with

availability and generates a list of possible options for the parent.

The gin counsellor sends the parent this information along with

information about how to choose a child care setting. Since the

network is computerized, the Association has worked out a computer

process by which the Association can obtain information directly from

the State's licensing records from the State's mainframe computer,

convert this information into micro - usable format and distribute it to

all of the offices in the state. This permits the local R&D service to

give the parent the best, most current information about the

availability of regulated child care anywhere in the state.

Because of the extent and depth of the network, the Michigan 4C

Association received a grant from Mervyn's Department Store to improve

the quality and availability of the child care network by providing six

grants totalling $180,000 to local communities in Michigan. In each of

the communities which received a grant, availability (number of

liceased providers) has increased by 5X and training (20 hours per

prcvider) has been provided to 10% of the providers.

Resource and referral services are not a frivolous overlay on the

child care system. UR is a necessary component in helping parents

make sense out of a fragmented, diverse and often inconsistent system.

385
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As Gwen Morgan (1987)3 pointed out, the child care field is a market

system, very diverse in terms of types of care and parent fees. It is

inefficient, operating with costly unfilled spaces for children at the

same time parents are unable to find care. Making sense out of this

system is always frustrating and often bewildering for parents.

Entrusting the care of a child to a person whom the parents may not

know well often results in stress and guilt.

"In the back of a mother's mind a nagging question will
persist: Is it really all right for me to work? What will
happen to my child's development?'

As women and men begin to face squarely the unforeseen
anxieties of dividing the self into two important roles - one
geared toward the family, the other toward the working world
- the pressures are enormous and largely uncharted by past
generations. It is no wonder that many new parents are
overwhelmed by these issues as they take on the important new
responsibility of creating and maintaining a stable world for
their new baby" (Brazelton, 1989, pp.15 -16).4

The resource and referral service can assist parents make better

decisions and, ultimately help improve the quality of care for this

nation's children.

Resource and referral services have been developing across the

nation to serve parents and to improve child care services. Most of

the offices have 'Jeen Reneged on very small budgets. In Michigan, it

is a credit to the creativity of the directors in the 4C network - that

the system has endured eighteen years: through a major recession which

3Morgan, G.G., (1987). Asking the hard questions about child care
resource and referral. Unpublished manuscript.

4Brazelton, T.B. (1989, March). Nurturing the nurturers. World
Monitor g(3), 14-17.
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crippled racy services in the state and, until last year, with a total

of only $433,000 to support 11 offices (located in the major

metropolitan areas of the state). Last year, for the first time since

1980, the state support for resource and referral was increased to

$750,000. With the increase in funds case also the addition of two

new offices and an expansion of the service areas of the existing

offices. Resource and Referral offices are the true example of the

public/private partnership. The offices have taken the public dollars

they receive and used those funds as a base for generating additional

revenues from United Way, local and county governments, grants and

corporate contributions.

But, as the demand for child care increases (as sore and more non-

traditional workers are recruiter. to fill the demands of the changing

work force), the local resource and referral offices are being

stretched beyond their capacity to serve. As the demographics of the

work force change, the support of resource and referral services must

also change. Senator Donald Riegle (also from Michigan) recognised the

importance of referral services several years ago. He introduced the

Dependent Care bill which gained broad support and was passed into law.

This bill permits states to use 40X of the state allocation for

dependent csre referral services. The Dependent Care Act was an

important first step, but it was only a first step. Without

significant support from the federal government, resource and referral

services will not be able to perform the vital function which they

provide in helping parents find the child care services their children

need and deserve.

7 MICHIGAN 4C ASSOCIATION
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Mr. KILDEE. Thank you very much, Mr. Sullivan. I will start with
some questions now. Mark, we may be cousins. My grandmother
was a Sullivan from County Cork.

Ms. Taylor, as a local provider who probably confronts the prob-
lems of low staff salaries and high turnover rates, can you tell us
what should be included in any child care proposal to address the
low staff salaries and the high turnover which very often, most
often is a result of the low salaries?

Ms. TAYLOR. Well, I think funds to help the states to deal with
the salary problems are a real necessity. If we are talking about
quality care for children to try to help alleviate some of the turnov-
er in staff that is a part of the legislation, there should be some set
aside to be utilized to help to increase salaries and benefits.

Mr. KILDEE. I'm convinced that the people who work at the Na-
tional Zoo out here are probably not paid enough, but they are paid
more than child care workers.

Mr. TAYLOR. That's correct.
Mr. KILDEE. That's sad, isn't it? That's really sad. Where are our

priorities? I think they should be making more out there, too. I
have been out there and I think they earn every cent they make
and should be making more.

When I compare what child care workers are making, it's really
a sad commentary on our commitment to child care in this coun-
try. Mr. Hawkins and myself probably have some different ap-
proaches to child care, but one thing that we are deeply concerned
with and want to address is that lack of financial commitment. An
earlier witness mentioned that money helps. Money doesn't solve
all problems, but here is an example of where very little money
has really been spent to upgrade child care as far as staffing. I
think that is an area that we will have to address ourselves.

Mark, on page 5 of your testimony, you state that the local MR
services gives the parent the best, most current information about
the availability of regulated child care anywhere in the state of
Michigan.

Do you refer anyone to unregulated or unlicensed child care
under your system of referral?

Mr. SULLIVAN. No, we use only licensed child care, both centers
and family day care homes. We use that for two reasons. One is
that philosophically we believe that any provider who is in the
business of providing child care should submit their program to the
review that is set up by the state. Every parent should have the
opportunity to see that the program has been reviewed and has
met minimum standards.

Second, there is an issue of liability. Whenever we get into refer-
ring to providers that have not been screened by the state, then we
are exceeding our bounds in terms of referring to providers who
meet at least the minimum of standards required.

Mr. Kamm. Let me ask this. I still have some time here before I
go to the next member. There are other proposals to assist in child
care. One is to use the tax code. The president has proposed using a
tax code and Congressman Downey has a proposal to use a tax
code. I say that these can be complimentary but cannot take the
place of a child care bill.
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How careful should we be in letting the tax code give money or
let people keep money for facilities that are not licensed or regulat-
ed? If we are going to change the tax code, especially if we have a
refundable tax credit, should we set some standards for the institu-
tions or child care facilities that these parents can use?

Any of you may answer.
Mr. TAYLOR. I strongly feel that at the Federal, state, and local

level, we have a responsibility to protect children who can't protect
themselves. There ought to be some minimum standards in terms
of the kinds of facilities that children can be cared for.

Mr. Kamm That would be even with the tax code?
Ms. MrrcHELL. The dependent care tax credit now has standards.

It's supposedly only to be used to pay for regulated care if the care
is regulated in the state. The problem is that what kinds of care
are regulated vary so much from state to state. So you're, in some
cases, paying for care that in another state wouldn't be allowed to
be paid for.

Mr. KILDEE So you would say that if there is going to be either
less money coming into the treasury or a withdrawal from the
treasury and refundable, that we should at least have some mini-
mal Federal standards? Mark, would you answer?

Mr. Slimly Arr. Yes, I agree completely. I think that the kind of
child care the government is paying for ought to meet minimum
standards. We are not talking about quality; that would be our
goal. We are simply talking about safety.

Unless the programs submit to and are successful in a review of
meeting those minimum standards of providing safety, I don't
think we should be permitting children to be in those programs. I
certainly don't think those programs should be reimbursed.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Ballenger?
Mr. BALLENGER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I find your informa-

tion here most exciting. As I have said earlier, I have been in-
volved through my family in day care in North Carolina for about
the last 15 years personally and my wift has 35 years of experi-
ence.

One of the traumas of child care is affordability. The center I am
associated with is a welfare day care operation. We receive funds,
as does Ms. Taylor, from social services, the United Fund, the
county commissioner's, everybody that you can think of.

I was just curious as to if you do have a costI know you said
you have a $4.5 million operating expenses and 1200 students. If
you use just plain mathematics, it comes out to a cost of about
$3750 per child per year which is $75.00 per week which is substan-
tially higher than North Carolina.

Do you charge anybody 100 percent for their day care?
Ms. TAYLOR. Yes, some of our parents that don't meet the eligi-

bility requirements for some of our subsidized programs pay full
fee. Our preschool day care program, the full price is $90.00 for
the week for a pre-school child. Before and after school care, it
would be $45.00. For toddlers, it would be $100.00.

Mr. BALLENGER. Does that include one meal, two snacks, say
about nine hours or nine and a half hours per day?
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Ms. TAYLOR. Yes, the operating hours would be from 7:00 a.m. in
the morning until 6:00 in the evening. That would include break-
fast, lunch, and a snack.

Mr. BALLENGER. Although liability insurance is not in this bill, I
wonder if that has become a major problem as far as you all are
concerned? In North Carolina it has. I am just asking you the ques-
tion.

Ms. TAYLOR. It was a major problem three years ago. Through
the help of the insurance commissioner in the District of Columbia,
we were able to, along with other providers in the city, maintain
our liability coverage.

It's costing the Day Care Association approximately $45.00 per
child for liability.

Mr. BALLENGER. I think that it's something that we could have
some affect on, Mr. Chairman, in the fact that $45.00 per child is a
rather substantial amount of money. I took the numbers, instead of
using your $90.00, using only $75.00.

If we take the total amount of money, the $2.5 billion that we
are talking about in either one of these bills, and divide that by
$3750, it turns out we can take care of 700,000 children.

I think there is close to six million that are needed to be taken
care of. So any expense that we can, by law, reduce I think will
make our money go further.

I would Like to ask Mark, if I may, in your statistical analysis in
Michigan and when you advise the parent as to where they are
going to send a child. In North Carolina we have a rating system of
A, AA, AAA. Somehow they always use As even though the worst
you can get is an A. Triple A is good and a single A is bad. It reads
beautifully on their stationary.

Do you specify when you tell the parent who called in about a
rating? Does Michigan have a rating system?

Mr. Su LuvA.N. No, we don't use a rating system. We can help
parents identify what the elements of quality are, but we are not
about to suggest to them that one program has a higher level of
quality to another or from another. They need to make that deci-
sion.

Mr. BALLENGER. In North Carolina we have all kinds of rules and
regulations. To get a AAA rating you have to do certain things. It's
just sort of like a restaurant. I'm sure it's better than a restaurant
rating, but it works that way. Does the state of Michigan have any-
thing similar?

Mr. SULLIVAN. I think it would be similar to that, but it's in the
hands of the consumer in Michigan. You either have a standard li-
cense or you have a provisional license. There is no other level of
certification.

Mr. BALLENGEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. KILDEE If I could just follow through on that, do you have a

checklist that the parents can look at to see what things they
should be looking for in a child care facility in response to Mr. Bal-
lenger's question?

Mr. SULLIVAN. Yes. In fact, I think that the points that Ms.
Taylor raised in terms of quality are the points that are asking
pants to consider when they are looking for a program.
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We distribute that with every printout that we use or that we
send to the parent when we send them a list of the providers who
are available.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Williams?
Mr. WILLIAMS. Ms. Taylor, where are your members located, the

members of your association?
Ms. TAYLOR. We are located in the District of Columbia.
Mr. Wniums. A limited membership?
Ms. TAYLOR. Just to the District of Columbia.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Are any of your members church related?
Ms. TAYLOR. No. We have a number of our centers located in

churches where we lease space.
Mr. %mums. But they are run by a non-sectarian
Ms. TAYLOR. They are run by the Day Care Association.
Mr. Wnivals. Mr. Sullivan, the day care centers to which 4C

provide services, are any of those operated by a sectarian institu-
tion?

Mr. SULLIVAN. I will have to go back to previous times when I
was actually involved in the direct referral services. In the commu-
nity where my office was located, of the 200 centers, there was ac-
tually one program that advertised a religious component to their
services.

Most of the programs were located in church, but there was only
one that was using advertising or that was advertising that they, in
fact, had a religious aspect of the program on a daily basis.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Those that were located in churches, then, do I
understand correctly, were not operated by the religious institu-
tion?

Mr. SULLIVAN. No. It is always set up as a lease with the church.
It's just like leasing any kind of space that you can find. When I
used to work with Head Start, we never got money for capital im-
provement so we looked for space wherever we could find it.

So you would go to a church or a community center or whatever.
Then, of course, because most of these programs were operated
either by a profit corporation or an non-profit board, the goal and
mission of the board was very clearly stated and that did not in-
clude religious pursuits as part of the program.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman
Chairman HAWKINS. Mr. Hayes?
Mr. HAYES. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I'm bothered a

little bit about the question of minimum standards for qualifying to
operate child care centers. Our objectives, as I think they should
be, are to provide care for a child and at the same time teach them
a little bit about what they are to face in life.

We have touched on the question of whether minimum standards
should be put into effect. There is some parallel that the Federal
funds are being used for this purpose and new apparatus to moni-
tor performance.

I say this because there are situations where there seems to be
arising child molestation. Many of these are centers. Some people
who run them do quite well financially, but the expense of the pro-
gram is designed to help the child.

I just wondered if any of the panel would care to address them-
selves to the question of whether or not we should, along with the

:39i
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providing of funds and the minimum standards for operating a day
care or child care center, should have some monitoring apparatus
to make sure that the money is used for that purpose.

I say this becauseI say a parallel, the 10 percent set aside that
we provide for highway construction for small business and minori-
ty businesses, it doesn't go in that direction when you look at it on
a percentage basis or something of this sort.

Our bottom line is to try to start early in grooming kids and to
be a part of our society, an integral part that is going to be able to
be productive. At the same time, relieve the parents of some re-
sponsibility so they can be able to earn a decent way of life and
help raise their own kids.

I think that maybe H.R. 3 may be somewhat like it in that it
doesn't provide, as I understand it, for any real mechanism for
monitoring performance on the part of a child care center.

Ms. TAYLOR. As a child care provider, I strongly support stand-
ards. Standards are no good without a mechanism for monitoring
and enforcement of those standards. I think that is very, very, very
important.

Mr. SULLIVAN. We've talked about minimum standards to ensure
the children's safety. If the truth fall out, I would prefer optimal
standards that would provide not only safety but a quality environ-
ment for children.

I think we have to start someplace. We use standards in just
about every industry that exists in this country. I think it belongs
also in child care.

Ms. Mrreinaz. I think it's a really difficult problem for you be-
cause the standards vary so much from one state to another. You
are in a position of having to specify somewhere in the middle so
that the goals should be to bring some state standards up and hope-
fully not do something that will make states lower their standards.

It's really true that children's needs are the same whether they
live in Alabama or in Oregon. It's not different. They are not dif-
ferent children. They don't have different needs.

I think it's an appropriate role of the Federal government to set
that middle ground of standards that we are trying to get everyone
to get up to. I would agree that it would be nice if they were higher
quality standards.

In fact, some states are moving in that direction, changingstand-
ards generally in the direction of higher quality, limiting group
size and beginning to specify programmatic regulations.

Chairman HAWKINS. Mr. Perkins?
Mr. PERKINS. I'll pass.
Chairman HAWKINS. Ms. Unsoeld?
Ms. UNSOELD. No questions.
Chairman HAWKINS. The Chair would like to thank the panel

again for your contribution this morning, and we will look forward
to continuing our dialogue with you and, certainly, calling on you
from time to time as we move to mark up the bill and prepare for
a good year in terms of child care. I think all of you should be com-
mended, for what you are doing and we look forward to having you
before the committee again. Thank you, very much.

Mr. h7 ayes has called to my attention the question you asked
that on page 74 of the bill, the Secretary is instructed to review
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and monitor state compliance with the program and the plan
under the Act itself.

Mr. HAYES. So, we have to monitor the Secretary.
Chairman HAwicria. Well, I guess that's our job and it is your

job to monitor us.
The next two witnesses will be seated at the table as their names

are called. Mr. Barry Lynn, Legislative Council, the American Civil
Liberties Union, and Mr. Nick Craft, President of the National
Child Care Association.

Mr. Lynn, we will start with you and we look forward to your
testimony. We have had an opportunity to read it. It contains a lot
of substance and we certainly appreciate having you appear before
the committee. You may proceed.

STATEMENTS OF MR. BARRY LYNN, AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES
UNION, AND MR. NICK CRAFT, NATIONAL CHILD CARE ASSO-
CIATION

Mr. LYNN. Thank you, very much. The American Civil Liberties
Union is strongly in support of Federal child care assistance pro-
grams believing that it is, among other things, an important way of
ameliorating past employment discrimination against women.

However, in the process, we can never lose sight of our national
commitment to maintaining a clear separation between the govern-
ment and religious bodies, nor to the goal of preserving the princi-
ple of nondiscrimination throughout the United States.

I would like to begin by explaining why, in our view, the Act for
better child care services, the so-called ABC Bill, violates these
principles. At least one-third of the child care provider benefici-
aries of this legislation will be churches, synagogues, parochial
schools and other religious institutions which courts would deem
pervasiv6:y sectarian.

I believe the sponsors of this legislation recognize this fact and
recognize that it raises some Constitutional issues. Indeed, section
19(a) provides: "No financial assistance provided under this Act
shall be expended for any sectarian purpose or activity."

But, this general prohibition simply does not solve the Constitu-
tional problem which arises from Federal funds going for early
childhood educational efforts in pervasively sectarian institutions.
The Constitution requires more than that specific Federal grant or
voucher dollars not be traceable to sectarian activities.

The Constitution requires that Federal funds not be made avail-
able for generally enhancing the educational efforts of these perva-
sively sectarian institutions. I do not think there is any question,
on the basis of the hearing record of this committee so far or even
this morning, that the child care as supported by the ABC bill is an
educational program. It is not custodial.

The preparation of kids envisioned by the child care bill is that
they will be better prepared to enter elementary school if they
have a serious child care program before that. Now, I am also
aware that, in a widely circulated letter, Harvard constitutional
law professor Lawrence Tribe has argued that he does not see infir-
mities in the ABC bill because he claims, in his words, "it stresses
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simple child care rather than child education" and is "a general
social welfare program".

I think that comment elevates form over substance and com-
pletely misperceives the principle motivation for any religious in-
stitutions to become involved in child care in the first place. It is to
obtain a group-of impressionable children for sectarian instruction.

The truth is that the human interaction and institutional goals
of most child care programs for four-year-old children in a religious
setting would be absolutely indistinguishable from the specifically
educational program for a six-year-old in the first grade in that
same facility.

In fact, the absurd result of not conceding that there is a sub-
stantial educational component in child care is that Federal offi-
cials would have to scrutinize programs in order to determine that
no learning is occurring there.

The Supreme Court has articulated a three-part test for deter-
mining whether or not an action violates the constitutional
premise against laws respecting the establishment of religion. I
think the ABC bill fails in two very critical ways. First, this fund-
ing would advance religion.

In a series of cases, the Supreme Court has invalidated a variety
of programs which benefited sectarian religious schools through,
for example, maintenance and repair grants, the loan of non-text
book instructional material, the issuance of revenue bonds, even
the use of Federal Title I funds to pay salaries of public employees
who teach in parochial schools.

These forbidden practices involve funding of items going to edu-
cational institutions where the actual use was under the control of
the religious schools, teachers or administrators, the very kind of
highly discretionary use of funds which would be permitted under
the Act for better child care.

This has a primary effect of advancing religion. In fact, it is hard
for me to imagine a child care in a religious setting run by reli-
gious institutions where there would not be either an intentional
or an inadvertent inculcation of religious beliefs in the very im-
pressionable children.

How can we expect to have three-year-old children in child care
on one floor of a Presbyterian or Roman Catholic church not be
aware of and quite likely influenced by the overtly religious activi-
ty occurring around them on every floor? They will see religious
symbols on the edifice itself, will hear religious music through the
walls, will routinely encounter persons in religious garb in the hall-
ways or in the play area.

As the Supreme Court once noted, the symbolism of a union be-
tween church and state is most likely to influence children of
tender years, whose experience is limited and whose beliefs conse-
quently are the function of environment as much as a free and vol-
untary choice.

The advancement of religion goes beyond this kind of environ-
mental pressure. If a religious institution is now engaged without
Federal funding in child care because it views such work as a part
of its religious mission, then I would ask how can it be anything
but the aavancement of that mission to have it now funded with
new Federal dollars?
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Indeed, all one has to do is listen to the comments of the people
who run child care programs for preschoolers, whether those indi-
viduals are in the Roman Catholic church, the Lutheran church or
the Unification church, to recognize the importance that they as-
cribe to this period.

They believe that it is important to instruct children in religious
principles as they go through the preschool program and that, of
course, is entirely permissible unless there are government funds
involved.

The ABC bill also fails, I think, the first amendment test on an-
other ground because it does lead to excessive entanglement be-
tween government and religious institutions. For the government
to be sure that sectarian influence is not present in the child care
program would involve government officials in an ongoing and con-
tinual governmental monitoring of religious institutions.

The government would regularly need to examine questions like:
Is a prayer said before lunch? Do the child care providers express
an opinion to unruly children that God does not like that? Are reli-
gious holidays emphasized with sacred symbols or do readings re-
flect specific religious traditions?

That is the very kind of excessive, enduring entanglement be-
tween state and church that is a forbidden result, according to the
cases on this point. These Constitutional problems are present,
whether we are talking about direct grants or so-called child care
certificates, that the funding goes to parents and then, and only
then, onto the child care facilities does not remove the constitution-
al problem.

Turning to the discrimination question, the language in the ABC
bill, in our view, is terribly, terribly inadequate. It does not bar re-
ligious discrimination in the selection of children for nonFederally-
funded slots. It does not prohibit religious schools from granting
preference to its own students in programs held before or after
school. It does not even bar religious discrimination in the hiring of
the staff.

This language means, then, that even in a very specific activity
child carewhich is funded with Federal dollars, certain kinds of
religious-based discrimination are permissible. I do not think
anyone is suggesting that the receipt of Federal funds for a day
care center located in a church basement means that the church
may not use religion as the basis for not hiring the pastor.

But it is entirely appropriate to demand that discrimination in
employment and services throughout the programs specifically re-
ceiving these Federal funds be banned. Discrimination in those
services simply cannot be permitted.

We don't permit them in other Federal programs. A hospital
that receives Hill Burton funds certainly could not discriminate in
admissions, even in a wing that was not built with those Hill
Burton funds.

Moreover, since the child care program is not supposed to foster
sectarian religious values, there is absolutely no justification for a
hiring decision to be made on the basis of participation in or mem-
bership in or beliefs in a specific religious tradition.

Indeed, if you grant religious preference, you undercut the very
nonsectarian principle which this bill's proponents claims entitles
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programs in religious institutions to receive the funds in the first
place. There just is no justification for this.

I have talked about the ABC bill. H.R. 3, in our view, represents
a very dramatic improvement over the Act for Better Child Care,
in terms of sensitivity both to the church/state issues and to non-
discrimination principles.

We particularly applaud its strong commitment to the use of
public facilities in several sections of the bill. The child care section
of the bill also prohibits any form of religious discrimination in em-
ployment or child care services, by making applicable to this pro-
gram a provision of the Head Start Act which now prohibits any
aid to a program, project or activity unless the grant or contract
specifically provides that no person with responsibilities in the op-
eraticn thereof will discriminate because of race, creed, color, na-
tional origin, sex, political affiliation or beliefs.

The plain meaning of that language would seem to bar a recipi-
ent institution from hiring only the members of its congregation or
persons of like-minded religious creed or beliefs and that is terribly
important.

By every estimate heard today and in every other hearing before
this committee, the funding available under the Act for Better
Child Care or even under H.R. 3 is not going to adequately meet
the needs of every American for quality child care.

Therefore, I think there is nothing irresponsible about taking the
limited funds available and earmarking them for use in programs
which do not raise these complex constitutional issues. The clean-
est approach, then, would be to modify the definition of eligible
child care provider to exclude center-based child care providers or
group home child zare providers which are operated or controlled
by a religious body or institution.

Then, to limit the effect of the presence in a religious setting of a
child care program, even if operated independently, we would en-
courage you to require that religious facilities be viewed as accepta-
ble sites only where alternative locations are not available and
only if the rooms used for child care are religiously neutral.

Finally, in the discrimination area, we would propose that in any
legislative enactment, we either include the language from the
Head Start statute to cover any institution that receives funding
under the new child care program or to craft a new broad nondis-
crimination proviso so that institutional recipients are on notice
that they may not, on the basis of religion, discrimination in any
admissions to the program, nor may they discriminate against em-
ployment against any individual on the basis of his or her religious
background.

Thank you, very much.
[The prepared statement of Barry W. Lynn follows:]
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Chairman Hawkins and Member3 of the Committee:

My name is Barry W. Lynn. I serve as legislative counsel

for the American Civil Liberties Uniun. I would like to thank

you for the opportunity to testify regarding church-state and

discrimination issues in proposed federal child care legislation.

I would like to focus most of my comments on H.R. 30, the "Act

for Better Child Care Services (or "ABC Bill") and H.R. 3, and

then propose some resolutions of the constitutional and policy

question these proposals generate. The ACLU is strongly in

support of federal child care assistance, believing it is an

important means of ameliorating historical employment

discrimination against women. However, in the process we cannot

lose sight of our national commitment to maintaining a clear

separation between government and religious bodies and to

preserving the principle of non-discrimination.

I 30; The Be

H.R. 30 provides a program of grants and vouchers ( "child

care certificates") for the stated purpose of promoting "the

availability and diversity of quaIitl child care services."

Child care providers who may benefit from this program include

non-residential "center-based" providers, group homes, and family

providers who are licensed and regulated under state law

satisfying specific Federal requirements. Children eligible for

coverage include those under 16 years of age chose family income

does not exceed 100 percent pf the state median income for a

1
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family of the same size. Among the objectives to be achieved by

the program is "to strengthen the competitiveness of the United

States by providing young children with a sound early childhood

development experience."

At least one-third of "child care provider" beneficiaries of

this legislation will be churches, synagogues, parochial schools,

and other religious institutions which courts would deem

"pervasively sectarian." The sponsors of this legislations

obviously recognize that this fact raises some constitutional

issues. Indeed, S 19 (a) provides: "No financial assistance

provided under this Act shall be expended for any sectarian

purpose or activity, including sectarian worship and

instruction." This general prohibition, however, simply does not

solve the constitutional problem which arises from federal funds

going for early childhood educational efforts in "pervasively

sectarian" institutions. The Constitution requires more than

that specific federal dollars not be traceable to sectarian

activities. It demands that federal funds not be made available

for generally enhancing educational efforts in pervasively

sectarian institutions. (Likewise, a nod in the direction of

distinguishing sectarian from other providers is the provision in

S 670 F (c)(2)(13) that capital improvement grants to sectarian

organizations can only be used for "renovation or repair. . .

necessary to bring such facilities into compliance with health

and safety requirements improved by this subchapter.")

One threshold matter is. whether child care as supported by

3 9
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this bill is an educational program. Notwithstanding efforts by

some supporters of the legislation to downplay this aspect of

child care, child care cannot be viewed as non-educational or as

a mere custodial act. Indeed, the hearing record of this

Committee is replete with testimony chronicling the belief of

proponents that adequate child care is essential to preparation

of students for elementary school. This preparation is nothing

short of academic and social education. Harvard University law

professor Laurence Tribe noted in a widely-circulated letter to

Senator Edward Kennedy that: "the Establishment Clause bans the

inclusion of sectarian institutions, such as parochial schools

and churches, in a program providing funds for early childhood

education." Mr. Tribe, however, does not see infirmities in the

"ABC bill" because he claims it "stresses dimple child care

rather than child education" and is "a general social welfare

program designed to protect children from the dangers of poor

child care; it has little to do with education and hence does not

present any obvious danger of religious indoctrination." These

comments elevate form over substance, and completely misperceive

a principal motivation for many religious institutions to become

involved in child care in the first place: obtaining a group of

impressionable children for sectarian instruction. The truth is

that the human interaction and institutional goals of most "child

care" programs for four-year-old children in a religious setting

would be indistinguishable from the specifically "educational"

program for a five-year-old in Kindergarten in the same facility.

3
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(The absurd result of not conceding that there is a substantial

education component in child care financed under this bill is

that federal officials will have to scrutinize programs in order

to determine that no learning is occurring there.)

Since the ACLU believes that child care has a strong

educational component and that "pervasively sectarian

institutions" cannot be the beneficiaries of educational

assistance, we believe that the current version of H.R. 30 is

unconstitutioral. Our analysis of applicable cases follows.

Constitutional Problems

The Supreme Court, in Lemon v. Kurtzman 403 U.S. 602 (1971),

articulated a three-part test for determining whether a

legislative or administrative act violates the Constitution's

prohibition against laws "respecting an establishment of

religion." First, the action must have a valid secular purpose.

Second, it must not have as a primary effect the advancement or

inhibition of religion. Third, it must not foster "excessive

entanglement" between government and religion.

It is clear that the principal motivation behind H.R. 30 is

secular. It is not merely a pretext to wish to provide quality

child care for working parents, many of whom have difficulty

finding places to keep their children during the day. However,

it is also true that a great percentage of the intended

beneficiaries of this bill are in fact religious organizations or

parents who would receive "child care certificates" to pay for

4
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services in institutions operated by religious organizations.

Even though case law suggests that only where there is a wholly

religious motivation for an action will the first prong of the

Lemon test not be met, Congress should consider the practical

effect of a funding proposal which can be reasonably expected to

substantially benefit religious institutions. Where alternatives

exist, as is clearly the case here, they should be preferred to

-avoid Establishment Clause problems.

The second element of Imp requires an inquiry into whether

this funding would "advance religion." In a series of Supreme

Court decisions, the Court has invalidated a variety of programs

which benefited sectarian religious schools. For example,

maintenance and repair grant to private schools in Committee for

Public Education v. Nvquist 413 U.S. 756 (1973), loan of non-

textbook instructional materials and equipment in Meek v.

pittencer 421 U.S. 349 (1975), issuance of revenue bonds in Bunt

V. McNair 413 U.S. 734 (1973), bus transportation for field trips

in Wolman V. Walter 433 U.S. 230 (1977), provision of part-time

publicly supported teachers for "enrichment" courses in private

schools in Grand Ramjds School Distr t V. Ball 473 U.S. 373

(1985), and use of federal Title I funds to pay salaries of

public employees who teach in parochial schools in Aguilar v,

glum 473 U.S. 402 (1985) have all been deemed in violation of

the non-establishment principle. It is also true that the Court

has upheld public funding for some items to be used in private

religious schools: free bus transportation to and from school in

5
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Everson v. Board of Education 330 U.S. 1 (1947); loan of state-

approved textbooks in Board of Education v. Allen 392 U.S. 236

(1968); and provision of state-prepared achievement tests in

Committee for Public Education v. Regan 444 U.S. 646 (1980).

It is difficult to distinguish between these cases with

absolute precision, but one distinction which runs through them

is whether there is any flexibility in the intended use of the

state-supported item. A state-selected textbook is unlikely to

advance any interest (other than that of the state agency which

selected it) and a yellow bus an route to a religious school

arguably carries no inherent danger of advancing the religion

practiced at the school.

On the other hand, forbidden practices involved funding of

items going to educational facilities where the selection of

actual uses was under the control of the religious school's

teachers or administrators. If they had discretion to move the

children on a bus to somewhere other then home or get

supplementary materials, they could be doing so or making such a

selection, on the basis of an impermissible motive of advancement

of some religious belief. The programs which could be funded

through H.R. 30 would be highly discretionary.

Notwithstanding a sizable and wholly legitimate state

interes' in providing safe child care facilities for young

children, these bills also have as a "primary effect" the

advancement of religion. A very sizeable percentage of these

funds would go to "an institution in which religion is so

4O
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pervasive that a substantial portion of its functions are

subsumed in the religious mission".
Hunt v. McNair 413 U.S. 734,

743 (1973). This view is not contradicted in Justice Rehnquist's

recent opinion in Bowen v. Kendrlpk U.S. (June 29, 1988)

where he rejected a challenge to the facial constitutionality of

the Adolescent Family Life Act. Indeed, in Fendri.rk he found

that grants might constitutionally go to some religious

organizations because "there is no reason to assume that the

religious organizations which may receive grants are 'pervasively

sectarian' in the same sense as the Court has held parochial

schools tope [emphasis added]" (slip opinion at 25). Indeed, in

the child care legislation, funds are intended to go directly or

through "vouchers" to those parochial schools and to churches and

synagogues, which are obviously in the same "pervasively

sectarian" category

It is hard to imagine a child care program in a religious

setting where there would not be either an intentional or

inadvertent inculcation of religious tenets or beliefs. How can

one expect to have three-year-old children, in child care, on one

floor of a Presbyterian or
Roman Catholic Church not be aware of,

and quite likely influenced by, overtly religious activity

occurring around them on other floors. They will see religious

symbols on the edifice itself, will hear religious music through

the walls, and may routinely encounter persons in religious garb

in the hallways or play area. This cannot help but reinforce the

character of what is going on as sectarian. As one commentator

7
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noted, a "pervasive [religious] atmosphere makes on the young

student's mind a lasting imprint that the holy and transcendental

should be central to all facets of life." Gianella, Religious

Liberty, Nonestablishment, and Doctrinal Development: Part II.

The Nonestablishment Principle, 81 Harv. L. Rev. 513, 574 (1968)

Indeed, "[t]he symbolism of a union between church and state is

most likely to influence children of tender years, whose

experience is limited and whose belief consequently are the

function of environment as such as free and voluntary choice."

Grand Rapids, 390.

On thcs other hand, it does not require a conspiratorial

mindset to also envision actions by a child care provider to be

influenced by the environment in which the care is given. As the

Court noted in Wolman v. Walter, the danger does not always arise

from deliberate action "but rather because the pressure of the

environment might alter behavior from its normal course."

Indeed, in LIMMI the Court distinguished a textbook content which

was "ascertainable" from a counselor's handling of a subject

which was not facially ascertainable: "We cannot ignore the

danger that a [counselor] under religious control and discipline

poses to the separation of the religious from the purely

secular..." The conflict is present where.a religious

institution hires and controls a child care employee. To act in

accord with religious precepts is likely to be perceived, often

accurately, as a prerequisite to continued employment.

As the Supreme Court noted in Gran Rapids, it is forbidden

8
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for a program to "provide a crucial symbolic link between

government and religion, thereby enlisting, at least in the eyes

of youngsters, the powers of government to the support of the

religious denomination that provides such services." These

extremely young and impressionable children can hardly be

expected to know that there is a difference between the

government and the religious institution, forced with the

overwhelming overt evidence of their connection.

The "advancement" of religion, however, goes beyond the

subtle environmental pressures discussed above. If a religious

institution is now engaged, without federal funding, in child

care because it views such work as a part of it religious

mission, how can it be anything but an "advancement" of that

mission to have that mission now funded with new federal dollars?

To the extent that these funds relieve the institution of its

self-perceived "religious duty" to manage child care without

federal funds, it makes the "duty" that much easier to manage by

being tax-supported.

All one need do is listen to the comments of those who run

religious child care programs for preschoolers to recognize the

importance they ascribe to this period. Sister Anthonita Porta

is the head teacher of the Montessori Children's House of St.

Joseph Academy in Adrian, Michigan. She told the Florida,

Catholic in an interview last May: "We teach them to believe in

themselves. We teach them respect. Then we tell them about God.

You can't treat a child poorly, then say there is a God up there

,
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who loves them." There are similar comments one can readily

locate in regard to many other religious institutions now

engaging in child care, from the Lutheran Church to the

Unification Church. They believe that it is important to

instruct children in religious principles as they go through tne

preschool program. That is entirely permissible, unless

government funding is involved.

The third inquiry under Lemon is whether the program leads

to excessive entanglement between government and religious

institutions. For the government to be sure that sectarian

influence is not present in the child care program would involve

government officials in an ongoing and continual governmental

monitoring of religious institutions. This is forbidden by the

Establishment Clause. One glance by a federal official at a

child care facility will not be sufficient to determine if

sectarian activity is occurring.

The government would need to regularly examine such

occurrences as: Is a prayer said before lunch? Do the child

care providers express an opinion to the unruly children that

"God does not like that"? Are religious holidays emphasized with

sacred symbols, or do readings reflect specific religious

tradition? Such scrutiny in the form of "prophylactic contacts"

falls within what the Lawn court labelled "excessive and

enduring entanglement between state and church". This was also a

central issue in Amain', at 413: "In short, the religious

school, which has as a primary purpose the advancement and

4 0 V
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preservation of a particular religion must endorse the ongoing

presence of state personnel whose
primary purpose is to monitor

teachers and students in an attempt to cluard against the

infiltration of religious thought."

The constitutional problems here are present both in regard

to grants and so-called "child care certificates." The

certificates are as constitutionally defective as the tuition

reimbursements for religious schools in Sloan v. Lemon 413 U.S.

825 (1973) and Committee for Public Education v. Nvouist 413 U.S.

756 (1973). That the funding goes to parents and not directly to

the child care facilities does not remove the constitutional

defects.

Discrimination in Services and Employment

H.R. 30, in Section 20(b), provides only that: "A child care

provider may not discriminate against any child on the basis of

religion in providing child care services in return for a fee

paid, reimbursement received, or certificate rendered, in whole

or in part with financial assistance
provided under this Act."

This language is shockingly inadequate. This narrow provision

does not bar religious discrimination
in selection of children

for non-federally funded slots, does not prohibit religious

schools from granting preference to its own students in programs

held before or after school, and does not bar religious

discrimination in the hiring of staff.

This language, then, means that even in a specific activity

-- child care -- which is funded with federal dollars, certain

11
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kinds of religious-based discrimination are permissible. No one

is suggesting that receipt of federal funds for a day care center

located in a church basement means that the church may not use

religion as a basis for hiring the pastor. However, it is wholly

appropriate to bar discrimination in employment and services

throughout the programs specifically receiving these federal

funds. This is done in many other federal programs. Surely no

one would seriously argue that a hospital receiving Hill-Benton

funds could discriminate in admissions in any wing not

constructed with federal assistance.

The original version of the "ABC Bill" proposed in the last

Congress clearly recognized these discrimination problems and in

fact, required institutions receiving funds to specifically waive

their rights under § 703 of Title VII which would otherwise

permit religious discrimination in staff hiring. In our view,

this simply scognized that since the child care program is not

supposed to foster sectarian religious values, there is

absolutely no justification for a hiring decision to be made on

the basis of participation, membership or beliefs in a specific

religious body. Indeed, religious preference undercuts the very

non-sectarian principle which proponents of this bill claim

entitles programs in religious institutions to receive these

funds in the first place.

Similarly, if part of the purpose of the "ABC bill" is to

open up new slots to parents in need of child care, there is

little rational basis for permitting any student selection to be

12
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done solely on the basis of religious background.

II. R.R. 3: The Child Development and Education .Act of 19q2

H.R. 3 represents a dramatic improvement over H.R. 30 in

terms of sensitivity to both church - state issues and non-

discrimination principles. It is not, however, without some

ambiguities.

Title I of the bill would expand the Head Start Act. In our

view, Head Start programs which are located in religious

institutions must be directed by boards or operating bodies truly

independent of the sectarian institution itself. The ACLU is not

involved in any litigation in this area at this time, but

continue to monitor this at our affiliate level.

Title II of the proposal would amend the "Elementary and

Secondary Education Act of 1965" to provide grant authority for

expansion or establishment of school-based child care or early

childhood development programs to enhance the "educational,

social, emotional, and recreational development of children" who

are four years of age. Obviously, such funds as go to public

facilities or schools raise no constitutional issue. However,

the bill provides that local educational agencies must include

some assistance for children in "private" child care and

educational facilities in the manner provided in section 1017 of

the underlying statute.

In our view, the clearly educational purpose of this newly

authorized program precludes participation by private

13
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organizations that are religiously operated. As indicated in

regemi to H.R. 30, federal funds may not to transferred directed,

or through state grants, to pervasively sectarian institutions,

including churches or parochial schools, for an educational

ptrpose. This is the clear lesson of many Supreme Court cases

including Aguilar v. Felton 473 U.S. 402 (1985) which ruled

unconstitutional use of federal Title I funds to pay salaries of

public school employees for teaching in parochial schools.

In light of this clear constitutional principle, we must

assume that the only way in which students enrolled in private,

sectarian institutions could benefit from this program would be,

for example, by allowing them to use the same recreational or

library facilities after school which public school students

could use.

Title III of H.R. 3 provides authorizations for infant and

toddler child care, and involves only children under the age of

three. As a practical matter, it could be argued that the young

age of most participants will reduce somewhat 'die risk of

religious indoctrination being funded with federal tax dollars.

Moreover, H.R. 3 proscribes any form of religious

discrimination in employment or child care services by making

applicable to this program 42 U.S.C. 9849 (a). This provision of

the Head Start Act prohibits any aid to a "program, project, or

activity. . . unless the grant or contract. . . specifically

provides that no person with responsibilities in the operation

thereof wi;1 discriminate ...because of race, creed, color,

14
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national origin, sex, political affiliation, or beliefs". The

plain meaning of this language would seer. to bar a recipient

Institution from hiring only members of its congregation or

persons of like-minded religious creed or beliefs.

Finally, H.R. 3 does not contain a provision for "vouchers"

or "child care certificates" which would pose the likelihood that

parents would take these to sectarian institutions which fit

their particular religious background.

Alternatives

By all estimates, the amount of federal funding available

under H.R. 30 or H.R. 3 will not adequately meet the needs of all

Americans for quality child care. Therefore, there is nothing

irresponsible about taking the limited funds available and

earmarking them for use in programs which do not raise these

constitutional problems. The cleanest approach, then, would be

to modify the definition of "eligible child care provider" to

exclude "center-based child care providers" or "group home child

care providers" which are operated or controlled by a religious

body or institution. We believe this is the optimal solution.

To limit the effect of the presence in a religious setting of the

child care program, even if operated by an independent body, we

would encourage you to require that religious facilities be

viewed as acceptable sites only where alternative locations are

not available and only if the rooms used for child ca are

religiously neutral, that is, devoid of religious symbols and

15
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artifacts.

In the discrimination area, we would propose that either the

language from the Head Start statute, 42 U.S.f%A. § 9849 (a), be

included for all programs funded in part or in whole by the new

child care statute, or a new and broad non-discrimination proviso

be included so that institutional recipients under the statute

could neither avail themselves of the exemptions permitting

religiously-based employment discrimination in either § 7C2 or §

703 of Title VII, nor grant any preferential treatment in

admissions.
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Chairman HAwxnqs. Thank you, Mr. Lynn. I am quite sure therewill be many questions directed at you, but let us hear from Mr.
Craft first, and then we will open up the questioning.

Mr. Craft?
Mr. CRAFT. Thank you. Mr. Chairman and members of the com-mittee, thank you for the opportunity to appear before you todayon behalf of the National Child Care Association. As you haveMard, my name is Nick Craft and I do own three child care cen-tels; in the West Georgia area, very near to Atlanta.
As President of the National Child Care Association, I have beenasked to bring the concerns of this young and growing and viable

industry to your attention.
The National Child Care Association is an association of proprie-

tary child care centers and preschools. Most of the members of ourassociation are tax paying small business proprietors of singlecenter operations.
It has been estimated that the proprietary sector of the child

care industry supplies nearly half of all the hcensed child care de-livered in the United States and we are, therefore, uniquely quali-
fied to participate in the policy debate concerning Federal childcare legislation.

I am here today, really, to speak to the needs of low-income chil-dren and my fellow small business child care providers fromaround the nation, both groups of whom will be severely hurt by
the provisions of H.R. 3 or any other, similar legislation, should it
become the law of the land.

We face a Congressional session now brimming with child carelegislation and we are relishing and enjoying an atmosphere of
public attention to the nation's child care situation. We do, howev-er, have to be realistic and practical in our evaluation of what weneed in terms of child care.

For example, Title II of H.R. 3 will have an absolutely devastat-ing effect on the private child care industry in America. If enacted,the result will be the virtual elimination of the private before and
after school care, which is the second-fastest growing segment ofour industry.

Additionally, the convenient placement of four-year-olds in thepublic schools for child care purposes will destroy an industry al-
ready struggling with enormous insurance rates, regulatory compli-
ance, unequal competition, the rapid expansion of five-year-old kin-dergarten programs in public schools and inappropriate and ofteninaccurate publicity that we suffer.

I might mention that the effect of these provisions will not beisolated just to the licensed child care and preschool industry.
Many nonprofits, nursery schools and religiously sponsored centerswill also be forced to close their doors.

The economics of child care must also be unlerstood and consid-
ered in developing an accurate picture of the striking impact thislegislation would have. We are all familiar with the high cost ofquality child care.

Centers, in order to accohimodate the demands of parents, canonly survive by balancing and spreading their fees. Because infant
care is so expensive to provide, most centers will distribute thatcost over the entire range of ages in a center. In other words, four-
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year-olds would help considerably in balancing out the loss experi-
enced by centers who are caring for infants and toddlers.

It is also difficult to understand, frankly, why we continue to
burden a vary much struggling public education system in this
country with more and more responsibility that is not directly re-
lated to education, in our opinion.

Is it truly the responsibility of the Department of Education to
provide child care services for the nation? We hardly think so. I
can assure you that the system in place, which cares for and edu-
cates our preschool children, is very much alive and well in this
country and lives in the private, for-profit and nonprofit -6.1ctors as
well as the public nonprofit groups.

With proper attention and assistance, that delivery system can
be expanded to accommodate the needs of the country in a fiscally
responsible manner.

I would like to also address the issue of Federal standards and
our concerns with that issue. Both Title III of H.R. 3 and a key sec-
tion of H.R. 30 mandate Federal standards, as we have discussed
over and over this morning.

The imposition of proposed standards, which are primarily chi14/
staff ratios and group size, while purporting to improve the quality
of child care in this country, would actually result in the closing of
an estimated 12,630 licensed child care facilities or twenty percent
of all the child care centers in America, this according to a recent
nation-wide study.

In addition, that study predicts that Federal standards would dis-
place three-quarters of a million children who are presently en-
rolled in licensed child care facilities, paying their own way and
not being subsidized by the government, I might add.

That same survey found that Federal standards would incre
the cost of licensed care for working parents in this country by
over a billion dollais a year.

These economic effects that I have just mentioned will be espe-
cially severe in the very fast-growing Sun Belt states, where par-
ents will have to absorb eighty percent of the total tuition increase
and where 84 percent of the total child displacement will occur.

For example, in two of the states that lead the nation in avail-
ability of licensed child care, Texas and Florida, Texas parents
could expect an average increase in their weekly tuition of over
eighteen dollars, which is about a 35 percent jump, and parents in
Florida would suffer a $16 a week increase, which is about a thirty
percent jump for them in the State of Florida.

Now, the 1979 National Day Care Study that was commissioned
by the then Department of Health, Education and Welfare con-
firmed that the staff/child ratio was the most important determi-
nant of a provider's costs. Moreover, the study found only a slight
correlation between the child/staff ratio and the quality of the pro-
rams.

These are rather frightening statistics and suggest that there
must be other ways to deal with the quality issues. Even more stag-
gering than the statistics is the fact that the children of working
parents displaced from licensed care must fund care somewhere.

All too often, the result of increased child care fees has been the
placement of children in unlicensed, unregulated, unmonitored and
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very often times, unsafe, child care alternatives. This is not an ac-ceptable solution to an industry that cares about the well-being ofall our children.
There is also a confusing discrepancy in the criteria for Federal

standards in legislation that is now before this committee. It is notclear, frankly, whether Federal standards would be imposed on allchild care or if they would be imposed only on centers using publicfunds.
If they were imposed on all child care, the children in youngfamilies will suffer from a decrease in available child care and anincrease in met. On the other hand, if they are imposed only oncenters receiving public funds, the result will be a two-tieredsystem of child care that will develop.
Of course, one system would be for low-income children and theother system for fee-paying. Such a situation is a conflict for tax-

payers, frankly, that are not eligible for the low-income system, yethave to pay for it with their own tax dollars.
As an alternative, our association supports the strengthening ofstate licensing departments. I am sure you are aware that everystate in the union has licensing standards and monitoring for atleast the nonsectarian-based child care centers, and we join ourvoices to those of many advocates who contend that most licensing

departments in states are in dire need of additional resources.We believe it is an appropriate role of the Federal government togive assistance to those departments to assure adequate monitoring
of non-family out-of-home care. We hope this committee shares ourstrong commitment to the licensing and monitoring of non-family
out-of-home care, including the ninety percent of paid family daycare providers in this country who are not regulated or monitoredin any fashion whatsoever.

Until this country improves, upgrades and assures all childrenthe equal enforcement of health and safety standards in the cur-rent system, it seems ludicrous that we seek to impose even strong-
er standards on the very segment of the industry that is alreadyhighly regulated and willingly accepts state regulations for the pro-tection of the children we care for.

Now, I believe the one thing that all advocates, and I'm sureprobably this committee also would agree on, is that we as a nationmust begin to quickly address the need for low-income child care. Itis substantiated that the lack of available low-income child care isa certain barrier to employability and a detriment to those chil-dren.
We must ensure that the truly needy, at-risk children receive theadvantages of quality child care and that they begin to receive

those advantages fairly quickly. In my state alone, Georgia, thereare over ten thousand children that remain on the waiting list,war Lag Title XX- child care in our state and who qualify for it.
There simply aren't slots for them.

Because we believe th ef. all advocates will agree on the need forrapid implementation of low-income assistance, we are very con-cerned with the constitAtional
in

that is now being raisedagain on the ABC bill as it was in the last Congress.
The threat of litigation regarding constitutionality could delay oreven prevent the implementation of desperately needed low-income
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child care assistance. It is a cruel, cruel situation to dangle the
carrot of hope, only to have actual assistance prevented by what is
certain to be a protracted court battle.

Surely, the wisdom of this committee can find a solution to this
situation. Perhaps a constitutional challenge could be avoided. I'm
no constitutional law expert: I say again that perhaps a constitu-
tional challenge could be avoided by a tax credit approach; perhaps
coupled with funding for low-income child care through the Social
Service Block Grant programs that are now in existence.

While I am extremely grateful to this committee for allowing me
to testify for the National Child Care Association and our view-
points, I must encourage you to continue seeking input from all
sources.

What I have to say as an actual practitioner and provider of
child care is quite different from what you have probably been
hearing from theorists, social scientists and even insurance compa-
nies.

However, remember: We are the ones who are implementing
child care policy and actually providing child care service in this
country, not them. With an estimated three million children in li-
censed child care across the country, I must assume that we, as an
industry, are doing something right.

I know I speak for thousands of child care professionals who are
extremely proud of the job they are doing, and we are getting
bigger and more professional every day. For example, in 1977, the
U.S. Census Bureau only identified 18,000 licensed centers in this
country. Only eight short years later, that figure had risen to
61,000 centers, a seventy percent increase.

This nation's child care industry is currently adding $15 billion
to the gross national product and, according to a recent article in
The Wall Street Journal, we are to expect an annual growth rate
in our industry of 21 percent through 1995. At that time, our indus-
try will be contributing an estimated $48 billion a year to the econ-
omy.

In addition, the Census Bureau identified a million child care
center employees in 1984. It is, I am certain, a great deal higher
than that today. In 1985, 25 percent of working women with pre-
school children used licensed child care centers, up from only 16
percent two years before that.

Now, while national child care chains, of course, do continue to
expand, I believe it is important to note that the for-profit child
care industry is still dominated by small, tax-paying proprietors
like myself.

Of the estimated 35,000 for-profit centers in this country, less
than eight percent are operated by those five big national chains
that you may be aware of. Businesses are also beginning to see the
value of responding to the child care needs of their employees.

For example, in 1978, only 110 employers nation-wide offered
some kind of child care assistance. Ten years later, that number
had risen by 3500 percent to 3,500 companies. While this expansion
and growth in child care services, has not happened overnight, the
fact to remember is that it is happening and it has happened large-
ly without the government.
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Imagine what could be done to encourage and continue this kind
of growth with the implementation of some well directed and devel-
oped, sound government policies?

I hope I have piqued your interest as to what we, as practition-
ers, advocate for America's child care policy. The debate around
child care has often centered on this great trilemma that we have
heard debated today: affordability, availability and quail

The private sector providers, through the National Child Care
Association, want to help be part of the solution, not part of the
problem, so we offer a few proposals for your consideration.

First, we all understand that child care is expensive. As regula-
tions are implomented and increased, as we strive to fulfill parents'
demands and improve the salaries and benefits of child care profes-
sionals and as we struggle to stay in business when faced with tre-
mendous increases in insurance premiums, the cost of child care
has and will continue to rise.

We suggest that help with this expense be given to working fami-
lies through the Tax Code. Of course, parental choice and flexibil-
ity are vital to this approach.

Second, we would encourage the Federal government to move
quickly to increase funding for qualitative improvement in low-
income child care through a proven, effective delivery system such
as Title XX or the Head Start program.

Third, we would also suggest that the government encourage the
growth and development of employer-sponsored child care benefits
through some real legitimate tax incentives to business.

Fourth, the results of studies on the availability of child care,
frankly, have been very conflicting. Some of the advocates that
have appeared have painted a rather dismal picture, indicating a
lack of child care in this country.

We have honestly not been able to identify a critical, massive na-
tional shortage of child care. Quite to the contrary, frankly, we es-
timate that there is a vacancy rate among licensed child care cen-
ters in this country of somewhere between 15 to 30 percent.

We can see that there is a desperate need for low-income child
care and we suggest a practical solution. Why not use this identi-
fied vacancy rate to help fulfill the need for low-income child care?

However, again, I must caution you against the imposition of un-
realistic barriers to participation which would impede the ability of
the private sector to participate and still maintain the integrity of
our current business.

Fifth, we suggest that the Federal government play a role in pro-
viding resources for state licensingadepartments to more completely
and consistently license all non- family out-of-home child care, as
well as center-based care, of course.

We also encourage the Federal government to help us improve
the quality of child care through increased training of child care
professionals and increased consumer educations, as others have
mentioned earlier today.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I
wish to again thank you for the opportunity to testify before this
committee. I have tried to present as accurate a picture of both my
industry and profession and the goals and concerns that we have
for the children of America as I possibly could.
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We are a new industry. We are developing. We are professional-
izing and growing at an incredible rate, but we need your help to
continue our commitment to children and to private enterprise.

I urge you to carefully consider the terrible impact this legisla-
tion could have on the future of child care in America by not accu-
rately targeting low-income child care needs and by forcing many
existing centers out of business, thus forcing literally hundreds of

(thousands of children out of quality, licensed child care.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would be delighted to answer any

questions you might have.
[The prepared statement of Nick Craft follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF NICK CRAFT, PRESIDENT
ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL CHILD CARE ASSOCIATION

BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, April 5, 1989

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today on

behalf of the National Child Care Association (NCCA). My

name is Nick Craft and I own three child care centers in West

Georgia. As President of the National Child Care

Association, I have been asked to bring the concerns of this

young, growing and viable industry to your attention.

The National Child Care Association is an association of

proprietary child care centers and pre-schools. Most of the

members of NCCA are tax paying small business proprietors of

single center operations. NCCA was formed as a coalition of

State Associations representing proprietary child care

centers and preschools.

It has been estimated that the proprietary sector of the

child care industry supplies some 40% to 50% of all licensed

child care delivered in the United States. As the only
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national association of proprietary child care providers,

NCCA is uniquely situated to participate in the policy debate

concerning pending federal legislation on child care. NCCA

supp.irts Federal efforts to provide much needed child care

for low income families, to improve the quality of child care

and to expand the delivery system.

As child care providers, we believe that Federal initiatives

in the area of child care are long overdue and we welcome

those efforts. However, we believe that the Federal role in

child care must be carefully crafted to increase capacity

rather than to decrease it and to preserve, expand and draw

from the current child care system rather than destroy it.

MCCA believes that the proper goal of Federal child care

policy should be to encourage and promote parental rights and

choices about child care. We, who are reminded daily of the

value of good child care to today's working parents, are

strong advocates of providing assistance to low income

families for their child care costs and we vehemently support

state licensing standards for pre-schools, kindergartens,

child care centers, group day care homes and family day care

homes -- any paid non-familial out of home child care

environment.
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Allow me to acquaint you briefly with the industry I am

representing. We are a young, growing industry. In the best

American tradition, we have responded, before government has

I might add, to the demands of our country's current life

styles and to what parents demand for their children. We

have grown into a diverse industry because we have tried to

meet parental, religious, ethnic, educational and programming

demands. We will continue to develop if equal market

conditions are allowed to operate within our environment of

free enterprise.

In 1977, the US Census Bureau identified 18,300 licensed

child care centers in this country. In 1985, that figure had

risen to 61,079 licensed centers -- a 70% increase. This

nation's child care industry currently adds $15.3 billion to

gross revenue, and according to a recent article in the Wall

Street Journal, an annual growth rate of 21% through 1995 is

expected. At that time my industry will contribute an

estimated $48 billion to our economy. Additionally, the

Census Bureau identified 1,060,000 child care center

employees in 1984. It is well over that figure today. In

1985, 25% of working women with preschool children used

licensed child care centers, compared with 16% in 1982.
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While national chains continue to expand, I believe it is

important to note that the for profit child care industry is

still dominated by small tax paying proprietors. Of the

estimated 35,000 for profit centers in the country, less than

St are operated by the five national chains. Businesses are

also beginning to see the value of responding to the child

care needs of their employees. In 1978, 110 employers

nationwide offered some kind of child care assistance. Last

year that number reached 3,500. While this expansion and

growth in child care services has not happened overnight, the

fact to remember is that it is happening and it has happened

largely without government. Imagine what could be done to

encourage and continue this growth with the implementation of

some well directed and developed, sound government policy.

These a=e but a few of the hard and cold facts about child

care. There is another side with which I am extremely

familiar...and that is the human side, both in terms of

owners and staff who strive continually to provide quality

child care, and for the young families who have expressed

confidence in this industry by placing their most precious

possessions in our care. Many of us have committed our

futures and those of our families to this profession, not
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because of high profit margins (which do not exist), but

because of a genuine concern for young children. We are an

industry which cares deeply for America's children and their

access to safe, licensed, quality child care.

We'face a Congressional Session brimming with child care

legislation and we are relishing and enjoying an atmosphere

of public attention to the nation's child care situation. We

do, however, have to be realistic and practical in our

evaluation of what we need in terms of child care.

Title II 21 HE 2 will have A devastating effect gh thg

private child care industry. If enacted, the result will be

the virtual elimination of private before and after school

child care, the second fastest growing segment of our

industry. Additionally. the convenient placement gf four

year olds in =a Oblic schools 12r child care purposes will

destroy An industry already struggling with enormous

insurance rates. regulatory compliance. uneaual competition.

the rapid expansion gf five year sad kindergartens in public

schools. And inappropriate. often inaccurate negative

publicity, I might mention that the effect of these

provisions will not be isolated to the licensed child care

and preschool industry. Manv non-profits. nursery schools..
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And religiously pponsored centers will also hg forced hg

close their doors.

Ihg economics gf gam must also be understood and

considered in developing an accurate picture of the striking

impact this legislation would have. We are all familiar with

the high cost of quality child care. Centers, in order to

accommodate the demands of parents, can only survive by

balancing and spreading their fees. Because infant care is

so expensive to provide, rather than charge the actual cost,

centers distribute that cost over the entire center. In

other Fords, four year olds help considerably in balancing

out the loss experienced by centers on infants and toddlers.

It is also difficult to understand why we continue to burden

our struggling educational system with more and more

responsibility not directly related to education. Is it

truly the responsibility of the Department of Education to

provide child care services for the nation? I can assure you

that the system in place which cares for and educates our

pre-school children is alive and well and lives in the

private for profit and non profit, as well as the public non

profit, sectors. With proper attention and assistance, that

delivery system can be expanded to accommodate the needs of
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the country in a fiscally responsible manner.

I would also like to address federal 0tandards and our

concerns with that issue. Both Title III of HR 3 and HR 30

mandate federal standards. The imposition of the proposed

standards (primarily staff child ratios and group size),

while purporting to improve the quality of child care, would

ref/tilt in the closing at An estimated 12.630 licensed child

care faCilities, 2r 20% 2f 211 the licensed centers presently

in mention, according to a nationwide study. Additionally,

the study predicts that federal standards would displace

786.400 Unsubsidized children who are presently enrolled in

licensed child care facilities. The survey found that

federal standards would increase thg cost 21 licensed child

care X2r working parents by pearly S1,2 UM= ft year.

The 1979 National Day Care Study commissioned by the

Department of Health, Education and Welfare, confirmed that

the staff child ratio was the most important determinant of

providers' costs. Moreover, the study found only a "slight"

correlation between staff child ratio and quality. These are

staggering statistics and suggest that there must be other

ways to deal with quality issues. Even more staggering than

the statistics is the fact that children of working parents
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displaced from licensed care must find care somewhere. All

too often the result of increased child care fees has been

the placement of children in unlicensed, unregulated,

unmonitored and oftentimes unsafe alternatives. This is not

an acceptable solution to an industry that cares about the

wellbeing of all children.

There is a confusing discrepancy in the criteria for federal

standards in legislation before this Committee. It is not

clear whether federal standard, would be imposed on all child

care or if they would be imposed only on centers using public

funds. If inimmi 212 all child care. the children and young

families will suffer from a decrease in available child care

and an increase in cost. If impsul pnlv 211 centers

receiving public funds the result will be a two tiered

system of child care. One, a system for low income and two,

a system for fee paying children. Such a situation is a

conflict for taxpayers who are not eligible for the low

income system, yet have to pay for it with tax dollars.

As an alternative, this Association supports the

strengthening of state licensing departments. I am sure you

are aware that every state in the Union has licensing

standards and monitoring for at least non-sectarian center
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based child care. We join the voices of many advocates who

contend that most state licensing departments are in dire

need of additional resources and we believe it is an

appropriate rcle of the federal government to give assistance

to those departments to assure adequate monitoring of non-

familial out of home child care. We hope this committee

shares our strong commitment to the licensing and monitoring

of all nc.i- familial out of home care, including the 90% of

paid family day care providers who are not regulated or

monitored in any fashion. Until this; country improves,

upgrades and assures all children of the equal enforcement of

health and safety standards in its current system, it seems

ludicrous that we seek to impose even stronger standards on

the very segment of the industry that is already highly

regulated and willingly accepts state regulations for the

protection of the children we care for.

I believe the one thing all advocates and I'm sure this

Committee can agree upon is that we, as a nation, must begin

to address with swift dispatch the need for low income child

care. It is substantiated that the lack of available low

income child care is a barrier to employability and a

detriment to children. We must insure that truly needy, at

risk children receive the advantages of quality child care,

and that they begin to receive those advantages NOW. In my
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state alone, over 10,000 children remain on the waiting list

for available Title XX slots. Because we believe that all

advocates will agree on the need for rapid implementation of

low income assistance, we are concerned with the

constitutional auestion heinq raised AMIE about the ABC

bill. The threat of litigation regarding constitutionality

could delay or even prevent the implementation of desperately

needed low income child care assistance. It is cruel to

dangle the carrot of hope only to have the actual assistance

prevented by a potentially lengthy court battle. Surely in

the wisdom of this Committee a solution can be found to this

situation. Perhaps a constitutional challenge could be

avoided by a tax credit approach coupled with additional

funding for low income child care through the Social Service

Block Grant program?

While I am extremely grateful to the Committee for allowing

testimony from the National Child Care Association, I must

encourage you to continue seeking input from all sources.

What I have to say, as a practitioner and provider of child

care is very different from what you may have already heard

from the theorists, social scientists and even insurance

underwriters. However we are the ones implementing child

care policy and actually providthg the service. With an

estimated three million children in licensed child care
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across the country, I assume we, as an industry, must be

doing something right. I know I speak for thousands of child

care professionals who are extremely proud of the job they

do.

I hope I have peaked your interest as to what we, as

practitioners, advocate for America's child care policy. The

debate around child care has centered of its affordability,

its availability and its quality. We intend to address these

same issues in the following proposals.

Child care is expensive. As regulations are implemented and

increased, as we strive to fulfill parents' demands, as we

improve the salaries and benefits of child care

professionals, and as we struggle to stay in business when

faced with tremendous increases in insurance premiums, the

cost of child care has and will continue to rise. We suggest

that help with this expense be given to working families

through the tax code. Parental choice and flexibility are

innate to this approach. Additionally, we encourage the

federal government to move quickly to increase funding for

and qualitative improvement in low income child care through

a proven, effective delivery system such as Title XX - Social

Services Block Grants. We also suggest that the government
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encourage the growth and development of employer sponsored

child care benefits through legitimate tax incentives to

businesses.

The results of studies on the availability of child care have

been conflicting. Some advocates paint a dismal picture

indicating a lack of child care in this country. We have not

been able to identify critical, massive shortages of child

care. Rather, we estimate a 14% to 30% vacancy rate among

licensed centers throughout the country. We concede a

desperate need for low income child care and suggest a

practical solution. Why not use the identified vacancy rate

to help fulfill the need for low income child care? HoweveL.,

I must caution you against the imposition of unrealistic

barriers to participation which would impede the ability of

the private sector to participate and still maintain the

integrity of their current businesses.

The quality issue in child care is nebulous at best. Quality

means different things to different people and it is that

broad spectrum of parental demands and expectations that h..;

afforded this nation its diverse child care system. And it

is the protection of this diversity that we, as an industry,

feel is important to the working parents of America. We
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suggest that the federal government plz.y a role in providing

resources for state licensing departments to more completely

and consistently license all non-familial out of home child

care, as well as center based care. We also encourage the

federal government to help us to improve the quality of child

care by increased training of child care professionals and

increased consumer education.

In conclusion, I wish to once again thank you for this

opportunity to present testimony before the Committee on

Education and Labor. I have tried to present an accurate

picture of both my industry and my profession and our goals

and concerns for the children of America. We are a new

industry, we are developing, and we are professionalizing at

an ibcredible pace. We need your help to continue both our

commitment to private enterprise and to children. I urge you

to consider carefully the impact of your legislative action

on our future.
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Chairman HAWKINS. Thank you, Mr. Craft.
The Chair would like to direct a couple of questions to Mr. Lynn

at this time. Mr. Lynn, do I understand from the testimony that
you have given that merely adding a prohibition against discrimi-nation in enrollments and employment would not, itself, correct
the constitutional defect?

Mr. LYNN. I think that's right. That goes, certainly, toward en-suring that there is less of a sectarian influence, but I think the
only way to truly cure the problem is to exclude from the coverage
of eligible child care provider any sectarian, any facility which is
controlled by or operated by a sectarian group.

You could have the facility, the physical facility, used, as many
of the previous witnesses have indicated churches are used, but
that it could not be operated by the Board of Deacons or the parish
committee.

Chairman HAWKINS. Would a distinction being made in the use
of the Federal money between a non-Federally funded slot and one
which is Federally funded, would that, in any way, cure the consti-
tutional defect?

Mr. LYNN. I do not believe that it would. I think that, in general,
when we give Ft..ieral dollars to an institution, we assume that the
institution will not discriminate in any of the slots in that same
program. In part, that was what the whole Grove City fight was
about, but we are not even suggesting that we go that far here.

We are simply suggesting that if Federal dollars go into the child
care program, that then there is really no justification for discrimi-nation in any of the slots in that program.

Chairman HAwsnis. Well, that was going to be the next ques-
tion. Do you think that would invoke the Grove City decision?

Mr. LYNN. In a sense, this is narrower, because all we are saying
here is that in this program, if you are going to have some sloth, we
have got the same activity, the same program. It's called child care.
If you are going to give Federal dollars into that program, then allof the sloth, in our view, must be open on a non - discriminatory
basis.

It does not necessarily, as I pointed out at least in the written
testimony, we are not suggesting that this means the entire church
is covered and you have to hire the pastor on a non-discriminatory
basis.

We are just suggesting that in thisprogram, all the slots must be
open on a non-discriminatory basis.

Chairman HAwKINS. Mr. Craft, your testimony seems to preclude
any type of Federal standards; am I correct?

Mr. CaArr. Mr. Chairman, the position of the National Child
Care Association is that, frankly, the states have got considerably
child care standards already in place now. I should have brought it
with,me today.

In the State of Georgia, for example, where I come from, recently
the state proposed a new set of child care standards, again for only
licensed child care programs. Their proposal to us as the industryfor our first review was a document that was one hundred legal
pages long. Now, that is a pretty thorough set of regulations. Oursis by no means the most exhaustive set of regulations in the coun-try.
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The states have gone a very long distance toward advancing the
regulation of child care centers. Again, this is one reason why the
National Governors Association is so strong on this issue. They are
very strong on the fact that this is a states' rights issue, that child
care centers in states should be controlled by laws, rules and regu-
lations of those states.

So, to answer the question exactly, yes. We are opposed to Feder-
al regulations because we don't see them doing anything, at least
as we have seen them applied through the ABC bill in the last Con-
gress. We don't see them doing anything other than crushing the
child care industry.

Chairman HAWKINS. What about states that may not be as ade-
quate as they should? There are such states. On health and safety
codes, for example, you would, in those instances, allow the receipt
of Federal dollars without in any way agreeing to any regulations?

Mr. Cw'r. Mr. Chairman, again, this is a terribly complex situa-
tion. Here again, in my testimony, I tried to indicate that it could
go one of two ways. It probably depends upon the wisdom of this
committee.

If the regulations are to be applied to everyone in child care,
then we've got a major problem because it is going to have the
effect, as I indicated in my testimony, of putting an awful lot of
people out of business, thus forcing children out of licensed child
care pograms.

Againr , it has a very pronounced impact, principally in the Sun
Belt states. Why? I don't know. Perhaps it is because there is a cor
relation between high growth in the Sun Belt, a lot of child care
down there, and a very low cost for child care in those states.

The converse seems to be true if we looked at the northern
states. There is less child care. It is dramatically more expensive
and it is not growing at the same rate. Am I moving in the direc-
tion to answer this question?

Chairman HAwKINS. Well, not to my satisfaction but it is an
answer. I have some disagreement with it.

Mr. CRAFT. Let me elaborate.
Chairman HAWKINS. You have clarified it, I think. I just believe

that where Federal dollars are involved, there is always the obliga-
tion imposed on those who receive it to meet minimal standards.

Mr. CRAFT. Well, perhaps you would clarify for me, Mr. Chair-
man, what is the intention of the committee and of the legislation
on this issue? Is it to only follow the Federal dollars and go into
the centers where the Federal dollars go, or is it to be applied, in
fact, to all child care in the states where Federal dollars go?

Chairman HAWKINS. Let's assume that it is only where Federal
dollars are involved. You seem to disagree with that even in those
instances. Personally, I do not know what the intent of this com-
mittee will eventually end up being. There are obviously many
views on the committee.

I was trying to clarify the opinion that you had expressed as to
whether or not, where Federal dollars are involved, we are preclud-
ed from imposing any Federal standards.

You seem to suggest that even in those instances, Federal stand-
ards should not be imposed.
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Mr. Glum No, if it is the will of the ittee to impose those,that is going to be the way it is. But, I am afraid is going tohappen, as I have indicated, if the Federal dollars and the Federal
regulations go hand in hand to a center, you are going to wind upwith a very fast evolution of a two-tiered child care delivery systemin this country.

The lowest tier would be those subsidized child care sloth with
Federal dollars and Federal regulations. The other tier would beand it would be totally discriminatory and totally separated. Itwould be a tier made up of people who did not want to follow the
Federal standards; therefore, they would not accept any Federal
dollars, so we have a dilemma here.

Chairman HAWKINS. I think you make it clear enough.
Mr. Tauke?
Mr. TAuxx. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First of all, I regret I wasnot here for all of the testimony. I serve on the Infant Mortality

Commission, which was also meeting this morning on another issue
of concern to children.

First, Mr. Lynn, let me just ask a couple of questions about someof the constitutional problems. Do you believe that if we have taxcredits given to parents and then parents make a decision to takethose tax credits against expenditures made for a church-based pro-gram, that that runs into any constitutional problems, or is thatpretty safe constitutionally?
Mr. LYNN. Well, the ACLU does not always agree with the deci-

sions of the Supreme Court. The Supreme Court does seem to bemoving in the direction of upholding some tax-based systems. Wedo not believe that it is constitutionally acceptable, however, forthere to be a broad tuition-based tax credit system at either the
early childhood education level or on up into elementary or second-
ary schools.

Certainly, the cases that do exist suggest that the constitutionalproblem is ameliorated as you get into manipulation of a taxsystem and away from direct grants and other kinds of subsidies.
Mr. TAUKE. In your testimony, as I understood it, you indicatedthat there would be some problem with a voucher or a child carecertificate, that kind of thing. However, in the decision in the Wit-

ters versus Washington Department of Services for the Blind case,the Supreme Court in 1986 ruled nine to nothing that this kind of
voucher did not seem to be a prnblem.

That case involved a challenge against a vocational rehabilita-tion grant, as you may know, to a blind person who chose to usethe grant to enroll in a religious college and train for the ministry.
The Court said, and I quote: "Any aid provided under Washing-

ton's program that ultimately flows to religious institutions does soonly as a result of the genuinely independent and private choicesof aid recipients."
The Court went on to say: "The fact that aid goes to individuals

means that the decision to support religious education is made bythe individual, not the state."
Now, do you believe that the situation with child care certificatesis different and, if so, why, and why would we run into constitu-

tional problems?
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Mr. LYNN. There are two m or distinctions. One is just the scope
of the program that we are tg about. This was a very narrow
program and one could argue for a long time about the narrowness
of the decision itself.

But, of more importance perhaps, you do not have, in the context
of that vocational training program or educational program for a
much older child, the problem of the undue sectarian influence on
very young children that is present in a massive program like that
that would be enacted under the Act for Better Child Care.

I think that when you talk about the differences in the ages of
the individuals involved and also talk about the scope of the pro-
gram, it is quite possible to make a sound argument that these
vouchersor child care certificates, as they are called in the Act
for Better Child Careraise very fundamental constitutional prob-
lems not addressed by the Witters case.

Sometimes, vouchers are referred to as indirect aid, but this is
very direct aid, as I understand it in the Act for Better Child Care.
You've got a voucher that is going to be taken by that parent, for
whatever reason, to whatever school, including sectarian institu-
tions, to be used for the general educational efforts of that sectari-
an institution.

That, it seems to me, to be very, very close to simply giving the
grant directly from the Federal government to the facility. This is
saying: Here will be an eligible group of parents. We will give them
the money in the form of a voucher. The voucher will be taken to
the sectarian school, and the sectarian school will cash it in. That
sounds to me like a direct subsidy of sectarian education for young
children, which I think the Constitution and the cases prohibit.

Mr. TWICE. Mr. Craft, you expressed some concern about subsi-
dizing schools, if you will, for care for four-year-olds and for after-
school care. I understand the concern you have about four-year-
olds, because if they are taken out of the system, if you will, it is
going to be very difficult financially for existing child care centers
to survive.

From an after-school care perspective, however, let's say you
have a first grader who might be kept at the school facility, what is
the problem there? What kind of threat does that present to the
private child care industry?

Mr. CRAFT. Frankly, Congressman Tauke, we have had a number
of successes and I think we will see a number of success stories
that will arise in the future, where we have an excellent coopera-
tion between the private sector and the public sector in this
matter.

Many school systems are reluctant to get into this business of
after school care. They consider it well outside the range of educa-
tion, which is their principle function and they simply do not want
to fool with it.

However, as has been pointed out this morning when you were
not with us, here are these facilities that simply sit empty all the
time and it does seem terribly logical to use them, so we have
found a developing cooperation between private child care opera-
tors who wish to go into the public schools and operate these pro-
grams on their grounds, using our staff, our insurance, our every-
thing, just using their buildings.
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I would like to hope that there could be some cooperation in thisarea in the future. In other situations, where we have had publicschools that wished to go into the after-school program, we aretrying to convince them of the impact it will have on the private
sector.

If they wish to go into this, anyway, we try to direct them toward
consideration of low-income children, perhaps using some screeningcriteria like the free and reduced lunch program, to serve the
needs of the low-income` child. This is what we have been harping
on over and over and over.

It is terribly unfortunate that it has taken until today to get
someone here who represents private child care providers, those
who really provide the service to this country, to testify before this
committee. It has been terribly disappointing, frankly, because weare half of the child care in America and are going to be seriously
impacted by this legislation.

. TAuxE. We thank you for your testimony. I see the red light
is on.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman HAWKINS. Mr. Williams?
Mr. Wniums. Thank you. Mr. Lynn, as you have indicated in

your testimony, Head Start legislation embodies antidiscrimination
provisions. You would like to see those included in whatever child
care legislation is passed by the Congress.

What other Federal programs include those same protections?
Mr. LYNN. There are similar protections in the Public Health

Service's Act. There are similar provisions that have been litigatedin the Medicare context, so that you cannot discriminate whether
the specific individual in the hospital is receiving Medicare or not.

There are protections in Title 42, in the National Volunteer
Antipoverty Programs the umbrella for groups like Foster Grand-

nts and vism, ali of which contain this kind of clear-cut non-di ation principle. It is precisely that kind of principle that
we would like to see embodied m this legislation.

If it makes sense in all those programs and particularly if it
makes sense in Head Start, then I fail to see how it could not make
sense to put it into this new program.

Mr. WiLuAms. As you know and again pointed out in your testi-
the Supreme Court has viewed differently different kinds of

Federal education assistance to religious schools. In some cases, the
aid is permissible; in others, the aid is not.

Elaborate a bit more for us about what you believe the key 2.1s-
tinctions to be and why do you find that child care is on the imper-
missible side of that equation?

Mr. LYNN. I think the critical distinction is the discretionary use
of whatever is being given, whether it is the funds or the specific
product, so that you find if it is a state sanctioned textbook and it
IS going to be loaned to the parochial school, the Court has upheldthat as lawful and constitutional.

If, however, the religious school has discretion to choose which
textbooks to select and then be reimbursed, the court has found it
unconstitutional.

In the child care context, you can imagine a Federal program to
distribute diapers to day care centers. There is very little that I
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can think of, of a sectarian distinction between the use of diapers
in a church and somewhere else, although maybe the amount of
swearing at the little tabs or the disposable diapers might be the
difference, but I can't think of a serious difference.

When you start talking about child care certificates that are
brought by a parent to the sectarian school of his or her choice and
then becomes comingled with the general educational funds in that
institution, I think you have crossed the line. You are clearly in
the discretionary use category, which the Supreme Court would
strike down.

I think that is why I see the wholehearted discretion in this
funding as being the critical distinction here. This is not like a
school bus that takes you from house to school and nowhere else.
This is widespread discretionary use by these facilities.

Mr. Wm.' Atm. Mr. Craft, your membership includes centers
across the country, does it?

Mr. CRAFT. That is correct.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Do you have any religious-affiliated centers pro-

viding day care that are members?
Mr. CRAFT. Yes, I do.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Have you visited some of those centers?
Mr. CRAFT. Yes.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Have you ever seen, on the walls of those centers,

religious-oriented pictures or quotes or slogans?
CRAFT. Yes, I have.

Lir. WILLTAibts. Religious symbols?
Mr. CRAFT. Certainly.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Have you had lunch or breakfast in one of the

centers?
Mr. CRAFT. Yes, and I said a prayer before I had it.
Mr. Willi Ams. Would you consider those things to be an ad-

vancement of religion?
Mr. CRAFT. Certainly.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Have your members, those member schools we are

talking about or member centers, have they expressed concern to
your association about not becoming entangled with the Federal
government with regard to their ability to continue to advance
those religious ethics?

Mr. CRAFT. Yes, it's a thorny issue.
Mr. Wun Ams. Well, we would agree with that membership that

is very concerned about that. We are trying, at least, for my part,
in my efforts to amend the various bills that have been before us,
to try to assure that they meet constitutional muster, I want to
make the case to you and to those members that I'm on their side.

I want them to avoid the entanglement, too. They will wish they
had never gotten into it if they find the Federal inspectors saying
to their, "You can't have this prayer before this lunch. You've got
to take that crucifix down. That music has to stop." They will wish
they had never gotten into it.

So, this committee and your association and others, including the
ACLU who are concerned about this, for the benefit of your mem-
bers and their children, should work together to try to resolve this
in a way that that entanglement never takes place.
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Mr. Clam Congressman, we would like to work with anyone wecan work with towards some positive child care legislation. Again,as I indicated in my testimony, the thing that is most frighteningto us is that any bill which could potentially help children in thiscountry, especially low-income children who are in desperate needof care, is going to wind up hopelessly entangled in the courtsunless we fix this constitutional issue.
I just do not see any way around that, as my colleague here istes tifying.
Mr. WiwAms. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman HAWKINS. Mr. Hayes?
Mr. HAYES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have the dubious dis-tinction of being from a state that has just been recently catego-rized by a group that did considerable research and have statisticsto substantiate their conclusion, that the State of Illinois has themost segregated public school system out of the whole fifty in theUnited States.
The city which I come from, they attribute some of it to theneighborhood alignments which are such because of political rea-sons with a long history to it. The thing that somewhat disturbs meis when you say states sbJuld have a right to continue to adminis-ter the educational program, how can we change that, Mr. Craft,with this kind of situation existing?
Number two, I think this could be directed to you in the CivilLiberties Union there, I'm bothered about the recent SupremeCourt action in regards to Grove City versus Bell, where they virtu-ally undid what had been established. We are talking about a post-secondary school, the right to discriminate in parts of an institu-tion and get Federal funds in the other part.
Couldn't this same yardstick be applied to the current safeguardswe have around the Head Start program against discrimination?There seems to be a rise in sentiment in certain areas for thevoucher system, not without the knowledge that they know thereare discriminatory facets.
There is increasing talk about choice when it comes to entranceinto schools, even at the levels which we are discussing here onthis current legislation. You said in your conclusion that either weuse the Head Start protection or a new broad, non-discriminatory

proviso to be included so that institution recipients under the stat-ute could not avail themselves of exemptions permitting religiouslybased employment discrimination.
Now, that could happen even with that. Do you have some lan-guage that might protect us or help us with what we are fightingnow on the post-secondary level?
Mr. LYNN. Well, I think the difference and the thing that prob-ably insulates the Head Start statute from the kind of argumentwhich we believe was wrongly made by the Supreme Court, HeadStart is a specific program or activity. It is protecting against dis-crimination in that specific program.
What I a I saying here is that at the very least, at the very least,we need to guarantee that in a new Federal child care program,there can be nonodiscrimination at all in any slot in that pro-gram and absolutely no discrimination in employment.
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I would prefer to see a new statute which would specifically say:
We mean to cover admissions. We mean to cover services. We
mean to cover employment. We mean that there are no ifs, ands or
buts about it.

I do have language that I could certainly submit to you and to
the Chairman that would address that issue.

Mr. HAYES. Would you address yourself to this quesC.nn of state's
rights as it applies to my state in its condition?

Mr. CRAFT. If you are referring, Congressman, to the stai.....-'
rights issue I mentioned, I was talking about it in terms of regula-
tions. Are we talking about the same issue here?.

My comment was that the states, Congressman, because theyare
Mr. HAYES. I am talking about Federal funds being administered

by the state.
Mr. CRAFr. As I indicated before, sir, we have got a real dilemma

here that we have got to resolve somehow, because the Federal dol-
lars can flow two different ways or this system can be set up two
different ways.

If it is going to be a requirement under this new, proposed law
that all states accepting Federal money accept Federal regulations,
then we've got a real problem.

If, on the other hand, we go the other direction and say that Fed-
eral dollars will attract Federal regulations only to the specific e,..:. .
ters in which those Federal dollars are spent, then we'Nre got the
evolution of what is certain to become a two-tiered child care deliv-
ery system in this country which is going to be quite separate.

Mr. HAYES. Thank you. I see my time is exhausted.
Chairman HAWKINS. Ms. Unsoeld?
Ms. UNEDELD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Lynn, I want to

ask you an unfair question.
Mr. LYNN. I will try to give you a fair answer.
Ms. UNSOELD. Life is full of choices that are not necessarily satis-

factory and Congress is no different from life. Perhaps by the ques-
tions that were raised by Mr. Williams and others, you can see that
we are trying to avoid having to make this choice.

The ACLU is strongly in support of Federal child care assistance
and we have been some years without being able to give birth to it.
ACLU also is in the forefront of trying to maintain a clear separa-
tion between government and religious bodies and to preserving
the principle of nondiscrimination.

Now, if you have to make a choice, additional years of delay or
an unsatisfactory constitutional issue here, what would you do?

Mr. LYNN. Well, I think this is a case where one can have the
cake and eat it, too, because we are not talking about funding here
a program that is perfect.

The level of funding that will ever be appropriated under this
bill in the foreseeable future is modest, and I think everyone
agrees with that. What I would ask the Congress is why, in the
midst of a modest commitment, can't we avoid the constitutional
problem, help to facilitate the development of public and private
sector initiatives in the child care area that are outside of this con-
stitutional problem, and get as much of the job done as we can.
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The next part of the issue is, if Congress makes a choice and
says, "Well, we'll be a little unconstitutional", you are not the last
voice to be heard and the courts will be heard. I do not think thereis any doubt that the program envisioned by the Act for Better
Child Care would not withstand constitutional scrutiny.

Then, one day, when parents who think they have been helped
by the bill wake up, they are going to find the door closed to their
children because the Federal district court in X, Y or Z state has
determined that this violates the establishment clause.

I think Congress has an independent requirement, always in the
Constitution, to make its own constitutional judgments, to act on
those judgments. In this case, it can be done within the fiscal con-fines here without raising these church/state problems. That is
what I'd suggest you do, if i were you.

Ms. UNSOELD. Mr. Craft, you look like you want to answer that.
Mr. CRArr. Oh, I very definitely do.
Ms. UNSOELD. All right.
Mr. CRAPE. I would like to simply add for the record that the

ACLU is not the only constitutional authority that Congress should
be concerned with. I have thousands of members who are also look-
ing over the ACLU's shoulder. Somebody is going to blink first. It
may not just be the ACLU that Congress has to worry about onthis issue.

Ms. UNSOELD. I hope that the two of you will continue to work on
this so that we don't have to make that choice. I would love to see
the language, also, Mr. Lynn, that you have developed.

Mr. LYNN. Absolutely. Absolutely.
Ms. UNSOELD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman HAwxnis. May I again thank the witnesses for their

testimony this morning. It has been, I think, very exciting, quite
troubling in a way to some of us, but I think you share the dilem-
ma that we have. I certainly appreciate your contribution to the
subject.

Mr. LYNN. Thank you.
Mr. CRAFT. Thank you.
Chairman HAWKINS. That concludes the hearing.
[Whereupon, at 12:45 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
[Additional material submitted for the record follows.]
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Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, my name is Edward Keller. I

serve as Deputy Executive Director of the National Association of Elementary

School Principals, representing over 25,000 elementary and middle school
principals. Our Association's basic mission is to serve children, principals,
and the principalship.

Our Association is pleased to be here today to offer its analysis and
recommendations on H.R. 3, the Child Development and Education Act of 1989. We
view this bill as the hope of the future for a comprehensive, quality,
affordable child care and early childhood education policy.

In the last Congressional session, over 100 bills offering hope to children
and families were introduced, None pa-led. This deplorable response to our
critical national need cannot continue.

A number of prominent Americans have offered Congress their insights on the
current condition calling for a federal commitment to helping our children and
families.

Excerpting from their statements, we find:

o One out of three parents have difficultly finding good child care.
(Harris poll)

o By 1995 there will be just under 15 million preschool children with
mothers in the work force. (Hofferth)

o Only 16 percent of children eligible for Head Start are served
nationally. (CCSSO)

o In 1985, fewer than 33 percent of four-year-olds whose family income
was less than $10,000 wore enrolled in a pre-school program. T,t, 67
percent of the four-year-olds whose family earned $35,000 a year or
more attended pre-school. (NCPTA)

The data reported by the Committee for Econnmic Development indicatts that:

o In 1985, 66 percent of black children, 70 percent of Hispanic children
and 50 percent of white children living in single-parent households
lived in poverty.

o 50 percent of all welfare expenses goes to families in which the
mother began her parenting as a teenager.

o Up to 70 percent of teen mothers will have a second child within two
years of the first.
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Page Two

As reported by Arnold Hiatt, CEO of Stride Rite Corporation, a recent study
showed that fifty percent of unemployed mothers would return to work if
quality, affordable child care were available. He further stated that if
10,000 returned, AFDC payments would be reduced by $57 million per year. The
High Scope Foundation and others have reported the positive economic impact of
high quality early childhood intervention.

The Child Development and Education Act, we believe, has been carefully
developed with all of these data in mind. First, the bill calls for a $2.5
billion investment in early childhood intervention services. While even this
amount will not fully fund all the identified needs, it is a good start. It

does serve to create a federal commitment to help our nation's children and
their families.

Title One boosts support for Head Start, a well-proven suocess story. In
spite of being continually underfunded and without a wraparound child care
component, this program has bested the odds and become a lighthouse beacon for
children in poverty. Title One of H.R. 3 will help by raising the funding
level and by including wraparound child care in the Head Start program.

Title Two offers a quality pre-school program for four-year-olds. This is
a very necessary component of any comprehensive approach to early ohildhood
intervention. The requirements of (a) coordination with other public entities,
(b) maintenance of a developmentally appropriate curriculum, (c) quality
standards, and (d) wraparound child care are all essential ingredients in
making this program acceptable and successful.

Because of the need to train both teachers and administrators to carry out
fully the purposes of this title, NAESP would urge that Section 8003(d) be
revised by amending the title to the word "Training" and adding to the last
sentence the words "and/or in the administration of early childhood programs."

In addition to the wraparound child care services contemplated in Titles I
and II, Title III proposes a substantial improvement in ohild care services to
infants and toddlers. This title is especially important in making services
available to help teenage parents complete their high school education. Again
quality, coordination, access, and parental involvement are significant
elements of this title, and, in combination, will set the stage for success.

Elementary and middlz .school principals are concerned about the level of
supervision children receive before and after school. Only 22 percent say

their schools now offer such care.

Almost two-thirds of the principals are ready to provide before- and after-
school care if they are given adequate staff, money and authority, according to
the results of an NAESP survey completed last year. Such school-based care
results in improved relations with the community and an increased peace of mind
that adults feel when children receive adequate care.
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Principals who operate child care programs report that their programs
operate mainly to meet parental needs (77 percent) and that generally parents
pay for in- school ohildcare (65 percent).

Those principals also recommend such program improvements as better staff
training and pay, year-round schedules, longer hours of availability, subsidies
for needy families, and more parent involvement.

We are pleased to note that H.R. 3 is
directed toward putting many of these

recommendations into action and thus offers a solid opportunity to all
principals, whether they currently operate a child care program or not, to
bring the community and the school closer

together through improved child care
services.

For the past eight years, Americans were exhorted to "Win one for the
Gipper". What victory has there been in the negative effects of slashed social
programs? The hard mg" in (Upper collided with the soft "g" in budget and the
soft "g" won.

"Win one for the Gypper," though, is hardly an acceptable rallying cry.
The much-touted safety net for social programs became instead a sieve through
which thousands of children plummeted.

We need to reweave that sieve into a strong, secure safety net that will
indeed reassure our nation that Congress cares, that those folks in Washington
do understand and will commit themselves to the vigorous support of our
children, youth and families.

The Child Development and Education Act signals that vigorous support. We
thank Chairman Hawkins for its introduction and urge full consideration and
early passage by both Houses.
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ALEXANDRIA. Ve.--Though 814 percent of 1,175 elementary and middle school
principals responding to a recent survey believe that children in their commu-
nities need supervision before and after school, only 22 percent say their
schools now offer such care.

Virtually two-thirds of the principals are ready to provide before- and
after-school care if they are given adequate staff, money, and authority, while
26 percent are reluctant to take on this added responsibility in their school
buildings.

The survey was conducted from November through January by the National
Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP). According to Dr. Samuel G.
Sava. NAESP executive director, the findings indicate a vast gap between supply
and demand for before-school and after-school supervision of children in
kindergarten through eighth grade.

"Divorce, two-job families, and births to unwed mothers have sharply altered
the home environment on which the schools traditionally relied," Sava says.
"Parents need help, and most of our principals are willing to provide it if their
communities will give them the tools."

Sava notes that 73 percent of the principals believe that, despite social
changes in the family, American parents care as much or even more about their
children's education today than did parents of a decade ago.

"In view of the enormous pressures that these societal changes place on our
schools, that finding gives parents extra credit in any principal's book," says
Sava.

The survey asked principals if they believe public schools should provide
before- and after-school child care for students. Nearly two-thirds believed
schools should, while 36 percent didn't agree that schools are so obligated.

(morel
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CHILD CARE SURVEY - -2/

Answering why they believed schools should provide child care, these
proponents ranked their reasons:

Children may perform better in school if they aren't left unsupervised for
long periods out of school 137 percent).

School buildings--where youngsters spend most of the day--are the sensible
places to keep them (33 percent).

Other programs are unsatisfactory or nonexistent (23 percent).
Written comments by the principals who believe schools should provide such care
Included:

In-school care would address urgent social needs (including changing
family structures, demands on working parents, and child safety).

Such programs would make fuller use of public buildings.
Adequate care would work to the advantage of at-risk children.
Child care could improve by drawing upon the professional experience of

educators to structure enriched programs.
On the other hand, the 26 percent of surveyed principals who wouldn't

provide child care even if they had the resources counter that child care is not
the school's responsibility. Though agreeing that children need better care,
they believe management problems would outweigh benefits. Many believe in-school
care programs should be provided Ii. other community facilities, not in schools.

Principals reluctant to house care programs in their schools commented that
their facilities are inadequate now; that child care is the parents' responsi-
bility only; and that inadequate child care is a problem that should be dealt
with by the whole community. not only the schools. Some maintain that schools
already are overloaded with social responsibilities.

The 22 percent whose schools do house child care programs clearly agree that
the peace of mind adults feel when children receive adequate care, plus the
improved relations with the community, are the major payoffs. Few principals
mention children having fewer in-school difficulties as a result of the extra
care. though many had predicted children's schoolwork would improve if they had
better care.

Other findings from principals whose schools house child care programs:
Programs operate mainly to meet parental needs 177 percent).
Centrally, parents foot the bill for in-school child care (65 percent).
For the most part, programs are offered after school and are recreational

(more)
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CHILD CARE SURVEY - -3/

in nature.
o Though many principals who oppose care programs anticipated troublesome

problems, most principals whose schools have programs report no major problems.

Programs could be improved, they suggest, with better planning; improved
facilities: more space; better staff training and pay; year-round schedules;
longer hours for child care each day: subsidies for needy families; and more

attention from parents.
Veteran principals repeatedly remark that parents simply don't have the time

they used to have. Single parents, dual-career parents, and parents of disadvan-
taged children rarely can support their children's education as can more
prosperous, and "traditional" families.

Many principals took the time to pencil-in remarks next to the question

about parental concern. Sava notes. "Their comments reinforce the survey's

essential finding: our society and schools need help now in caring for our
children."

Sava says that the random, mail-back, nationwide survey of NAESP members,
which had a 29 percent return rate, provides a solid profile of school-site child
care In this country. Respondents were distributed among urban (23 percent).

suburban (38 percent), and rural (39 percent) school districts: the income levels
of the majority of students were upper (7 percent). middle (59 percent), and
lower (34 percent,.

A survey form with return statistics is attached.

-0-

Established in 1921. the National Association of Elementary School
Principals is a professional education association serving 25.000 members in the

United States, Canada, 4 n d overseas.
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In a time of fiscal crisis, federal funding priorities must be carefully

weighed. vur investment decisions today will determine the health of the nation

well into the next century. The most obvious high-yield investment is in the

welfare and education of our youth The best time for that investment, numerous

studies have shown us, is in the earliest years of childhood.

The states of California, New Jersey, New York and Texas have much to gain

from an expanded federal commitment to early childhood education. Together, our

3,665 school districts educate some 11.5 million children 28 percent of the

total public school enrollment in the United States. M examination of our

school population demonstrates that quality early childhood programming should

be an essential part of our educrtionai system.

Three of the nation's largest school districts - Houston,, Texas; Los

Angeles,, California and New York, New York - are members of our Associations.

Our states also have sign'ficant niuTbers of other ma3or urban districts

including Dallas, Texas; Newark, New Jersey, Roches,er, New York and San Diego,

California. We all share certain commonalties regarding these populations

many of the children we serve are at risk of educational failure. Many of our

districts have large numbers of families in poverty and have borne the brunt of

several t.aves of immigration of economically disadvantaged families whose

children are not proficient in the English language. There are many reasons why

early childhood education makes sense. But surely, the most persuasive

rationale for a more committed federal effort is the need to reach these

children most at risk of potential educational failure.

The Commission on Economic Development (CED) considers ear_y childhood

development programs an outstanding educational investment. Research shows that

quality early childhood education can reduce dropout rates, increase college

attendance, and reduce he use of welfare and the incidence of crime. Studies
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of sucn programs as the Perry Preschool
Project in Ypsilanti, Michigan and New

York State's Experimental Pre-kindergarten Project, indicate that children with

preschool experience are less likely to repeat a grade,, to be placed in special

education classes, or to become adolescent parents. As adults, they are more

likely to be literate, to be employed, and to pursue postsecondary education.

It is estimated that each year's class of dropouts costs $240 billion in

lost income and taxes. The Commission on Economic Development estimates that

every $1 spent on early prevention and intervention saves $4.75 that would

otherwise be spent on remedial education,
welfare, and measures to combat crime.

Given the terrific costs of not reaching our youngest children,, we must

encourage investment in early childhood education. Early childhood

developmental programs, integrating both child care and education, must be

expended to reach all children.

The Child Development And Edi.c.atian Act or P R.3 represents a promising

combination of federal initiatives that are designed to enhance the quality of

life for children; expansion of Head Start, school based early childhood

education and infant and toddler child care.

The most long-standing and best Known federal commitment to early childhood

education is the Head Start program. Begun in 1965 as pert of the War on

Poverty, Head Start has helped many economically
disadvantaged children begin

formal schooling with increased achievement. The Head Start experience combines

educational, health, nutrition. social and family services. Parent

participation must be incorporated into every program. Head Start gives local

programs the flexibility to develop various ways to meet the needs of students

and their families. Collaboration among agencies and community organizations is

encouraged.

4 5 tl
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Any new initiative that expands the federal role in early childhood

education should not lead to a diminution of Head Start. The School Board

Association's of California, New Jersey, New York and Texas are therefore

pleased that the funding for this bill is specifically tied to the funding of

the current Head Start program at its authorized FY 1990 level.

The Child Development and Education Act of 1989 or H.R. 3 would permit

expanded services and activities through the existing Head Start program. These

services could Include a simple expansion of current services or the expansion

of part-day service to full day. Head Start agencies could also extend programs

over the summer months.

Early childhood education programs must meet the changing needs of

families, adequately serve the growing numbeiz of children in poverty and enable

America to meet the challenges of international competition with a well-educated

citizenry.

In order to meet the needs the nation, federal early childhood legislation

should have the following priorities:

c Facilitate the Coordination of Services

As the number of women in the work force increases dramatically, the need

for early childhood programs which combine child care with developmentally

appropriate education also increases. National estimates show that by 1995

two-thirds of all preschool children and three-fourths of school -age

children will have mothers in the workforce. With increasing numbers of

households where parents or guardians all work outside the home, Integrated

early childhood education Ind child care become a necessity. H.R. 3 seeks

to expand Head Start programs and programs carried out under The Elementary
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and Secondary Education Act of 1965. Title II of the bill authorizes

grants to expand or establish school-based child care which will "enhance

the educational, social, emotional and recreational development of

children."

Federal legislation should provide flexibility to allow cooperative

arrangements for combined preschool and daycare. Children attending full

day programs should stay in the same placement with consistency of staffing

whenever possible.

Comprehensive services must be provided, including health, nutrition,

family support and involvement. H.R. 3 requires such a comprehensive

service delivery system. The legislation requires coordination of health

and nutrition services and referrals to health and social services for

children enrolled in funded programs.

o Target Economically Disadvantaged Children

Head Start aid other current federal initiatives target programs to those

children who derive the greatest benefit from early jucational support:

the economically disadvantaged. Research connects school failure with

childhood poverty. High quality programs for preschool-aged,, economically

disadvantaged children are found to be especially effective.

H.R. 3 expands Head Start services to children whose family income Is

greater thai the poverty line but less than 150% of the lower living

standard income level. A mix of children from various income levels is

desirable in early childhood programs, but children in families at or below

200% of the federal poverty level should have first priority in placement.

o Require Use of Qualified Personnel

Personnel who provide early childhood services must meet educational

standards that recognize the unique skills and knowledge needed to provide
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social, nutritional, physical, emotional and cognitive nurturance to young

children. Research supports the consensus of most educators: Staff with

specialized training in early childhood development and education provide

the best learning experiences for young children.

The National Association of State Boards of Education Task Force on Early

Childhood Education found that many state training and certification

requirements are not appropriate to early childhood teaching. Across the

nation, state social service and education agencies require varying degrees

of preparation for preschool and prekindergarten teachers and supervisors

and childcare providers. The Task Force recommends that all early

childhood programs be supervised by those with extensive training and

experience in early childhood education, while encouraging multiple levels

of staffing with progressive levels of training.

H.R. 3 requires that for each group of children in the early childhood

development program at least one staff member have raining and experience

in early childhood, certification in that area if the state has a

certification requirement, or have a nationally recognized credential that

indicates experience and coursework in the early childhood field.

Pre-service training for additional staff and in-service training for all

staff are also Important provisions of the bill.

o Ensure Parental Involvement

Head Start has traditionally incorporated parents into its early chiidhood

development programs. H.R. 3 continues that tradition and requires

activities to increase parent participation.

Most educators agree that parents who are partners in their children's

education greatly increase their children's achievement and promote
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life-long learning. Even Start,, a program recently approved by Congress,

will soon begin to disseminate tunds for literacy projects that teach both

parents and children, preparing parents to be active participants in the

education of their children. Federal early childhood programs should

encourage home visits,, parent participation and consultation, and a variety

of avenues of commnication between home and early childhood centers or

schools.

Concern has been expressed, however, about provisions of H.R. 3 which

require unlimited parental access to facilities. In some instances

unlimited access could be detrimental to the proper functioning of the

program. Access must be mediated by the needs of the children,, though

parents should be able to observe and participate in classroom activities

with proper building approval.

Recognizing demographic trends and research findings, Congress and state

legislatures have made earl} child.ouu education and child care significant

areas of new legislative activity. iederal proposals,, for the most part, have

incorporated the best wisdom and eAperience of the educational community, the

needs of families and young children,, and the aspirations of communities, states

and the nation.

The Child Development and Education Act of 1989 reflects the need for local

control,, tunding flexibility, particularly for ensuring adequate facilities,

pre-service and in-service training,, and the essential coordination and delivery

of related services. Children most in need continue to be the focus of early

childhood programs. This federal initiative in early childhood education should

be commended and supported by all those who seek a healthy and prosperous nation

for all our children.
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I would like to thank Chairman Hawkins and the other members

of the Education and Labor Committee for this opportunity to

present the views of the Service Employees International Union on

a matter of daily concern to working people -- the shortage of

quality affordable child care. On behalf of the 850,000 SEIU

members, I would like to express appreciation of your efforts to

move ahead on the work and family front -- including action on a

comprehensive federal child care policy.

SEIU members work in the rapidly growing service industries

where low wages and few benefits are becoming the norm. Working

Americans, especially those earning moderate incomes, will

benefit greatly from a comprehensive child care policy as they

struggle to meet the often conflicting demands of workplace and

family. We view child care as part of a package of ork and

family measures -- including parental leave and restoration of

the minimum wage -- which will bring greater security and

stability to America's working families.

SEIU has lead the way in championing the work and family

agenda within the AFL-CIO as well as in state houses and on

Capitol Hill. We have negotiated new benefits to help our

members cope with the work and family balancing act.

SEIU is also active on the supply-side of the child care

equation. We are proud to represent child care workers in five

states. In a recent svrvey of over 400 members at twenty-one

centers, we have established a clear and convincing link be,ween

the stability and security that only a union agreement provides

2
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and the presence of those factors which experts agree are

necessary conditions for high-quality care -- low child to staff

ratios, low turnover, good pay and benefits, and in-service

training and educational opportunities. Quality rises as working

conditions and compensation improve.

Powerful social and economic trends underlie the popular

demand for action on child caie. The dramatic economic changes

of recent decades have led to stagnating real living standards.

Working families have been saved from financial disaster by the

increasing labor force participation of women. Yet American

families have been left to cope with these changes on their cr.m.

Since President Nixon's veto of national child care legislation

in 1971, child care has not received the attention from federal

policymakers that it deserves and demands.

To be effective, national child care policy must address the

problems that exist -- quality and affordability. Financial

assistance must be targeted at low-income families and must be

linked to minimum standards ensuring quality child care for all.

The Dependent Care Tax Credit returns an average benefit of $372

-- about one-tenth of the typical annual child care bill. Those

who need it most -- the working poor -- receive no benefit

because they don't earn enough to pay taxes. We must not allow

deficit hysteria deter us from making this long overdue

investment in our children -- the workforce of tomorrow.

Difficult fiscal straits only make it more urgent that

minimum federal standards are enacted to make sure that precious

3
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taxpayers' d 11 lars are not wasted on substandard care. Federal

action is also needed to end the crazy-quilt pattern of state

regulation. For example, in at least one state, a single

provider may care for as many as twelve infants while other

states set the maximum ratio at three-to-one. Unfortunately, in

the wake of the failure by the Reagan administration to implement

the federal child care standards through Title XX that were

developed during the Carter Administration, many states weakened

or eliminated licensing requirements. There is overwhelming

public support for federal safety regulation from autos to food

and drugs, and the federal government ought to play a similar

role in protecting young children.

As is the case with any service, the key to quality is a

well- trained and motivated workforce. Unfortunately, current

compensation levels in the child care industry send the wrong

signal -- motivating teachers and aides to switch careers. In

1987, workers in child care centers averaged $153 per week --

well below the poverty line. In view of this, another statistic

from the BLS isn't surprising -- nearly two-thirds of this

workforce has been in the field for less than three years

(overall only a third of the nation's workforce has a similar

length of tenure). Employer-provided in-service training along

with training and support programs for family day care providers

are needed tolgua_antee that child care is both a safe and

enriching experience for children. But the investment in

training will be squandered unless we can raise compensation

4
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levels enough to retain the workforce. Child care workers earn

two-thirds of what women in other fields with comparable

education make.

Our survey of SEIU members who work in child care centers

shows what a dramatic difference better conditions make. SEIU

members start at an hourly rate that is 36% higher than the

national average. Ninety per cent of the SEIU members surveyed

have 100% of their individual health premiums paid by their

employer. All SEIU workers have health coveraae. Nationally,

only 54% of child care workers are offered health insurance. In

every state surveyed, SEIU members enjoy levels of pre- and in-

service training that meet or exceed state requirements. Census

Bureau data show that over 40% of child care workers have been on

the job less than a year. At SEIU centers, the annual turnover

rate is one-half of the national average. Stability in the

workforce means that a child is able to develop a strong,

consistent relationship with one or two caregivers, rather than

adjusting to new care givers every few months.

SEIU is active on the demand side --sour Local Unions have

negotiated a wide variety of child care benefits for their

members. These examples show how both employer and employee can

benefit from effective measures that help balance the work and

family equation.

Consider the agreement reached by Service Employees Local

347 and two other unions with the Los Angeles Department of Water

& Power. Even though the workforce was less than one-fifth

5
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female, the careful start-up survey showed extensive concern with

child care problems. The benefit program will cost an estimated

$200,000 per year and provides reserved and subsidized slots at

local centers as all as special services for sick children.

Because the DWP estimated that an annual loss of $1 million from

child care-related absenteeism would be eliminated, the program

is judged to be a money-saver.

SEIU is equally active on the supply side. In New York,

state employee unisr.q, including SEIU, have joined with sate

government to establish a statewide ystem or 34 centeiz serving

over 2,000 children. The centers are supported by parents' fees,

charged on a sliding scale. They serve children from eight

weeks of age and are open from 6:30 a.m. until midnight.

In spite of the progress SEIU locals have made in addressing

the child care needs of their members, we believe that the issue

reaches far beyond the collective bargaining context. Increasing

the availability of quality child care will bring improvement in

the daily lives of workers, enabling them to be better workers

and better parents.

H.R. 3 squarely addresses the key issues of quality, supply

and affordability -- an especially acute problem for low income

workers. A key feature of the bill is the comprehensive

approach: it builds on the success of Head Start and addresses

the acute need for after-school care while putting in place all

the basic elements of a national child care policy. The

expansion of the successful Head Start program to meet the need

6
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of working parents for full-day care -- as H.R. 3 provides -- is

long overdue. SEIU shares the concern that Head Start presently

serves only one-fifth of children who are eligible and strongly

supports measures to tackle this shortcoming.

H.R. 3 incorporates a very important provision of the "Act

for Better Child Care Services" (H.R. 30) - strong language on

minimum federal standards. The ABC bill outlines the principles

for the federal government's role in child care that are a

necessary part of any comprehensive federal child care

legislation. Common to both bills is the $2.5 billion funding

authorization -- this is a bare minimum to begin tackling the

problem. Currently, we spend about $300 billion a year on the

education of children aged six years and up (combined spending by

all levels of government). We spend only a tiny fraction of that

amount on the educational development of children under six. I

wonder much of that $300 billion goes to remedy the

consequences of deficient early childhood educational

experiences.

The results of the High/Scope Perry pre-school project are

well-known -- that for every dollar invested in high-quality pre-

school education society realizes benefits equal to $4.75 because

of improved school performance, reduced delinquency and higher

earnings. The federal government does not always have the

opportunity to make such a good public investment as is the case

with a comprehensive child care policy.

7

4



461

The Service Employees International Union supports speedy

action on legislation enacting a comprehensive program for child

care in the United States. We must meet the pressing needs of

working families, especially those with low and moderate incomes,

while ensuring that care has educational and developmental value

for the child. To guarantee improvement in both the supply and

the quality of child care, the infrastructure provisions and

quality standards developed in the ABC bill are a must. Head

Start, which serves only a small fraction of eligible children,

must receive expanded funding. Action is long overdue.

8
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ASSOCIATION OF LABOR-MANAGEMENT ADMINISTRATORS
AND

CONSULTANTS ON ALCOHOLISM, INC.
4601 N Fairfax Owe, Sate 1001Artngton Virginia 22203 (703) 522-6272

April 18, 1989

Representative Augustus S. Hawkins
Chairman
Committee on Education and Labor
U.S. House of Representatives
2181 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

The Association of Labor-Management Administrators and Consultants on
Alcoholism, Inc. (ALMACA) submits the following statement for the record
on H.R. 3, the Child Development and Education Act.

ALMACA is a membership organization for nearly 6,000 individuals involved
in the Employee Assistance Programs (EAPs). Employee Assistance
Practitioners assist with the identification and resolution of personal
problems of employees in the workplace. Increasingly, the number of
single parents and double income couples are in the labor force. The
role of child care and its availability is a major focus and problem
for many parents. Adequate, quality and consistent child care services
for children for all ages are vital. These services contribute to the
attendance and productivity of parents of pre-school and school-age
children.

Whereas much attention regarding child care has focused on centers for
pre-school childrer, H.R. 3 adds an essential dimension -- school-age
children and school-based services.

ALMACA commends the Chairman for making H.R. 3 a truly comprehensive
approach to this important national issue, specifically Title II --
School -Based Child Care and Development. This provision addresses a
population that has been largely underserved, creating a "latch-key"
generation. These children are on their own until a parent arrives home
from work. These unsupervised hours are trouoling to many working
parents.

President. Thomas J Pasco, CEAR UAW Ford Naticnai Dmfopment and Training Cuter- Dearborn. Michigan
Vice Prescient (Operations). Tamara Cagney, CEAP. Hearth Matters - Pleasanton, California
Vice President (Acinwsstrahon). Donald W Magruder. CEAFt Anheuser Busch Companies Inc Low, Missoun
Secrowy. Marcia E. Nagle, CEAR Longview Associates. Inc -Mount Kisco. New lbrk
Treasures Bob R. Chsarinvis CEAR insatuie for Human Resources-Tampa, Ronda
immolate Past President. Gary Atkins. CEAP, Lockheed Moore and Space Company-Sunnyvale, Cretans
Staff Executive Gracia Thomas J Delaney, Jr CEAP/Associsce Director. Judith 0. Evans

ALMACA n the Assoentnn et Proteutonats a Ernpeayee As r,.e Programs .4111.
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kepresentative Auguste3 S. Hawkins
April 18, 1989
Page 2

the expanded use of school facilities is a sound approach to the growingchild care issues, especially for the school-age population. Thesupervised care by trained - ofessionals with child development trainingwould greatly enhance the qualitv of those critical non-school hours.The emphasis on educational, social,
emotional and recreational aspects

of child care rather than custodial care is strongly endorsed.

Further, in these times of budget constraints, the approach of using
existing facilities and of the school's option of contracting the child
care services with community providers will go far in creating community
involvement in child care and development while assuring that theservices will be educationally focused. ALMACA recognizes that theschool-based child care is not intended to extend, or replace the regular
school academic programs, but that positive experience may encouragethe child care partic'ipants to improve regular classroom studies andattitudes.

EAP practitioners make continuous use of community services as referralsources. ALMACA strongly supports the provision in the Bill for thecoordination and referrals with available health and social serviceagencies. These linkages will be an invaluable resource to the goals
of school-based child care services.

Because consistency of child care is of critical importance to workingparents, we note the absence in the Bill of language providing childcare in the schools during holidays and other school closings such asthe weather. ALMACA believes that these decisions should be left tothe local school agency and their policymakers. We would stronglysuggest that the policymakers involve local businesses and industriesin developing policies on the availability of school-based child careduring holidays and closures necessitated due to external, i.e., weather
-- Closures that may affect not only the schools but also the community.

Please advise me if there is any further information that ALMACA mayprovide you and the members of the Committee on Education and Labor.We look forward to working with the Committee on the passage andenactment of a comprehensive child care Bill that will respond to the
needs of working parents as well as those not currently in the laborforce.

TJD:djs

Very truly yours,

4.0

Thomas J. Delaney, Jr., C P
Executive Director
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March 31. 1989

The Honorable Augustus Hawkins

Chairman
Education and Labor Committee
2181 Rayburn H.O.B.
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Hawkins.

I hereby request that the enclosed statement be made part of the

record of your hear.A3 on child-care legislation, scheduled for
April 5.

Our Association believes that the issue of child care is one of
the most iaportant ones to be considered this term in Congress.

Thank ou for your consideration of our request.

Sincer ly yours,

a4...P.A41

James W. Skillen
Execu ive Director

JWS/wp
enclosure
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Child Laxe .t .the lee' World

Hr. Chairman and members of the Education .end Labor Committee, I thank you

for this opportunity to offer a few comments about child care, especially in

view of the several proposals before you, including H.R. 3 and H.R. 30.

The Association for Public Justice is a public interest organization with

members throughout the United States. Child care and education issues are not

the only ones that preoccupy use but they are among the most important ones.

We represent the kinds of people you are dealing with when you set out to

produce child-care legislation. We are parents with young children; single

parents with young children; two-parent families with both parents working who

use child-care services outside our homes; two-parent families where Mom and

Dad divide up child-care duties at home while both work outside; two-parent

families who care for their children at home with only one parent working

outside the home; young couples deciding whether and when to have children; and

grandparents who sometimes help to care for their grandchildren--often for

extended periods of time.

Host of our members do not live below the poverty line, but we are

especially concerned with those among us and those beyond our Association who

do live on limited incomes or on little or no income at all.

We are happy to see bills that target poor, working families. Indeed, if

families are to be preserved, encouraged, and applauded, then the relationship

between earning an income and caring for children has to be strengthened not

weakened, upgraded not downgraded.

The real world of child care today is one of increasing poverty among

children, of pressing need among many working families, and of many different

kinds of family structures and social needs--as represented by the wide

diversity among our own members as noted above.

4
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At the same time, however, Mr. Chairman, the real world of child care

today is one in which Boot young children are raised by caring parents at home

and with the help of close relatives. Moreover, many parents who are choosing

child-care services outside their homes are not in dire economic need, but, to

the contrary, are reaping the rewards of a high family income from two wage

earners.

The real world of child care today, therefore, presents us with many

families who have little or no financial need even though they have child-care

needs. On the other side, there are those who have serious financial needs and

yet are doing quite well caring for their children; they would be surprised to

find out that they noed Congress to help them. Then there are those parents

who have serious financial needs as well as serious child-care needs. Their

needs are rooted in unemployment, low income, poor educational opportunities,

and lack of direct support from friends and relatives who do not live close

enough to help those in nocd. Most of thesi, family needs do not arise because

of children, though they impact on child-care needs.

In view of this full panorama of the real world, Mr. Chairman, we would

like to ask several questions of your committee, in the hopes that you will

complete your work with our questions in mind.

1. First of all will you please look carefully at the full reality of

child-care choices in relation to the pressures creating poverty in this

country?

For example, while H.R. 3 and H.R. 30 try to direct some funds to the

neediest families in our country -- families who might benefit from using child-

care providers outside their homesthe bills seem to ignore the fact that all

such aid will increase the presssuro on those families who are not choosing to
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use outside child-care services. Those who benefit will be those who hire

outside services. Why discriminate against families who do not hire such

services? Why.use the power of government to force some of this world's real

families into a choice they may not want to make? Why create pressures on two-

parent he to put both parents to work just so they can keep up with the

rising standard of living enjoyed by two-income earning families?

Surely this Committee does not want to increase the distance between rich

and poor in this country any further, does it? On the surface, two of the

bills before you appear to wart; to aid the families of the working poor, not

hurt them. Why, then, not take All families of the real world into

consideration, and shape your final bill so that it does not discriminate

against some poor families in favoe of others, so that it does not put Congress

on the side of the lifestyle choices of some working fami:' s and against those

of other working families?

2. Second, will this comeittae shape a bill that is completely hszest

with the American people about what can and cannot be done financially?

H.R. 3 and H.R. 30, for example, read as if they will be able to make a

serious dent in the child-care needs of American citizens. But every study

we've seen indicates that the amount of money Congress proposes to appropriate

for this purpose will meet only a very small percentage of the need of those

who would be eligible?

That is not legislation for the real world. It is legislation designed to

express congressional feelings and good intentions. Sending that kind of

symbolic signal to the American people without dealing with the real world

will, we fear, only increase popular disrespect for government in general and

for Congress in particular.

4'!
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Most of us have become tired of hearing that Congress is passing another

law to meet our needs, because we know by now that only a small amount of

benefit might reach us. We know that the benefit will be available only if we

are willing to fill out all the complicated forms, endure the bureaucratic red

tape, and conform our choices to the rules Congress sets up. And even then,

the benefit we receivo might be very small indeed.

Why not concentrate your legislation in such a way that its obvious

success for a few of the most needy families will prove the viability of

federal funding for a particular kind of need? Why not tell the American

people frankly that adequate funding for the child-care Nods cf those who

would be eligible under the terms of these bills would cost billions of dollars

more than you can ever expect to allocate to meet that need? Then design a

bill to meet the real-world.

3. In the third place, will your committee design a bill that does

justice to the actual reality cf parents making choices in the complicated

world of today's multi-institutional society?

H.R. 3 and H.R. 30, for example, read as if a particular "need" (namely,

costly child care outside the hcme) can be isolated as an independent problem

for Congress to "solve" by means of a service delivered through a highly

bureaucratic system of rules and regulations with a relatively small amount of

money.

That's not the real world. That's not reality. State agencies, local

advisory councils, state advisory cccmittees, licensing authorities, and

countless other instrume.ts of democratic debate and bureaucratic regulation do

not provide child care. Millions of dollars will be spent, according to these

bills, not on child care, but on more government. Our Association is not
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against government. We believe in regulation in the public interest and for

the public health. But government cannot isolate all problems directly in ways

that make sense or that do justice to the reality of multiple institutional

responsibilities.

In the case of child care, parental responsibility needs to be taken

seriously in its full social context. The low incomes of poor, working

families need to be taken into account. Dozens of different kinds of child-

care providers from which some parents will select services out to be

recognized by public policy. There are many different choices your committee

can make in shaping child-care legislation that would, for example, seek to

increase dependency allowances for poor, working families without needing to

create a new bureaucratic process for child care.

4. Fourth, can your committee produce a bill that really addresses

inequities among American families?

We rr ognize that a wide variety of discrepancies exist across the country

in the ways that ell kinds o: people arE treated, particularly racial

minorities and the poor. Insofar as those discrepancies represent genuine

injustice, they ought to be hit head-on. But the means of seeking equity

should be "real world" means, not game-playing means.

The effect of at least some of the child-care proposals before you will

ma be to increase equity and balance across the country. Alther, it will be

to federalize and bureaucratize small segments of society under the control of

financially puny laws. If the historical record of past legislation is any

guide, many, perhaps most eligible Americans will either miss out on any

significant benefits or refuse to submit to all the conditions laid down.

Many poor people become as burdened by bureaucracy as rich people do.

They are not liberated by it but enslaved. Many child-care providers in poor
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areas will simply close up rather than figure out how to meet all the

regulations. The immediate consequence of H.R. 3 or H.R. 30 is more likely to

be the reduction of available child care services, not an increase or improved

quality in those services. Rather than seeing child care (both inside and

outside our homes) grew into an ever more fruitful service for the well-being

of all American families, we may see a minority of poor, working parents become

caught in the web of underfunded government programs as they sink into greater

poverty while most Americans go on their w i freely making a wide variety of

child-care choices outside the vast array of government regulations.

5. Finally, Mr. Chairman, will your committee's till recognize the

validity of the choices that all parents make owout the care of their children,

whether inside or outside of "religious" institutons?

Rather than acting as if Congress and the states are responsible for

caring for children within an elaborate network of "secular" regulations, can't

Congress simply act to provide encouragement to needy families so they can make

their own choices? Why can't Congress back up parental choice rather than look

for ways to make those choices for parents? Why should the single working

parent who wants to put her child in St. Mary's day-care center be

discriminated against? Why is her choice less valid and less acceptable to

Congress than the choice of the parent who selects the "secular" day-care

center next door to St. Mary's?

The real world is the world of many choices by many parents for a host of

different reasons. If Congress tries to mark off a territory of pure

"secularity* in which to dispense its blessings while it discriminates against

those parents who want to enter "religious" territcry for the care of their

children, Congress puts itself on the side of bigotry and a forced
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sacred /secular dualism. That may be thu world in which some Americans live,

and they should not suffer discrimination for it. But many Americans do not

want to live divided lives.

Many Jews, Christians, and Muslims, not to speak of people with other

religions, want to raise their children with an integrated approach to life se

that their faith and life are not separated. Wty in the world should Congress

imagine that it has the authority to discriminate against such familiesmany

of whom are offering real hope to their children? Who gave Congress the

authority to decide what is religious and what is secular and then to assume

mastery over the secular, even to the point of telling parents how to raise

their children?

I. Chairman, and members of the Committee, what we need today is child-

care legislation that faces up to reality--to the full, real-world reality of a

multiplicity of family structures, the reality of a financially limited

Congress, the reality of children living in poverty, the realit,* of poor

families who need real assistance not mere well-wishing from Congress, and the

reality of a religious and secular diversity that is endangered rather than

liberated by a Congress that imagines it can care for children under a general

"secular" rile.

We encourage you, committee members, to look for ways to assist our

families in the choices we make about caring for our children. But don't play

games with us. Don't try to make our choices for us. Don't bless those whose

choices you approve and discriminate against those of us who want to care for

our children at home or in "religious" child-care centers. Deal squarely and

fairly with all of America's families, especially with those in poverty.

Please try to do rustic to the real world.

4!'r'
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Thank your Hr. Chairman and members of the committee.

James W. Skillen
Executive Director
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nr. Chairman end Members of the Committee:

On behalf of the National Association of Evangelicals (NAE) Iwant to express our grave concerns about some of the legislative
proposals relating to the federal role in child care. The NAE isan association of some 50,000 member churches from 78
denominations. We serve a constituency of 15 million through
commissions and affiliates such as World Relief, and have been avoice in Washington for evangelicals since 1943 through ourOffice of Public Affairs.

The NAE has an official position on child care. At its annual
convention last month, NAE cdoptttd a resolution reading in partas follows:

Christians underirand that children need a close, loving an,
sustained relationship with their parents. The best
providers of child care are loving parents for whom the care
of their children in the home is the most important career.
Nonetheless, child care outside the home has become a way oflife for many American families. As a result, pressure is
growing for the federal government and other governmental
agencies to support institutionalized child-care servicesfor working mothers. However, we see a serious problem.
Governmental involvement in the field of child care has the
Potential to undermine the nurturing of children while
appearing to solve the child-care problem.

BE ieving that parents have the prime. God-given
responsibility for child care, the National Association of
Evangelicals (NAE) calls upcn the Christian community tosupport those governmental measures that embody the
following

1. The federal government and other governmental
agencies should leave to parents the choice of how
to care for their children -- to care for them at
home, to entrust them to family or friends, or
make any other arrangements they believe
appropriate. Parents, not government, should
decide what is best for their children.

2. The federal government and other governmental
agencies should concentrate any child-care
assistance in the form of tax credits *0 lower-
income families with younger children, not grants
to providers of child-care services. Tax credits
should not discriminate against women who choose
to work in the home.

3. The federal government and other governmental
agencies should not establish credentials or
guidelines for the provision of child care that
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would favor seculPrized child care. Parents who
believe in religiously-oriented care for their
children :mould not suffer discrimination.

These principles clearly imply opposition to the Act for Better
Child Care and its variants, and conversely imply support for a
tax credit approach upholding parental choice.

Since the ABC bill provides only for child care outside the home,
it discriminates against the parental choice, often made at some
sacrifice, for a parent to care for a child at home. Moreover,
the ABC bill contemplates regulated and licensed facilities and
personnel, and subjects the choice of informal day care with
grandmothers, relatives, close friends or neighbors to an
unnecessary and burdensome formal and bureaucratic process.

A tax credit for lower income families with younger children is

an approach which protects parental choice in child care
arrangements, and preserves as well the rights of parents who
want their children in a child care center with a religous

environment. Moreover, adverse treatment of the family in the
present Internal Revenue Code contributes to the economic plight
of many lower income families. A tax credit approach would
partially restore to lower income families tax benefits
previously enjoyed by all families. For these reasons, it is the
better solution to the child care problem.

The National Association of Evangelicals believes the best
approach to rectifying present tax injustices to the family is
legislation alonr the lines of the forthcoming Holloway-Schulze
bill. The ABC approach coupled with the current tax code would
only perpetuate present injustices. We can only characterize as
reprehensible any tax code which denies tax benefits to lost
income, single earner traditional families with small children
while granting them to two earner families with double the
income. Accordingly, we support legislation which would provide
tax credits for pre-school dependents, whether or not the parents

chose to pay for child care. Of course, parents always "pay"
for child care, either in the form of cash payment to others or,
if a parent remains at home, in the form of income forgone.

The ABC concept Is particularly objectionable because it extends
financial benefits to sec'..lar child care, but denies the same
benefits to church based, religiously oriented child care.
Considering that about one-third of institutionalized child care
is church affiliated, Congress should avoid enacting legislation
which would discriminate against parents who want religiously
oriented care for their children. This secularizing of day care
is thought by some to be a constitutional imperative, though that
view subordinates religion to irreligion. Needless to say,
religious day care centers that want to preserve their religious
distinctive will find it difficult to compete with federally
subsidized child care centers.
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We see no justification for discriminating against parents who
take Scripture seriously in raising their children, and for whom
strictly secular child care is woefully inadequate. Such
discrimination against parents with religious convictions who
entrust their children to church-based child care seems
especially unseemly in a nation whose very motto is "In God We
Trust." In any event, legislation incorporating tax credits can
easily be structured to avoid any ostensible constitutional
problems.

To sum up:

o Any bill which restricts parental choice to licensed
professional care providers, thus excluding trusted relatives,
friends, or neighbors, cannot be considered a pro-family bill

o Any bill which provides benefits for two-income families,
and denies them to parents who make do with much lower income to
care for children at home, cannot be considered a pro-family
bill.

o Any bill which provides benefits for patrons of commercial
day care centers and denies them to parents who for religious
conviction choose day care where religious and moral training is
part of the service, cannot be considered a pro-family bill.

98-407 0 - 8) - 16
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The Baptist Joint Committee on Public Affairs is composed of

representatives from eight national cooperating Baptist

conventions and conferences ,n the United States. They are:

American Baptist Churches in the U.S.A.; Baptist General

Conference; Natioaal Baptist Convention of America; National

Baptist Convention, U.S.A., Inc.; North American Baptist

Conference; Progressive National Baptist Convention, Inc.;

Seventh Day Baptist Gereral Conference; and Southern Baptist

Convention. These groups have a current membership of nearly 30

million. Because of the congregational autonomy of individual

Baptist churches, however, the Baptist Joint Committee does not

purport to speak for all Baptists.

Through a concerted witness in public affair., the Baptist

Joint Committee (hereinafter BJC) seeks to give corporate and

visible expression to religious liberty for all people, the

separation of church and state as the institutional guarantor of
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that liberty, and the relevance of Christian concerns to public

life. It is the position of the BJC that both H.R.30 and H.R.3

have signigicant implications for church-state separation and,

therefore, for religious liberty. Because child care in general

is not within the program assignment of the BJC, we will limit

our comments to the substantial church-state questions raised by

these bills.

A. The Act for Better Child Care Services (H.R.30)

The unique combination of education and social welfare

services presented by child care has caused uncertainty in the

Congress as to whether religious providers can receive grants and

contracts without violating the First Amendment. Until recently,

the Supreme Cour_ had given little guidance on the issue, but the

1988 decision of Bowen v. Kendrick, U.S. , 108 S.Ct.

2562, addressed a hybrid program of education and social welfare

much like child care. In fact, one of the services funded under

the Adolescent Family Life Act at issue in Kendrick was child

care. Also included were counseling, pregnancy testing, prenatal

care, transportation, and other social welfare services.

The Court's opinion, written by the Chief Justice,

distinguished between "pervasively sectarian" institutions (e.g.,

chu'ches, synagogues, and parochial schools) and those

institutions that are merely religiously affiliated (e.g.,

colleges, universities, community centers, and church charities)

in determining whether the program as applied would be

constitutionally infirm. While the religiously affiliated
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institutions were deemed eligible to participate on an equal

basis with their nonsectarian counterparts, the Court at three

separate points to the opinion indicated that pervasively

sectarian institutions would be disqualified from participating.

A broad interpretation of Kendrick suggests that churches

and other pervasively sectarian institutions are disqualified

altogether from receiving federal giants and/or contracts. It is

even more likely that this view would prevail when the activity

to be funded includes an educational component, as does child

care.

A narrow interpretation suggests that it is possible for

pervasively sectarian institutions to participate in such

programs as long as adequate safeguardb are included to prevent

(1) a primary effect that advances or inhibits religion, and (2)

excessive entanglement between church and state. See Lemon v.

Kurtzman, 403 U.S. 602 (1971). A mere prohibition against

sectarian purposes and activities is an insufficient

constitutional safeguard, as such a provision also was included

in the Adolescent Family Life Act.

H.R.30 would appear to require at least four additions in

order to pass constitutional muster -- and even than the problems

associated with providing grants and contracts to pervasively

sectarian institutions may be insurmountable. The four required

additions are:

(1) An absolute prohibition against discrimination on the

basis of religion in hiring child care workers. Assent such

a prohibition, the provision forbidding sectarian purposes
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and activities is rendered unenforceable. Any serious at-

tempt to monitor church child care programs to ensure that

public funds will not be used to advance religion almost

certainly would run afoul of the First Amendment's injunc-

tion against excessive entanglement between government and

religion. Only if the recipient organization surrenders

control over the religious beliefs of its child care staff

does the risk of inculcation become minimal.

(2) A separate system of accounting for all funds received

through government grants or contracts. Comingling federal

tax dollars with the general funds of the church again runs

afoul of the constitutional prohibition against excessive

entanglement between government and religion. The require-

ment of a separate corporation to receive these funds (as

HUD requires for ;202 housing and its many programs for

sheltering the homeless) may be the best approach to this

aspect of the problem.

(3) A prohibition against capital improvements to properties

owned by pervasively sectarian institutions. We are aware

of no federal court decision upholding the use of government

funds to improve buildings that are used for both secular

and sectarian activities.

(4) A requirement that a separate teaching staff be employed

in any before- or after-school program at a parochial

school. The Community Education program at issue in Grand

Rapids v. Ball, 473 U.S. 373 (1985), utilized parochial

school teachers in an after school program of purely secular
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instruction. By a vote of 7-2 (Justice O'Connor

concurring), the Court found that the program had the

impermissible effect of advancing religion. (One also might

interpret Grand Rapids, supra, and Aguilar v. Felton, 473

U.S. 402 (1985), as requiring any child care services

offered to parochial school students to be provided off

campus.)

B. The Child Development and Education Act of 1989 (H.R.3)

Although a significant improvement over H.R.30, H.R.3

suffers from similar church-state maladies. In order to protect

the bill from constitutional challenge, the BJC again would

suggest the following:

(1) Report language that makes clear that Head Start's anti-

discrimination provision contained in 42 U.S.C. 5 9849S will

continue to be interpreted as prohibiting religious

discrimination in employment.

(2) A separate system of accounting for all funds receiied

through government grants or contracts.

(3) A prohibition against capital improvements to properties

owned by pervasively sectarian institutions.

(4) A requirement that a separate teaching staff be employed

in any before- or after-school program at a parochial

school.

C. Public Policy

The BJC questions the validity of any federal child care
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program that provides grants and contracts to pervasively

sectarian institutions. In addition to containing potentially

insurmountable constitutional problems, such an approach seems to

be extraordinarily poor public policy. Congress, understandably,

may wish to assist parents whose children, by choice or

necessity, will attend church child care centers; but government

subsidies to those centers are not the answer. To the contrary,

churches will be enticed into "secularizing" their child care

programs and submitting to significant governmental regulation in

order to serve the poor more effectively. The drawbacks of this

approach were recognized by our largest member dencuination, the

Southern Baptist Convention, in its 1988 Resolution on

Institutional Childcare:

Be it . . . RESOLVED, That we urge Southern Baptist
churches to conduct their childcare programs as ministries
of the local church or through cooperation among churches,
without financing from the federal government; and

Be it further RESOLVED, That we urge that any program of
childcare include adevate safeguards to maintain the
separation of church anu state; and

Be it finally RESOLVED, That Southern Baptists should
become informed abcut the details of any proposed
legislation which might promise financial support for
[church] childcare services, being aware that such subsidies
are unwise and could hinder institutions from having a
distinctive Christian witness.

A fa: better approach would be to limit grants and contracts

to nonsectarian institutions and to provide whatever assistance

goes to families who utilize religious providers through the tax

code. Obviously, any tax break could not, end should not, be

limited to these families but would be available to all families

who purchase nonsubsidized care -- whether sectarian or

48
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nonsectarian, family or center based. Another option would be to

provide tax benefits to all families with preschool-age children

regardless of whether they purchase child care services. These

benefits would not be available, of course, to families utilizing

subsidized child care.

D. Conclusion

If Congress insists upon providing grants and contracts to

pervasively sectarian institutions, it should do so cognizant of

the risks involved. At a minimum, the constitutional safeguards

set forth in parts A and B should be enacted and maintained.

Respectfully submitted,

Oliver S. Thomas
General Counsel
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My name is Richard D. Land, Executive Director of the

Christian Life Commission of the Southern Baptist Convention.

The Southern Baptist Convention is the largest Protestant

denomination in the United States. It is composed of

approximately 37,000 cooperating churches which have about 14.8

million members. The Christian Life Commission is the agency of

the Convention charged with the responsibility of expressing to

politicial leaders of our nation particular viewpoints embraced

by Southern Baptists.

The emergence of the child care debate at the national level

in the last two years is an encouraging development. It is time

to acknowledge that America is selectively unkind to many of its

children.

The number of America's children who live in poverty is a

national scandal. Approximately one child in five in America is

a member of a family living in poverty.

The percent of America's children who live in single-parent

homes is tragic. Over 6 million families with children were

headed by a single parent. About 90 percent of these households

are headed by single females, who have a median annual income

near $14,000.

Our nation needs to do more for its children.

It is also apparent that there is great diversity among the

proposals to address the needs of America's children. This is

obviously true with regard to the issue of child care.

The constituency which I serve expresses itself on moral and

social issues through resolutions adopted at annual meetings of

the Southern Baptist Convention. Our 1988 Convention adopted a

4 9 4;
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resolution on child care legislation. While we have had

consideraole diversity within our midst on many issues in recent

years, this resolution was adopted without any apparent

opposition being expressed.

Our perspective on child care proposals consists of three

criteria for evaluation. It is not a proposal as such, but

criteria for evaluating proposals. These criteria are as

follows:

Does the proposal emphasize a tax incentive approach to the

problem?

Does the proposal emphasize state and local as opposed to

federal regulation?

Does the proposal target the benefits to those demonstrably

in need of new assistance?

I shall elaborate on each of the three criteria.

Does the proposal emphasize a tax incentive approach to the

problem?

The child care issue is a social issue, but it is, first and

foremost, a family issue. The most meaningful federal role in

dealing with the need for child care is to enable the families of

America to care for their own.

There is a nervousness among many of America's families

about social influences upon our children. Many of our

constituents are among this number. Our society is one with

regretable levels of abuse, violence and addiction.

One way that many parents choose to prepare their children

to deal with he complexities of growing up is to provide home-

based child care. These parents believe that the development of

4 k)
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values in early childhood will provide a more stable personality

as the child matures and eventually enters the public domain of

education.

I would not argue that it should be a social policy to

dissuade parents to remain out of the work force in order to

provide home-based child care. But our social policies, and

therefore our tax structures, should make the option of home-

based child care as realistic as possible.

About two-thirds of mothers between 18 and 44 years of age

work outside the home. More than half of all women with children

younger than six are in the work force, with that number

projected to grow to about two-thirds by the mid-1990s.

Approximately =0 percent of mothers with children under age one

work outside the home.

So there is little likelihood that mothers are going to

suddenly abandon the work rorce and remain at home to provide

child care. But, in looking at the child care needs of mothers

who, for a variety of reason choose to work outside the home, we

should likewise seek to make possible the effective choice of a

mother to remain out of the labor force and provide home-based

child care.

At presents about 40 percent of child care for children

under five is pl...vided by relatives. If modifications and

expansions of tax incentives can provide an economic base for

even more child care to be provided within the family context for

those who choose that form of child care, two positive

accomplishments would result: (a) Maximum flexibility would be

provided in the most direct way possible and without any
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regulatory system being required, and (b) some of the burden of

,seeking new child care services would be alleviated.

Additional tax incentives can, in fact, provide the option

for home-based child care. Parents pay about $3,000 a year per

child for child care. If those children are in "high-quality

,child care" centers, the costs are much higher. The Bush Center

of Child Development at Yale has estimated that high quality care

for infants would be about $7,800 and for toddlers about $6,500.

With the median salary for full-time working women at about

$16,200, even modest increases in tax incentives for home-based

child care can be adequate to provide the opportunity of a

meaningful choice.

Does the proposal emphasize state and local as opposed to

federal regulation? To borrow a concept from jurisprudence, does

the issue present a federal question?

Child care is, without question, an important issue. The

regulation of child care is an essential function which must be

performed. America's children are too precious to entrust them

to systems of care which are unregulated.

The regulation of child care is an activity which is best

conducted by state and local authorities. These levels of

authority, by their proximity and broad responsibility, are best

situated both to provide oversight and to be responsive related

to child care needs.

State regulation related to child care is going to occur.

To the extent tnat any federal regulatory role is developed in

the area of child care, a dual system of state and federal

regulation will exist. Of course, there are many areas of social
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life which have some element of dual regulation involved. This

is true, for example, of issues involved in interstate commerce.

An important question to be answered is, what necessary

federal queston or role is involved with child care that

justifies a federal system of regulation? I would argue that

there is none.

There can be a federal role which does not require federal

regulation. That can be a role of expending the availability of

child care services in places where there is a demonstrated need.

Financial support for the expansion of these services can be

accomplished by channeling necessary funds through existing

regulatory systems. This expediting, enabling role can be

accomplished through a system of state regulation with greater

efficiency than with the creation of an addition to the federal

bureaucracy.

It would seem that the burden of proof should be on those

contending for a federal system of regulation to demonstrate that

a particular federal question, a particular federal need,

justifies this new step.

This is especially true since a federal role of funding the

development of new child care services could be handled by

utilizing a block grant approach.

Does the proposal target the benefits to those demonstrably

in need of new assistance?

One of the criticisms offered of various child care

proposals is the claim that they will dramatically expand the

cost of a new federal program.

If, for example, the proposal provides benefits in the form
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of new chld carc services for those with 115 percent of median

family income for a state, a family in New Jersey earning $46,000

would qualify for federally subsidized child care. Under such a

program, the benefits are not targeted toward those more

economically needy families in our society.

Another consequence of svch an approach, if not tied to a

tax incentive approach to child care, would be to discriminate

against those who choose homebased child care. Envision, for the

purposes of argument, a new program of federally subsidized child

care, enacted without a comparable emphasis on tax incentives.

The hypothetical family from New Jersey, earning $46,000, would

qualify for feerally subsidized child care. Another family could

have the same level income, based on the husband's salary and a

mother who has chosen to provide child care within the home

rather than to work. The net result would be to support the

federally subsidized program for the first family with the taxes

of the second family. Such an approach would penalize

financially those families who choose to provide home-based child

care.

If a new program is, in fact, established, in order to keep

the total pricetag commensurate with our ability to fund the

program, the program must be more precisely targeted for those

families with income levels near or below the family poverty

level.
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SOUTHERN BAPTIST CONVENTION

San Antonio, Texas

June 14-16, 1988

RESOLUTION ON INSTITUTIONAL CHILDCARE

WHEREAS, The issue of institutional
childcare in our society is beingwidely debated and numerous proposals

have been set forth in bills pending inCongress; and

WHEREAS, Some tax subsidy proposals for childcare discriminate againstfamilies who choose home childcare by taxing all families to subsidizegovernment-approved day care facilities; and

WHEREAS, Some of the legislation
proposed would tend to benefit two-wageearner families, who generally have a higher income level than one-wage earnerfamilies; and

WHEREAS, Some of these proposals
involve sensitive matters concerning

church-state relations, specifically the
availability of federal funds for

childcare institutions which are sponsored by churches; and

WHEREAS, Part of the debate revolves around the appropriate federal role instimulating growth in the availability of institutional childcare services.

Therefore, be it RESOLVED, That
we, the messengers of the Southern BaptistConvention, meeting in San Antonio, Texas, June 14-16, 1988, affirm that the

principal responsibility of childcare is a family responsibility; and

Be it further RESOLVED, That
we express our concern about the need forchildcare services in those regions
where such services may not be available inadequate supply, especially for parents living in poverty, many of whom aresingle parents;, and

Be it further RESOLVED, That
we express our belief that institutional

childcare is most adequately regulated by 'ocal and state government as ()noosedto federal government; and

Be it further RESOLVED, That we express our conviction that Congress shouldexplore alternatives such as tax incentives instead of proposing a new federalsystem with a regulatory role for the federal government; and

Be it further RESOLVED, That we urge Southern Baptist churches to conducttheir childcare programs as ministries of the local church or through
cooperation among churches, without financing

from the federal government; and
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Resolution on Institutional Childcare

Page 2

Be it further RESOLVED, That we urge that any program of childcare include
adequate safeguards to maintain the separation of church and state, and

Be it finally RESOLVED, That Southern Baptists should become informed about
the details or any proposed legislation which might promise financial support
for childcare services, being aware that such subsidies are unwise and could
hinder institutions from having a distinctive Christian witness.

Adopted by the Southern Baptist Convention
June 14-16, 1988, San Antonio, Texas

e Ai
Harol C. Bennett, President and Treasurer
Executive Committee of the Southern Baptist Convention
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Dear Chairman Hawkins and Members of the Committee:

The following are comments by Americans United for
Separation of Church and State on H.R. 3, The Child Development
and Education Act of 1989 as well as analyses of The Act for
Better Child Care Services.

Americans United is a 41 year old organization dedicated
solely to the preservation of the religious liberty and its First
Amendment corollary, separation of church and state. We
represent through our membership individuals of conservative and
liberal political persuasions as well as the full spectrum of
religious faiths and nonbelievers who are concerned with the
preservation of religious freedom.

Our testimony is similar to the comments we submitted to you
earlier in the year on H.R. 3. Two analyses of the ABC Bill that
we prepared last year are also enclosed. The concerns expressed
in the analyses of last year's bill apply to the current
legislation since the only appreciable difference in the ABC Bill
for Americans United is the new church-state language passed in
the Senate Labor and Human Resources Committee mark-up.

The new language does not resolve the on-going church-state
problems. In fact, the Committee has succeeded in making the
bill even more unconstitutional.

For instance, under section 20(b), if a child care center
receives 80 percent or more of its funding from public sources,
it could not discriminate in admissions or employment on the
basis of religion. The threshold of 80 percent is absurd.
Whether it receives one dollar or 80 percent of its funding from
government, a church-run child care center should not be
permitted to discriminate in any way. If that center receives Is
much as 80 percent of its funding from tax dollars, it is

essentially a government agency.

If a center receives less than 80 percent of its funding
from public sources, it still should not be able to discriminate
on the basis of religion in employment. Yet the regulations
would permit a church operating a child care center to show
preference for a prospective employee who would already be
participating on a regular basis in other activities of the
church. Consequently, the church could choose whichever church
member or current church employee it wishes over that of an
outsider who would I,ot be a member of the church or even of the
denomination. This provision destroys any meaningful attempt to
avoid employment discrimination in this Act.
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The new language would also allow a church-run child care
center to discriminate in admissions for those slots not funded
by public money. In other words, if a church operated a center
and accepted government funding for five slots, it could not
discriminate in admissions in accepting those five children into
its program. But it would be free to discriminate in any way it
chooses in deciding who it will select for the remaining slots
available.

Tax dollars intended to subsidize services for a specified
number of children would in fact support the entire program, not
just designated children. These funds could not be separated
from the support of the total program. Not only would these
subsidies free up monies that the church could use for other
purposes, but they would also give tacit government approval of
the discriminatory policies the church uses in selecting other
children to attend the center.

This language makes a mockery of any attempt to avoid
govt-nment support of discrimination and violates the spirit of
the Civil Rights Restoration Act, which states that an
institution receiving funding for a portion of its facility
cannot discriminate in any part of that operation.

The ABC Bill would create a system of certificates or
vouchers that parents could use to place their children in
church-run child care centers. Such vouchers are the same as
grants of federal dollars, which the Supreme Court has ruled
unconstitutional in past decisions. The only difference between
this form of aid to churches is that the parent would be the
conduit of the funds rather than giving the funds directly to the
church as a grant. We believe the Court would declare such a
provision unconstitutional.

These, however, are not the only problems with the language.
One of the major problems that continues to be ignored in this
debate is that the provisions in sections 19 and 20 of the ABC
Bill do not resolve the entanglement problems in the legislation.
There is no constitutionally sound way a stet can monitor child
care centers for church-state violations. The very act of
monitoring creates an entanglement between government and the
participating churches, an evil against which the Establishment
Clause of the First Amendment was intended to protect. No amount
of nondiscrimination language will resolve this problem or make
this act constitutional.
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Religious education is a crucial component of church-run
child care. Evangelization through this educational component is
nearly always the primary reason why churches operate child care
centers. As a pastor of the Southern Baptist Convention, I

understand that fact. An example of this recently came to my
attention when I was in San Antonio, Texas to start a new
Americans United chapter in that city.

We were to hold our first chapter meeting in Trinity Baptist
Church in San Antonio, a large congregation of approximately
7,000 members affiliated with the Southern Baptist Convention.
As preparation for the meeting, I visited the church in the
afternoon to set up the room. I entered the educational wing of
the church, which extends for half a city block. On weekdays the
educational wing becomes the church's child care center.

As I walked down the hall, I saw room after room containing
four or five cribs. At least two child care workers per room
took care of the infants in those rooms.

As I walked further down the hall, I saw a room on the right
that contained three sets of washers and dryers. On the left was
a room with a full kitchen.

The next part of the wing was the toddler section. I

noticed it was "nap time" as I walked through the hall. As I

walked past each of the rooms, I saw five or six sleeping
children with two child care workers in each room with them.

This was a state of the art child care center. The rooms
were immaculate. The stark white walls were freshly painted and
free of the usual scuff marks that one sees in any building where
there is activity. The crabs and all the equipment, even to the
mats that the toddlers slept on during their naps, were state of

the art. The quality of this center far exceeds any state or
federal government standards.

/.s I left the church that afternoon, I noticed outside the
large numbers of elderly who were also leaving, having attended a
program or club at the church that afternoon. What I know from
my own experiences in churches and what I saw at Trinity Baptist
is that these people's lives are intertwined in the church. They
probably come to church nearly every day for social reasons in
addition to church services on Sunday.
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But what was most apparent as I drove away that afternoon
was that Trinity Baptist serves all age levels, from infants to
teens with their after school care programs, to adults, to theelderly. The church is an important focus in its members lives.The services they offer are an important part of the church's
mission not only as social outreach but to evangelize and drawpeople from the community into the church.

That was clearly the primary purpose of this day carecenter. It is likely no one in Trinity Baptist would refute thisfact. It is even more likely that even though the fees thatparents must pay to place their children into Trinity's child
care center probably do not cover operating costs, the church
would never accept tax dollars to fund this operation.

The Supreme Court has said in repeated parOchiaid decisions
that "the parochial school is an integral part of the religiousmission of the church." In fact many churches that operateelementary and secondary parochial schools also operate a daycare center as part of that school. Day care for those churches
is also an integral part of its religious mission, as it is forTrinity Baptist and most churches that offer these services.

As further evidence of this fact, we have attached to this
testimony copies of curricula that churches use in their child
care centers.

In January, 1989 the Board of Trustees of Americans United
discussed at great length the issue of funding child care as wellas H.R. 3 and the ABC Bill. The Board endorsed a list of
suggestions for amendments to H.R. 3 that Lee Boothby, our legalcounsel, gave them at the meeting. Those suggestions follo., andare divided by Titles as you divided your bill.

It is important to note that a part of th,t exchange was a
discussion about the potential for Americans United litigating achild care program that violates the constitutional principle ofchurch-state separation. While the Board is solidly committed tolitigating any unconstitutional child care Act enacted by
Congress, one of the major concerns of the Board members was what
would happen to child care in this country if the Supreme Courtstruck down this kind of program, as few doubt it would.

The result could be the same as we experienced in the
Chapter 1 program after the Court's decision in Americans
United's suit, Grand Rapids v. Ball 473 U.S. 373 (1985) (and in
its companion case, Aguilar v. Felton 473 U.S. 402 (1985)) that
Chapter 1 funds could not be used in parochial schools.
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If you will recall, in that pair of cases the Court struck
down the use of Chapter I funds and other state funds in
parochial schools, resulting in a serious disruption of services
to students in those programs. As with Chapter I, litigation on
child care could take years to reach the Supreme Court. By that
time a national program of child care would likely be well
established. A similar Court decision as was handed down in
Chapter I could result in the same kind of disruption of services
in child care as happened in the Chapter I program. The Board's
preference, of course, is that Congress create a constitutionally
sound program of child care funding and avoid any litigation.

The Board was also concerned about Head Start. All of the
Board members were aware that it has been a successful program
but were equally cognizant of some serious constitutional flaws
in its provisions. The potential for litigation of that program
was a part of the discussion. But their preference, again, was
that the Committee create a program that was constitutionally
sound, ruling out the need for litigation and the resulting
disruption of services from a Supreme Court decision.

Consequently, our review of the bill follows with a
discussion of its provisions that could create some church-state
problems and some sucgestions for remedying those problems.

TITLE I - EXPANDED HEAD START

In examining Title I utilizing the Head Start Act, we found
that the following provisions might run afoul of past Supreme
Court decisions that would be applied to the type of assistance
proposed in H.R. 3.

We are concerned that the Head Start Act, as utilized in
Title I of this bill, does not contain statutory guarantees
prohibiting use of any funds for sectarian programs. This
particularly disturbs us in light of the fact that it is clear
sectarian organizations could be designa,ed as Head Start
agencies.

UVb
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We are concerned that there are no prohibitions against use
of federal funds for sectarian purposes even though 42 U.S.C.
Sec. 9839 imposes certain administrative requirements andstandards on a Head Start agency. This section, for instance,
among other things, seeks to eliminate any partisan political
bias, personal or family favoritism, financial conflicts of
interest, or the picketing, protest, or other direct action in
violation of law. If the above prohibitions are a part of this
legislation, so should prohibitions against violation of non-
establishment principles proscribed by the First Amendment.

A clause in 42 U.S.C. Section 9849 contains a prohibition
against discrimination in a Head Start program. It provides that"no person with responsibilities in the operation (of a Head
Start program) will discriminate with respect to any such
program, project or activity because of race, creed, color,
national origin, sex, political affiliation, or beliefs." Webelieve that this section, with only the word "creed" to indicate
religion, is inadequate to prohibit discrimination in this area.
More specific prohibitions against religious discrimination are
needed.

It should be noted that church-affiliated pre-schoolprograms for three-and four-year-olds are used to stress
sectarian beliefs. Examples of this can be found in excerptsfrom the Preschool Curticullm Guide issued by the Lutheran
Church, Missouri Synod. It may also be found in an article byJames W. Fowler entitled "Psychological Perspectives on the Faith
Development of Children," which is published by the United States
Catholic Conference in a book entitled "Catechism: Realities and
Visions -- a Synopsis on the Catechesis of Children and Youth"

Americans United is aware t.lat significantly altering
provisions of the Head Start program would be difficult.
However, Head Start already has serious constitutional problems
and faces a likely court challenge in the future. With the
reauthorization of that program coupled with child care in H.R.
3, churches will continue to be utilized and will promote their
own sectarian objectives. It therefore seems imperative now to
protect Head Start, making it constitutionally sound by including
specific prohibitions against funding any part of the program
that is sectarian in character.
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TITLE II - SCHOOL-BASED CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT

Title II of H.R. 3, providing child care through the use of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. we believe
would minimize church-state problems. Our belief, however, is

based on the assumption that this portion of the legislation
confines grants only to a local education agency (LEA), that is,
a local school board with the additional proviso that the local
educational agency is permitted to make "grants to or contracts
with other public entities that provide child care and early
childhood development programs." We understand this proviso
permits grants and contracts to go to the LEA and some other
governmental bodies -- not sectarian organizations.

Black's Law Dictionary defines the phrase "public agency"
as: "A department or agency of government which has official or
quasi-official status. An Administrative body." We would feel
more comfortable and suggest you include in your bill such a
definition of the phrase "public agency."

There have also been instances where public agencies have
utilized the facilities of sectarian organizations and have, in
fact, entered into operational arrangements with such
organizations for educational purposes. Because of that hist,...ry,
we believe that provisions should be added to the bill preventing
such arrangements with sectarian organizatio.:a.

TITLE III - INFANT AND TODDLER CHILD CARE

This portion of the bill seeks to utilize previous
legislation found in 42 U.S.C. Sections 9871-9877. Those
sections, which provide grants to states for planning,
development of dependent care programs and for other purposes, is
the vehicle in H.R. 3 to provide child care for low-income
families with children up to age three.

Eliminated in the bill are sections 19 and 20 found in last
year's ABC bill, which specifically prohibited the use of funds
for sectarian purposes with additional detailed proscriptions
concerning discrimination.
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Although this a..pect of the bill deals only with children
under three years of age, we believe it to be a serious mistake
to give federal funds to church-operated child care programs.
There seems to be an assumption by some that because only
children up to age three would be included under Title III that
the care is merely custodial and that there is no educational
aspect to the program for these children.

In fact, many church-operated child care programs utilize
even the pre-three year old aspect of their program to teach
religion, to evangelize and to P2rnel children into the church
school educational programs. This is well illustrated in the
testimony of Dr. Eugene M. Gre:Iam of the Faithway Baptist Church,
Ypsilanti, Michigan, in a der,osition taken in that case, which is
pending in a Michigan Circuit CourL. A copy of the pertinent
part of that testimony is attached.

Last year Americans United opposed the ABC Bill because of
its serious constitutional problems. Unfortunately, in our
opinion, thic section of H.R. 3 is also seriously flawed from the
standpoint of the non-establishment proscriptions of the First
Amendment.

In addition to the comments that were previously mace to
last year's ABC bill, copies of which are appended, we also want
to mention problems we see with the portion of this bill that
permits grants of up to $250,000 to a single eligible child care
provider. It also reserves one percent of the amount available
each fiscal year to be distributed on a comp&:tive basis to
"business and eligible child care providers jointly."

In the distribution of funds there is the concept of making
an equitable distribution among the various types of child careproviders. It appears to us that not only will sectarian
organizations participate in the program, but the y.anting of
those funds may not be uniformly distributed. The result would
most likely be that only certain preferred sectarian groups will
receive the federal funding of their program and that funding
will also be based upon a standardless determination by some
agency official. This only compounds Establishment Clause
concerns which were present in the last year's ABC bill.
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Furthermore, this portion of the bill permits grants and
low-interest loans to both existing and potential family child
care providers and nonprofit child care providers and permits
these funds to be used to make renovations and improvements to
existing facilities. There is a caveat that "if such provider is
a sectarian agency or organization, the renovation or repair is
necessary to bring such facility into compliance with health and
safety requirements imposed by this subchapter."

We fail to see that this restriction comes even close to
satisfying First Amendment EstablishmeLt Clause prohibitions.
The only effect of this language would be to underscore the fact
that sectarian organizations may receive federal funds to improve
their religious facilities.

The bill fails to prohibit in any way the utilization of the
federal funds provided under this Title for sectarian purposes
since the only prohibitions referred to are those found in
section 659R. That provision states that "section 654, 655, 654,
and 657 of the Head Start Act (42 U.S.C. 9849-9852) shall apply
with respect to this subchapter to the same extent and in the
same manner as such sections apply with respect to such Act."

Nothing in those sections in any way prohibits the use of
funds for sectarian purposes. Section 9849(a) does prohibit
discrimination based on race, creed, color, national origin, sex,
political affiliation, or beliefs. As we said earlier in our
comments, we do not believe the word "creed" sufficiently
describes religion to prohibit discrimination in this area.

Section 9849(b) prohibits discrimination on the basis of
cruder and provides for enforcement of t' is provision. Section
9849(c) prohibits discrimination b...ed upon handicapping
conditions as a basis for denial of financial assistance.

Section 9850 is a limitation with respect to certain
unlawful activities but relates only t3 planning, initiating,
participating in, or otherwise aiding or assisting in the conduct
of any unlawful demonstration, rioting or civil disturbance.

Section 9851 is a prohibition concerning political
activities. Section 9852 deals only with advanced funding and
contains no restrictions as to use of funds.
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The only way to make H.R. 3 constitutionally sound would beto exclude churches and other sectarian organizations asrecipients of these funds or institute the following limitations
on any church-related child care center:

I

1. Establish a separate corporation to govern the child
care center;

2. Hire separate teaching and support staffs;

3. Move the child care center off church premises.

4. Conduct admissions and hiring on a non-
discriminatory basis.

Though child care is not one of Americans United's issues,
we recognize that passage of a child care bill is crucial forthis nation. Our interest is to see that a constitutionally
sound bill is passed so that child care services will be provided
on an equitable, nondiscriminatory basis for all families whoneed it and so that provision of these services is notinterrupted by litigation.

O
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