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DAY CARE IN AMERICA

As more and more mothers enter the workforce,
the demand for day care has soared. But at what cost
to the development of children? That question
remains at the center of the debate among
child development experts, as well as between
employed and stay-at-home mothers.
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only dad worked, mostly because they
were “lucky enough that our husbands
got on that fast track at work so we could
be at home with our kids,” according to
PTA Council President Miriam Richard-
son.

The stay-at-home mom quotient is not
quite that high elsewhere in the region,
but it still exceeds the national average.
In Allegheny County, 46.1 percent of all
children 6 and under live in households
where mom is at home, compared with
40 percent nationally, according to the
U.S. Department of Education.

Mt. Lebanon is another community
where the majority of young children —
54 percent — have mothers at home.
Devra Bastiaens, who quit her practice
as a psychiatrist to stay at home with her
two children, is one of them.

Bastiaens said she has made sacrifices
to exercise her choice. “We live in a mod-
est home,” she said. “I clip coupons, look
for sales. We are not extravagant.”

While she believes she did the right
thing, she tries not to be judgmental
about moms who work.

“I think some people are better par-
ents because they work,” she said. “It’s
not for everyone. But I can't do it all. I
can't be a Hillary Clinton. I don’t feel I
can do the best I can do if I have too
many things going on.”

While Bastiaens may try to be under-
standing toward working moms, others
in the community don't.

When Laura Tiedge ran a losing cam-
paign as a Democrat for school board
against the longtime Republican slate in
Mt. Lebanon, she was asked repeatedly
why she was running.

““You work full time,’ they would sa{ to
me. ‘How can you do it all? Don’t you feel
guilty about this?’ And my reply was al-
ways, ‘There have been men on the
school board for years, and most of them
work, and what's the difference?’

“There’s a lot of prejudice against
mothers who work full-time in this com-
munity,” she said.

Will there ever be a truce in this battle
of maternal correctness?

Some believe one already is in the

Robin Rombach/Post-Gazette
Tammi Vecchio, an assistant group su-
pervisor at Child Care on Smithfield,
stops by a classroom window to say
hello to Alexis Boyden, 2. The Down-
town center is one of the premier child
care facilities in the region.
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Penelope Leach, one of the world's best-selling authors on baby and child care, created a stir with her book, “Children First,” in which
she said day care could be harmful for infants and young toddlers.

Ropic

Penelope Leach fired both barrels at day

care in her latest book; critics fired back

By Mackenzie Carpenter
Post-Gazette Staff Wnter

W heis, along with Dr. T. Berry

Brazelton, the most widely read

~} child care author since Dr. Ben-
% jamin Spock, a soothmF voice of

common sense and sympathy for

whole generation of frazzled baby

boomers.

So when Penelope Leach said that
full-time day care could be harmful for
infants and young toddlers in her 1994
book, “Children First,” her pronounce-
ment sent shock waves across the At-
lantic.

CHILD-CARE GURU PENELOPE
LEACH’S NEW BOOK SAYS WE DO A
BUM JOB OF RAISING KIDS;

LONDON

AGREEMENT. UNSURPRISINGLY, IS
NOT UNIVERSAL, screamed the Fort
Lauderdale Sun Sentinel; CHILD CARE
EXPERT'S BOOK SENDS PARENTS
TO THE BARRICADES, chimed in The
Houston Chronicle.

It’s not that Leach was saying any-
thing she hadn’t said before — she had
always looked askance at day care for
children under 2 — it's just that she was
now saying it with greater emphasis:

“While they are babies or young tod-
dlers, even the very best day care sel-
dom gives them anything they positively
need, and being in day care, all day and
every day, often deprives them of what
they need from mothers,” she wrote.

In an interview with the Post-Gazette,
she was even more pointed:

“I do think that 6-week-old babies in
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full-time day care is disgusting,” she
told a visitor; while calmly sipping cof-
fee in the library of her home. “Be-
cause we know it's wrong. We know it’s
wrong for babies, for those who care
for them, for the parents.”

“Children First” is not a child care
manual. It is a political manifesto,
chastising society for all the ways it ne-
glects children: from leaving them in
poverty to corporal punishment to rigid
workplace demands on parents.

But Leach’s statements about day
care drew flak from feminists, re-
searchers and parents — criticisms
that clearly still rankled her.

In the media, and in certain academ-
ic and public policy circles, “if you utter
anything that can be construed in oppo-
sition to day care for any child under
any circumstances and you're any kind
of an authority with parents, people are
going to scream and get out their re-
volvers,” she growled in her throaty
Glenda Jackson voice.

On the other hand, “I have never
been against day care,” she said. “It
would be insane if I were. I used day care
for my own children.” Last year, she spent
two days visiting one Houston, Texas, cen-
ter that she described as “well-resourced,
beautifully set out.”

“I never said it can’t be done. But to meet
the needs of babies under one year is very
difficult, and the difficulty about doing it is it
costs too much,” she said.

Despite her disclaimers that not all day
care is bad, Leach “has a strong personality,
and what she said came across as dogmat-
ic,” said Judsen Culbreth, editor of Working
Mother magazine. “There was a lot of dis-
tress and guilt after that book came out.”

Leach also horrified some American child
development researchers when she wrote that
even good day care for infants and toddlers
often deprived them of maternal attention.

That is a “grossly simplistic statement
that emotionalizes the issue,” said Deborah
Phillips of the National Academy of Sci-
ences.

Phillips, a noted child development re-
searcher who is helping to coordinate a
massive study into that very question, did
not read the book.

“I didn’t have the stomach to read it, actu-

ally,” she said.
But she does not believe that Leach accu-
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“An awful lot of American

children under age 5 are having
a perfectly lousy time, whether
they’re in day care, whether

they’re with reluctant

grandmothers whose arms are
being twisted because they don't
really want to do it, whether
they’re at home with mothers
who don't have enough money

b

and are bored and fed up.’
Penelope Leach

rately represents what the research litera-
ture says.

The initial results from a nine-state study
being coordinated by the National Institute
of Child Health and Development showed
that if babies have good relationships with
their mothers, even poor day care does not
make them insecure.

But Leach thinks even the finest day care
for an infant can’t match good parental care.
“Mothers start out with an irreplaceable
bio-emotional advantage in relating to their
infants, and fathers start out with a lesser
one that still puts them ahead of any out-
sider,” she wrote.

And, she added, several other recent
studies have reaffirmed her view that most
day care falls far short of the ideal.

Too often, she complained, academicians
and policy-makers turn to day care as the
first answer when confronted with the
needs of the two-income family, without ask-
ing whether it’s the best way to meet the
needs of children.

Why not think about ways to promote ac-
tive parenting by working mothers and fa-
thers by granting them parental leaves or
flexible schedules?

No matter what the approach — paid
leave in the first year, working from home,

part-time work, satellite workplaces,
or job sharing — the aim should be to
provide more parental presence in
children’s lives while acknowledging
the parents’ need to work. Sweden, for
example, provides paid leaves for each
parent that last 18 months, and part-
time workdays for either parent until a
childis 8.

But using Sweden, or any other
place, as a model for Americans does-
n't go over well with some of Leach'’s
colleagues.

Brazelton said in a recent interview
that he doesn't think Leach “has a real
gril,),on what’s going on in this coun-

Brazelton has said it’s best for
mothers to stay home with their infant
children if possible, but he declines to
push the point further.

Working parents, he said, “need all
the support they can %et What you're
not talking about is what it means to
parents to leave a 4-month-old baby
with another caregiver. They must
grieve, and that interferes with the at-

tachment é)rocess {of parents and child],
and to load them with more guilt just isn’t
helpful,” he said.

Despite all the initial fuss, it appears that
“Children First” has had only limited impact.
Several countries have conducted research
studies to find out if the benefits of paying for
parental leave would outweigh its costs, but
the Republican-dominated Congress here
isn’t about to consider government-subsi-
dized parental leaves.

Months after the uproar, Leach still feels
that those who assaulted her for criticizing
day care missed her point.

“My basic message is about choice, be-
cause if there is one thing we really do know,
it’s that a baby needs to be cared for by
somebody who likes doing it and likes him.

“An awful lot of American children under
age 5 are having a perfectly lousy time,
whether they're in day care, whether they’re
with reluctant grandmothers whose arms
are being twisted because they don't really
want to do it, whether they're at home with
mothers who don’t have enough money and
are bored and fed up.

“That’s what you need to be saying to
yourreaders. We've just got to think of how
we can do better for our very smallest chil-
dren.”
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National day care
was gone mn a veto

By Mackenzie Carpenter
Post-Gazelte Stafi Writer

g8 s many parents struggle to pay for
A da)l;fare. }:hey might be surprgsed
b %t 5\ to know that 25 years ago, under
N President Richard M. Nixon,
child care almost became an entitlement
program for all working parents.

And they might be surprised to know that
the catalyst for it was welfare reform — of
the same variety that we have today.

Edward Zigler. one of the founders of
Head Start, now head of Yale University’s
Bush Center for Child Development, re-
members it well.

Zigler was then working in the Nixon
White House as the first-ever director of the
Office of Child Development. Zigler told his
bosses “you can't talk welfare reform with-
out child care,” because good child care
would be necessary for welfare recipients to
go out and find jobs.

So Zigler crafted a companion bill to the
welfare proposal — Nixon’s Family Assis-
tance Plan — that would have established a
network of federally funded and regulated
centers, available to all, with a sliding fee
schedule based on ability to pay.

Legislation was introduced to set up the
centers, and $2 billion was authorized to
fund them.

“We were bedazzled by Denmark and
Sweden,” which had already established
modern, tax-subsidized day care centers,
Zigler remembered.

Edward Zigler

The child care legislation passed both
houses of Congress, prompting Zigler and
his colleagues to break out the champagne.

But then support in the White House for
the original welfare reform proposal began
to falter. And soon, conservative groups
began to complain about the child care com-
ponent. Columnist James J. Kilpatrick wrote
that the bill would make sense “in the con-
text of a Sovietized society,” and warned that
if Nixon signed it, “he will have forfeited his
last frail claim on Middle America’s sup-

port ”

So, Nixon vetoed the child care bill. His
top speech-writer, Patrick Buchanan, wrote
the veto message, declaring that “for the
federal government to plunge headlong fi-
nancially into supporting child development
would commit the vast moral authority of
the national government to the side of com-
munal approaches to child rearing over
against the family-centered approaches.”

And that was the closest that the United
States ever came to providing what every
other Westernindustrialized nation has in
some form: state-subsidized, universally
available day care.

In some ways, Zigler said today, he is re-
lieved.

“I'm almost 25 years older, and a little
smarter,” he said. Federally supported day
care “was probably not the way to go. I can
say now, with the wisdom of hindsight, that
we've learned that these things need to be
solved on the state level.”

So how much would it cost, annually, for
us to provide quality child care?

“Oh, about $70 billion, at a minimum.”

Do not choke, he said. Consider that the
minute a child enters the public school sys-
tem, we spend about $5,600 on average for
his or her schooling every year. For the 44
million students enrolled in 1994-95, that to-
taled $247.4 billion for that year alone.

“If we can afford to pay that for 13 years
for each child, there must be some mecha-
nisms to pay for it for the first five years of
life,” he said.
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‘| belheve
mothers

should stay

at home’

She says financial sacrifices

have been greatly rewarded

he only close encounter
that any of Stacey Regan's
four children ever have
with a day care center is
the one at the McIntyre Square
Giant Eagle in the North Hills.

And only for about 45 minutes,
while Regan races through her
weekly supermarket routine.

Regan, 38, is a stay-at-home
mom with attitude. Smart, brisk,
with a sharp chin and a perky
Texas twang, she rejects the diplo-
matic I-wouldn’t-presume-to-judge-
other-people’s-choices mantra of
some moms.

“I believe mothers should stay at
home,” she said flatly.

“We’re wired differently. My hus-
band is awesome with the kids, but
the overwhelming percentage of
people in the teaching profession,
In nursing, in any nurturing profes-
sion, are women. We’re more nur-
turing with children. They want
mom first.”

Stacy Regan
says she
would not
trade the
quality time
she gets with
her

children for
any job. She
says there
isn't anything
more
satisfying
than the
hours she
spends with
her four
children, in-
cluding Peter,
3, at top, and
Ellen Vannen,
1.

story by
mackenzie carpenter
Yy v V¥

photographs by

annie o’neill

And besides, she added, “one of
the reasons a lot of women work is
because staying at home is hard ...
and you get to wear clothes that no
one Is going to spit up on.”

Regan is full-time mom to Sean,
7, Kelsey, 5, Peter, 3 and Ellen Van-
nen, 1, but it wasn’t always this way.
She has an extensive work resume:
ateacher’s certificate, plus experi-
ence in insurance and investment
counseling.

And for seven years, Regan
helped run several day care centers
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Patrick Regan's job as a musician
often takes him out of town, but the
plus side of that is the hardy wel-
comes he receives from his family
like one at left at Pittsburgh
International Airport. Above, Kelsey
Regan, 5, shows the ornery side that
keeps life at home exciting for Mom.

7
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in Texas, where she was responsible for
teaching parents about child development.

It was not a happy experience for her.

“To see children come in first thing in the
morning, or after school, and wait for their
parents until 6:15 at night, every night ... to
see that multiplied over and over and over
again was just too painful.”

So, when she married husband Patrick,
they agreed that she would stay home, even
if it meant cutting their income in half.

The Regans live in a Victorian house on
the North Side that they bought for $8,000

Sean, 7, the oldest of the Regans’ four children, has recently begun learning how to play the |olin.

with the help of an Urban Renewal Authori-
ty loan. The house needs a lot of work, but
the mortgage payments are manageable. It
was all part of a plan to live cheaply while
Patrick, a nationally noted bagpipe player,
studied for his degree in music at Carnegie
Mellon University.

Their monthly income is erratic because
of the uncertainty of Patrick Regan’s ap-
pearances at myriad festivals and weddings
and schools. So they have learned to weath-
er the lean months by buying 10-pound bags
of rice at Giant Eagle, bananas on sale, a

second-hand car.

Stacey Regan said she is a living rebuttal
of the argument that most employed moth-
ers work because they must.

“I think people can do without a lot more
than they ﬁrﬂg” she said.

Despite the lack of money, the lack of
time for herself, “I'm still at home!” Regan
said triumphantly. “And dad gum it, I'm
going to be here. They are not shipping me
out the door to earn a minimum wage, or to
teach other folks’ kids so I can pay someone
to watch mine.”
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Linda Backo gets a good night kiss from her 2-year-old son, Michael, while trying to keep a handle on 1-year-old Stephen. Below, Backo
and her husband, Gary, drop 5-year-old Joseph off at a day care center near the couple's home in Baldwin Borough.

Three kads.

She savs her children prove
she’s doing her job at home, too

inda Backo has three children,
ages 5,2 and 1, and a fourth on
- theway. She has a full-time job
& asan engineer for Westing-
house a husband who manages a Revco
store, a house in Baldwin Borough —
and a plane to catch in two hours for a
business trip to Indiana.

She also has something else: no guilt.

“I went back to work when each of the
boys was 6 weeks old, and I never had
any guilt,” said Backo. In fact, she
added, “I was ready.”

Backo, 32, is due to deliver her fourth
child this month and intends to begin
working aﬁain by September.

But at the moment, she had more im-
mediate concerns, like making her
plane, which meant finishing the shrimp
casserole for her husband to pop in the

story by
sally kalson
v v ¥
photographs by

robin rombach

oven that night.

Backo would be doing three things at
once even if she weren't pulling down a
paycheck 40 hours a week. She sews her
own maternity clothes as well as her
children’s Christmas, Easter and Hal-
loween outfits. She cooks on weekends
for the coming week and helps out with
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Mom at work: Linda Backo is a senior engineer at Westinghouse, and a mother of three with another on the way. While her day might in-
clude meetings like the one above at the Westinghouse plant in Cheswick, it is also filled with reminders of her growing family. At her
desk, she keeps up-to-date pictures of, from left, Joseph, 5, Michael, 2, Stephen, 1, and the child she carries inside her, as depicted by a
sonogram.

Sunday school classes at St. Albert the Great,
where the family rarely misses a service.

“My husband’s always telling me I do too much,”
she said, “but I'm very detail-oriented. I guess it’s the
engineer in me. I can't stand it if the navy blues in the
kids outfits don’'t match perfectly.”

On the other hand, there’s no use going over-
board. “My house is usually a mess,” she confided.

Backo has never doubted her decision to contin-
ue her job.

“Some women are better at-home mothers; I'ma
better at-work mother,” she said. “One way is not
superior to another. Every family is different. I don’t
see any sense in women judging each other.

“I figure if my kids are good kids, well-behaved
and happy — which they are — then I'm doing my
job whether I'm at work or not.”

Like many families, the Backos use a variety of
child care arrangements. At first, their sons attend-
ed a family day care home. Now the two youngest
go to a child care center near their house three
days a week, 9% hours a day, and the oldest joins
them when he finishes half-day kindergarten (cost:
$190 a week).

They spend the other two days with their dad,
Gary, or his mother, who lives up the street.

“Our schedule is busy, but we’re organized,”
Backo said. “It works.”

Backo not only enjoys her job, she appreciates
the safety cushion it affords her family. They live
modestly, driving used cars and banking a chunk of
their income every month.

“Saving for the future is really important to us,” : i B 2
Backo said. “We couldn't do that on one income, Linda Backo and her husband, Gary, drop 5-year-old Joseph off at a day care cen-
just like we couldn’t live where we live.” ter near the couple’'s home in Baldwin Borough.
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Typecasting the moms

Did you know there are four types of moms? Judsen Cul-
breth, managing editor of Working Mother magazine, says
that market researchers for advertisers and publishers have
come up with this list:

1) THE CONTENTED TRADITIONALIST. A happy stay-
at-home mom. Well-educated, often affluent but not always so,
involved with the PTA, the Junior League. She feels rewarded
and fulfilled. She is supported by her husband. If she doesn’t
have a lot of money, she takes great pride in her economical
homemaking skills.

2) THE WORRIED TRADITIONALIST. This stay-at-
home mom wants to be home, but feels the financial pinch
more acutely, and more importantly, doesn’t feel she is getting
the support she needs either from her husband and family, or
from the community at large. She feels society and the media,

with its emphasis on working “supermoms,” have largely de-
serted her.

3) THE JUST-A-JOB MOM. This is the worried tradition-
alist who had to go to work. She’d stay home in a minute if she
could afford it. She is more frequently a secretary or factory
worker than a manager. Her husband doesn’t help much with
the chores or the kids. She is the “second shift” mom, whose
second job begins the minute she sets foot in the door. The
media tends to profile her a lot.

4) THE CAREER-COMMITTED WORKING MOM. This
is awoman from the contented traditionalist’s income and ed-
ucational bracket who wanted to go to work; she’s happy. loves
her job, gets lots of support from her husband. Are her kids
happy? She thinks so, although it isn’t always easy. But she
feels a great sense of pride that she’s accomplishing it all.
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They are agoniz-
ing— and im-
portant — ques-
tions for many
mothers of in-
fants: How soon
do | go back to
work? Will my
baby get the
care he or she
needs? They
were questions
faced recently by
Gretchen and
David Stubenvoll
when Gretchen
returned to work.
The Stubenvolls
took their infant
daughter, Emily,
to the day care
center at Ameri-
can Thermoplas-
tic Co. in O'Hara.
During this trial
run, Emily is
being fed by day
care worker
Donna Lindsey,
with the help of
Sean Roy, 1

What do babies need?

Infants require nurtunng many centers can’t provide
qui g Y p

By Sally Kalson
Post-Gazette Statf Wniter

n 1983, this scene unfolded every
morning Downtown at the Smithfield
United Church, when the doors
opened at 7 a.m.

Out came the homeless women
who'd spent the night at Bethlehem
Haven, the shelter in the church basement,
carrying their worldly possessions in shop-
ping bags.

In went the business-suited mothers on

their way to work, wheeling their infants in
strollers, to stop at the day care center in
the church.

And when the two groups passed, “I got
all kinds of grief from the bag ladies about
putting my baby in day care,” recalled Va-
lerie Schultz, an administrative assistant at
Alcoa, who still sounds incredulous. “They
would say, ‘How could you do that to your
child?’ And I would think, ‘What's wrong
with this picture?””

Today, Schultz said, despite all the admo-
nitions at the church door, her son is a well-

adjusted 13-year-old. But at the time, she
wasn't sure things would turn out so well.

“Back then you felt you were doing the
unkindest thing to your child,” she said. “We
were the ‘Father Knows Best’ generation.”

Looking back, she’s not sure she’d do it
again.

“The whole parade was so exhausting:
getting up early, packing the food and
clothes and lunch, working all day on the
edge of your seat. You were always worried.
What if your baby gets sick? What if the day
care center closes? What will you do?”

Pittsbural Post-Gazette

PaGe 18



The one bright spot was Louise Child
Care, operators of the church center.

“The staff really knew what they were
doing and they were so supportive of us
mothers,” she said. “They were our part-
ners in child care.”

Infant care booming

In some ways infant care has changed
dramatically since Schultz needed it. And in
other ways it hasn’t changed at all.

New moms who go back to work are still
exhausted, worried and working on the
edge of their seats. Their guilt level still de-
pends a lot on how much faith they have in
the caregivers.

But employed mothers of infants have a
lot more company these days — 53 percent
of mothers return to the workplace within a
year of their babies’ births.

That means that more babies than ever
are being placed in child care. In 1977, in-
fants (birth-to-12 months) and young tod-
dlers (1-to-2 years) made up only 14 percent
of the population in day care centers. By
1988, the percentage had climbed to 30.

The good news is that high-quality infant
care is better than it's ever been, largely be-
cause of what we’ve learned about brain de-
velopment during the first year of life.

Those 12 months, new research has con-
firmed, are critical to a child’s development.
Good infant care programs have used these
findings to fashion programs of maximum
benefit to babies.

But the bad news is that most infants in
daylong care are not getting this high-quali-
ty nurturing. The gap was reported in stark
terms by the Cost, Quality and Child Out-
comes study of 1994, conducted by re-
searchers at four universities across the
country.

The largest study of day care centers
done up to that time, it looked at 225 infant
or toddler rooms and found only 8 percent
met the good-quality level, while 40 percent
were “less than minimal.”

In these low-quality rooms, the report said,
babies got sick more often because of poor
sanitation in diapering and feeding; were en-
dangered by safety problems; lacked warm,
supportive relationships with adults that are
the k of a child’s emerging identity; and
lacked books and toys that stimulate intellec-
tual growth.

Ayear earlier, the Carnegie Corporation
reported that much of what was provided by
relatives and family child care homes was
“substandard” in many of the same ways. It
called infant care in America “a quiet cri-
sis.”

These trends point to a child care colli-

DAY CARE IN AMERICA
Day 2: June 3, 1996

sion: More babies at younger ages going
into mediocre or poor care, just when they
need good care the most.

Your baby or your job

Most people — parents and experts alike
— believe it would be best for babies to
spend at least the first 6 to 12 months with a
competent, loving parent, usually mom.

But that belief is not reflected in the
workplace or the law. Few employers offer
paid maternity leave beyond six weeks of
disability, and Congress has rejected efforts
to increase that support.

Of course, women can always stay home
without pay — if they can still cover the bills,
and if they don’'t mind the risk of being per-
manently replaced at work.

Moreover, 30 percent of today’s children
are living with single parents. For many of
those mothers, the only way to stay home is
to go on welfare, and that option is shnnking
due to welfare reform.

And in an economy rife with job insecuri-
ty, even women who don'’t “have to work” in
the financial sense often feel they must.

“Even 13 years ago, I kept working be-
cause [ was afraid not to,” said Valerie
Schultz, whose husband was then a corporate
attorney and is now a vice president.

“It was an insurance policy.” she contin-
ued. “Corporate America is unpredictable.
You never knew what would happen tomor-
row. That's truer now than ever.”

The economic necessity for many mothers
to return to work early can be hard on them.

At Youngworld, a center at the Westin
William Penn Downtown, Director Lisa Ma-
honey said that “the younger the baby, the
harder it is on the parent. Most moms are
very emotional when they leave the baby with
us. I think it would be better if they could stay
home for at least three months.”

But Sherry Cleary, director of the Univer-
sity of Pittsburgh’s Child Development Cen-
ter, said an infant can settle into day care
more easily than a 15-month-old.

So where are all these babies going?

About 45 percent of the nation’s 4.1 mil-
lion infants were in some kind of non-
parental care last year; according to the U.S.
Department of Education.

About 24 percent were with relatives. An-
other 17 percent were in nonrelative care —
3 percent in the baby’s home, and 14 per-
cent in someone else’s.

And 7 percent were in center-based pro-
grams. The numbers overlap because some
children were in more than one type of care.

The remaining 55 percent were consid-
ered to be in parental care — but only be-
cause they didn’t show up elsewhere. No

one knows how many of those babies are ac-
tually in illegal day care —places that oper-
ate underground to escape regulation and
taxes. Experts say these settings are often
the most overcrowded, with the worst-
trained staff and the most hazardous condi-
tions.

A baby’s brain

Good parents are able to give their in-
fants most of what they need without a lot of
training. They caress and talk to them, re-
spond positively to their gurgles and smiles,
give them interesting objects and books to
see andtouch, keep them warm and safe,
and bond with them in the process — all
without a master’s degree in child develop-
ment.

Interestingly enough, it turns out that
these interactions are exactly what babies
need to help their brains develop most fully
during this formative period, when growth
is faster and the “window” is open wider
than it will ever be again.

How an infant is stimulated during this
crucial time actually determines how his
brain’s nerve cells, or neurons, connect with
one another.

Neurons that are stimulated become inte-
grated into the brain’s circuitry, creating the
pathways that enable motor development,
emotional control, vision, social attachment
and vocabulary.

Neurons that are not used may die, mak-
ing it that much harder — though not im-
possible — for a baby to develop normally in
these areas.

These early experiences are so powerful,
pediatric neurobiologist Harry Chugani of
Wayne State University told Newsweek mag-
azine, “they can completely change the way a
person turms out.”

Natural nurturers?

But here we come to a perceptual prob-
lem that has a profound effect on infant
care: If babies get perfectly good nurturing
from parents who fly primarily on instinct,
then why, when they go into day care, do
they suddenly need a caregiver with train-
ing in child development?

Many would say they don't.

“In American society. infant-toddler care is
not considered a profession,” lamented J.
Ronald Lally, director of the Program for In-
fant/Toddler Caregivers at WestEd/Far West
Laboratory in Sausalito, Calif.

“It is seen as care that anyone can do, that
until recently was done for no pay as part of
daily family life, and that needs no training.”

Added Martha Isler, formerly of the YWCA
Child Care Partnerships in Pittsburgh, “Peo-
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ple talk about ‘watching’ children, as if the
Job meant making sure they didn't escape.”

But this view has two large flaws.

First, lots of parents don't fly well on in-
stinct. The child abuse statistics prove the
point.

And second, taking care of someone
else’s baby — or babies, as is often the case
— is very different from taking care of your
own.

Women make up 97 percent of the day
care work force in the United States, “but it
is a terrible mistake to think that all women
are assured a natural wellspring of mother-
liness that extends to all children,” said Jer-
lean Daniels, assistant professor of child de-
velopment and child care at the University
of Pittsburgh.

The greatest mother in the world will not
necessarily extend the same nurturing to
babies she’s being paid to take care of, par-
ticularly when there are three or four o
them and her pay is barely above minimum
wage.

“That’s where the training comes in,”
Daniels said. “If you're going to take care of
babies, then you ought to understand what
babies need and how to provide it.”

Good careis...

So how is a parent supposed to measure
the quality of infant care, beyond the
bedrock issues of cleanliness and safety?

Three factors are especially important in
infant care, the experts say: low ratios of
children to caregivers, small group size and
consistency in caregivers.

Babies need more attention than older
children. In Pennsylvania, the maximum
ratio of infants to caregivers is four-to-one.
But three-to-one is the number recom-
mended by the National Association for the
Education of Young Children, or NAEYC,
which sets voluntary standards for high-
quality care.
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Also, the chaos of large groups is not
good for children even when there are plen-
ty of adults to care for them. Group size may
be defined as the number of babies doing
the same thing at the same time, not neces-
sarily the number in the room. Pennsylvania
regulations allow no more than eight infants
in a group, the same number recommended
by NAEYC.

Finally, consistency of caregivers helps
babies formn good attachments with key
adults. This means two things: the infant
room should have the same, steady cast of
caregivers every day; and, when possible,
those caregivers should have primary re-
sponsibility for certain babies.

Some child care authorities even recom-
mend keeping the same caregivers with
children from birth to age 3 to maximize the
sense of security.

In Pittsburgh, only Louise Child Care,
which operates 11 centers, follows this prac-
tice. Other centers, even those known for
quality, don't.

“Our infant caregivers have been with us
between eight and 14 years. They’re won-
derful with babies, but they really don’'t want
to be chasing after 3- -year-olds,” said Natalie
Kaplan, whose infant-toddler programs at
the Carriage House in Squirrel Hill and the
Children's Center of Pittsburgh in Oakland
have cared for about 400 babies in the past
14 years.

Mark Bibro, director of Louise Child
Care, acknowledges that three-year pairing
may not seem practical for all centers. But
he said the evidence is compelling enough
to make it worth doing.

“Through our own videotaped observa-
tions, we've seen that children respond bet-
ter when they recognize the caregiver,”
Bibro said. “If they can form good attach-
ments the first three years, we believe it will
help them form good attachments as
adults.”

Is there danger ahead?

What about that majority of babies in
child care who are not getting excellent at-
tention? Will they grow up to be a genera-
tion of walking wounded?

Preliminary studies are offering some re-
assurance. New findings released by the
National Institute of Child Health and De-
velopment earlier this spring showed that
day care doesn’t hurt an infant emotionally
as long as mom has a good relationship with
her child, and that women don't necessarily
need to go back to a 1950s lifestyle to be
good mothers.

In fact, some experts have noted that dur-
ing the postwar era, while many mothers
were happy and loving, many others were de-
pressed, bored to tears, distracted, exhaust-
ed, absorbed by the soap operas, immersed in
volunteer work, ground down by financial
struggle or living with abusive husbands.

In her 1992 book, “The Way We Never
Were: American Families and the Nostalgia
Trap,” Stephanie Coontz noted that even in
1956, the Ladies’ Home Journal devoted an
entire issue to “The Plight of the Young
Mother.” That same year, McCall’s set a
new readership record with its cover story
about “The Mother Who Ran Away.”

Clearly, then, the generation now ap-
proaching 50 did not receive uniformly ex-
cellent nurturin, gm infancy, any more than
their parents did, or theirs before them.

So why should there be such hand- -wringing
that so many babies in day care are getting less
than care?

One answer: the mass influx of babies into

ated settings makes child care less the
sole preserve of the family and more a matter
of public concern.

And as a public matter, experts insist, it
makes sense to raise community standards
so that children in day care get the best nur-
turing possible in the first year of life —
when it counts the most.
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When the big day arrived to go to day care, at least two of the Stubenvolls were nervous.

Tough day for working

morn

IWhen a new mother returns to professional life, planning ahead helps ease the pan

eet Gretchen Stubenvoll, cor-
porate attorney, who reviews
intellectual property docu-

ments and faxes agreements

overseas.

Now meet Gretchen Stubenvoll, mother
of tiny Emily, who sits in the dark, rocking
her baby and crying.

The two alter egos collided one Novem-
ber evening as Stubenvoll’'s maternity leave
was about to end.

The idyllic period of bonding, broken by
occasional lawyerly work from home, was
almost over. In a few days, 8-week-old Emily
would be entering child care and her moth-
er would be back at her desk at Medrad Inc.

Everything was in place for the kind of
transition most women only dream of: flexi-
ble job schedule (three days at headquar-

story by
sally kalson
vYv
photographs by

robin rombach

ters, two working at home); supportive hus-
band with a high-ranking position and flexi-
ble hours of his own; high-quality day care
for Emily just 10 minutes from the office;
plenty of income to pay for it.

Even so, Stubenvoll sat in the dark, rock-
ing and roiling with doubt: Was she doing
the right thing? Could she make this
arrangement work for her family and com-

pany?

The ego collision wasn't an all-out wreck,
just a fender-bender, and a common one for
new moms who feel torn between the chil-
ﬁren they love and the jobs they want to

eep.

The next day, Stubenvoll did what thou-
sands of women do every day in this coun-
try, where the typical maternity leave is six
weeks of paid disability: She popped the
dent out of her emotional chassis and
rededicated herself to the path she’d chosen
11 months earlier, when — in the third week
of her new job as Medrad’s only lawyer —
she’d discovered she was pregnant.

Choosing both paths

“I always knew I wanted a career and
family,” Stubenvoll said in the living room of

Pittsburah Post-Gazette

Pace 21



DAY CARE IN AMERICA
Day 2: June 3, 1996

Above, it's a big day for baby, and
for Mom and Dad. Gretchen and
David Stubenvoll introduce their 8-
week-old baby, Emily, to Donna
Lindsey, who quickly catches
Emily’'s attention. At left is Lindsey's
supervisor, LaVerne Synan, director
of the child care center at American
Thermoplastic Co. Taking care of
the details helps make Gretchen
Stubenvoll feel more secure about
Emily's day care experience. At left,
she looks over the freshness dates
of Emily’'s lunch with LaVerne
Synan.
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Gretchen Stubenvoll's maternity leave afforded her much-appreciated time

to bond with Emily. At left, mother and daughter spend some relaxing time on the
last day of Stubenvoll's leave. She returned to work as a corporate attorney the
next day, and Emily spent her first full day in child care.

her homey Squirrel Hill duplex, where the mantle
was still crammed with new-baby cards, “so it was
only a matter of time before they crashed together. I
just didn't think they’d crash so soon.

“Life is full of choices and we've made the choice
to continue our two careers,” she said, nodding to-
ward her husband, David Stubenvoll, chief financial
officer of GALT Technologies.

“I believe I can be a good lawyer and a good
mother,” Stubenvoll said firmly. “I'm not fitting my
child into my career; I'm trying to meld the two to-
gether.”

Emily gazed up at her mother with the drunken
contentment that follows a long feeding and a good
burp.
h “lI(But it's still hard,” Stubenvoll conceded, gazing

ack.

“I guess you can never know how hard it will be
until you go through it. Nothing can prepare you for
}_l}e intensity. It’s not like any other connection in

ife.

“I always thought David and I would share child
care 50-50. But once she was born, equality went
out the window. He’ll support me and help me, but I
want the primary responsibility. Other people might
deny it, but [ won't. There really is something to bi-
ology.”

Given the option, would she stay home longer?
Stubenvoll looked doubtful. “I'd like to, but there’s
too much work that has to get done,” she said.

What if someone else could do the work?

“Then why would they need me?”

What if the work could be done by someone else
temporarily but her job would still be secure for, say,
eight months?

“Then I’d take the whole eight months,” she said.
“But where does that exist for lawyers in the real
world? Nowhere I've ever heard of.”

Let’s practice first

Before returning to work, Stubenvoll decides to
make a dry run to the day care center. She and her
husband will leave Emily there for a few hours
while they go out for lunch — their first meal alone
since she was born.

The family drives to American Thermoplastic Co.
in O'Hara, where CEO Steve Silberman mandated
a day care center in the company’s new headquar-
ters. The center, spacious and full of light, is run by
Louise Child Care, a nonprofit agency that operates
10 other centers in Allegheny County.

State licensing inspection reports show the cen-
ter has been exemplary, with only three minor vio-
lations of the rules. Enrollment is open to nonem-
ployees; Emily will be the second baby in the infant
room. Her tuition: $135 a week.

Stubenvoll meets Donna Lindsey, the infant care-
giver, who was not present during her first visit.
The two women talk instructions; Stubenvoll runs
her eyes around the room, searching for comforting
signs. She smiles when she sees Emily’s name on
her crib.
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After a long first day back on the job, Gretchen Stubenvoll was ready to leave the phones and head
to the day care center, where she picked up Emily, who spent the day in the care of Donna Lindsey.

After 15 minutes it’s time to
go, but Stubenvoll hesitates.

“Everything will be fine,” says
Laverne Synan, the center direc-
tor.

“I know,” says Stubenvoll,
clutching her husband. “I feel
pretty good. She’s happy ... I'd
better leave before I start to cry.”

She does anyway, a little;
Emily goes right on gurgling at
Lindsey as her parents depart.

“The books say that babies in
day care bond with someone
else,” Stubenvoll says, looking
back over her shoulder. “They
don't replace you, but they're a
constant presence. And I
thought, ‘My God, I never
thought about that.”

The couple returns several
hours later. All is well, they're
told. Emily’s a trooper.

The real thing

The following Monday is D-
Day.

It's been sleeting all night; the
roads are ribbons of ice. A busi-
ness-suited Stubenvoll loads
Emily into the car and backs out
of the driveway at 7:10 a.m.
Twenty minutes later they arrive
at Louise; mother hands sleep-
in§ baby over to Synan, chats for
a few minutes, steels herself and
walks with determination out the
door.

Back outside, she exhales.

“I'm so glad I brought her
here last week,” Stubenvoll says.
“Otherwise I'd never get
through this.”

At 8:15 a.m., she walks into her
office for the first time in nine
weeks. Except for the breast
pump in the corner; it’s as if
she’d never left.

After a quick call to her hus-
band, Stubenvoll looks at her
schedule and goes for the files.
One co-worker pops his head in
to welcome her back and ask
about the baby. Otherwise, her
return goes unremarked.

She’s just as glad about that.

“I have to walk a line here,”
she says. “I'm one of the senior
women in a company that’s al-
most all men. I'm also the first
woman to come back on this
kind of schedule after having a
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Shelley Lee,
a caregiver at
Papa Bear
Child Care
center in
Wilkinsburg,
greets
14-month-old
London
Heard as he
starts his
morning at
the center.
London’s
mother, Rena
Heard, works
fulltime
Downtown,
while London
spends his
day at Papa
Bear.
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Limited income creates
tough care decisions

Balancing baby’s needs while balancing the family budget isn’t easy for working single mother

By Sally Kalson

Post-Gazette Staff Writer

ena Heard knew from the begin-
ning that staying home with her
baby would not be an option. So

® 2 she didn't beat herself up about
retuminito work when her six weeks of
paid disability ran out.

“I would have liked more time with him,”

she said. “But I had no choice, so I didn't ag-

onize over it.”
Heard, 33, is a single mother with a col-

lege education. She works full-time as a cus-

tomer service representative at Blue Cross
of Western Pennsylvania. She and her son,

London, now 14 months old, live in a two-
bedroom aj ent in Wilkinsburg.

Staying home, it turned out, was not the
only option closed to Heard.

So was the child care subsidy from state
and federal block t money that is sup-
posed to be available to families with in-
comes between 180 and 235 percent of the
federal poverty rate.

On paper, Heard qualifies for the subsidy.
But in practice, she has yet to see a penny,
and chances are she never will.

That’s because the pro has 600 peo-
ple on the waiting list in Allegheny County.
Those who are the poorest, often women
who have just come off welfare, are desig-

nated Priority I and get funding first. Heard
is considered Priority III because of her
salary and the child support garnisheed
from the paycheck of London’s father:

No Priority III families have been funded
for almost four years.

Heard’s aunt had been caring for London
while Heard waited to see if the subsidy
would come through. But once it became
clear that could take years, Heard began to
hunt for a child care center — and discov-
ered another option that was closed to her.

Namely, putting her baby in any of the
shiny Downtown centers on the resource
list s}é:l%ot from the YWCA.

“I called around and asked the prices be-
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Penn State
University
professor Jay
Belsky's re-
search con-
cluded that
extensive
time in day
care might in-
hibit infants
from bonding
properly with
their mothers.
Belsky says
he never
meant to
imply that
good day
care was
harmful, but
many used
his findings to
attack day
care in
general.
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At the center of
a philosophical firestorm

Penn State professor’s study was used as a conservative club against day care

By Mackenzie Carpenter

Post-Gazette Staff Writer

ou probably don’t remember Jay
Belsky.

But you may remember the
first time you heard about his re-

search, which said day care might be bad for
very young children.

It was 10 years ago, and the media
jumped all over the story, and all over Bel-
sky, a Penn State child care researcher.

Belsky had concluded that a small but

statistically significant number of infants
who are in day care for more than 20 hours
a week might have difficulty bonding with
their mothers. And that insecure attach-
ment might lead to psychological and be-
havioral problems later in life, he decided.

Coming after a decade of good-news re-
search on day care in the 1970s and early 80s,
mostly in high-quality, university-sponsored
centers, Belsky’s findings raised a firestorm
of contention.

Aha, conservatives crowed. Workin,
mothers are bad for children. Not so, femi-

nists countered. Belsky had misinterpreted
the research, and besides, he was biased: his
wife had stayed at home to care for their two
children.

To this day, Belsky feels his work was at-
tacked for the wrong reason.

“I was an early victim of politically cor-
rect thinking before the term was coined,”
Belsky said. “I broke the 11th command-
ment of developmental pstychology, which is,
‘Thou shalt not speak ill of day care.”

Belsky said he never meant to imply that
good day care is harmful.
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At the Model Early
Learning Center in
Washington, D.C.,
affiliated with the
renowned Reggio
Emilia schools in
Italy, teachers let
children draw im-
ages on an over-
head projector
that has a giant
screen. Other stu-
dents can then
stand in front of
the screen and
become part of
the picture as they
discuss the im-
ages with their
teacher.

Robin Rombach/Post-Gazette

(Quest for quahty care

[t means different things to different people, which makes it hard to ppomnt

By Sally Kalson
and Mackenzne Carpenter
Post-Gazette Staff Writers

fter a child in day care died
last August from being left in
avan on a hot day, a lot of the
center’s parents got mad.

28 Not at the center, though.
They were angry at the Pennsylvania De-
partment of Public Welfare for closing the
center down.

On the day of 4-year-old Alexandra
LeVasseur’s death, Creation Station, in Pe-
ters Township, was operating without the
minimum number of caregivers required by

the state — and it wasn'’t the first time. Own-

ers Nancy and David Scheewe had been
warned repeatedly by state inspectors to fix
their staffing levels and other violations.

Even today, some parents remain angry
over the closure.

“My children got something there that
they never received at any other day care,
and that is love,” said Cathleen Comeaux-
Bach, whose two children attended the cen-

ter. “When a child dies in a Pittsburgh swim-

ming pool, they don’t close the swimming
pool. Why should Creation Station be any
different?”

That kind of attitude has stunned a lot of
folks in the child care field — no one more

than Louise Sutton, regional director of the
welfare department’s day care division.

If repeated violations culminating in the
death of a child are not enough reason for
parents to want to pull their children out of
a center, what would be?

“Being warm and welcoming to children
is certainly important, but first you have to
keep them safe from harm,” Sutton said. “If
children are not safe, then all the good feel-
ings in the world don’t matter.”

Jerlean Daniels, child development pro-
fessor at the University of Pittsburgh,
shook her head over the incident.

“If ever there were proof that we need to
educate parents better about what quality

Pittsbural Post-Gazette

Pace 31

































DAY CARE IN AMERICA
Day 3: June 4, 1996

Wendy Baldwin, a teacher at the Model Early Learning Center, gets a goodbye hug from stu-
dent Jermaine Hailes, 5. The philosophies of the Reggio program were brought to the center
by Amelia Gambetti, below, who taught in Reggio Emilia for 27 years.

and begins an association that will last
a lifetime.

The school opens, as do others in the
area, all of them built and run by par-
ents who have little formal education.

For almost 20 years they struggle
along — until 1963, when the munici-
pality agrees to get involved.

In the intervening years, Malaguzzi
has completely rejected the state-run
school system, with its “obsequious at-
tention towards authority and its self-
serving cleverness, pushing prepack-
aged knowledge.”

He begins to collaborate with teach-
ers and parents to devise a new theory
of education, one in which children are
protajonists rather than receptacles.

Malaguzzi died two years ago, in his
80s. But his theories and strategies
continue to be practiced and revised in
Reggio Emilia.

The best way to describe the
schools’ approach is by example.
Here’s one recent case, presented in a
Reggio Emilia slide show:

The children discuss a rainbow they
saw over the weekend. The teacher
asks if anyone would like to try creating
a rainbow in the classroom.

Three boys rise to the challenge. The
teacher gives them a large glass bowl,
two pitchers of water, a flashlight and a
mirror, and invites them to proceed.
The rest of the class moves on to other
things.

For 20 minutes the boys experiment,
pouringhtﬂxe water into the bowl, shining
the flashlight onto the mirror or the
water. When no rainbow appears, they
darken the room and hang a sheet as
if it were a movie screen. L‘lﬁ) no results.

They grow frustrated, but the
teacher encourages them. Finally, a re-
flection flickers and disappears. They
believe they are on the right track.
Repositioning follows, and again, until
— voila! — the rainbow materializes.

They take turns wielding the props,
throwing the rainbow around the room.
Then they wonder if they can create a
giant rainbow outside.

The teacher provides a wading pool;
the boys fill it with a hose. They find a
large mirror in a frame and haul it into
the yard. Soon they are projecting little
rainbows onto each others’ faces, and
big ones into the top branches of trees.

“You don't need darkness!” one ex-
claims.

“You can make them big or small!” yells
another.
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The trio is so excited, they decide to put
on a rainbow show for the class. Their
friends assemble and a production ensues,
complete with costumes, carnival-barker
style narration, and the rapid production of
rainbows on members of the audience. The
children scream with delight and applaud
madly.

The boys diagram the story of their experi-
ment, and the teacher writes in their explana-
tions. They present their findings to other
classes.

A few months later comes a postscript. One
boy returns from summer vacation with a
photo of himself perched on a fence. Behind
him is a field of crops being sprayed by water
guns on a sunny day. And dancing in the spray
1s — arainbow.

“We made a mistake!” he tells his friends.
“You don’t need the mirror!”

The image of the child

“We do not see children as empty vessels
to be filled by teachers who have all the an-
swers,” said Carlina Rinaldi, director of Reg-
gio Children.

“We see children as rich, powerful and

competent, with ideas and creativity that de-

serve the respect of adults.”

It is not the teachers’ job, she explains, to
give facts. Indeed, you will never hear one
telling a child that her ideas about earth-
quakes or elephants are incorrect. Instead,
teachers help children find the questions that
will lead to discovery.

How do they do this?

The Reggio Emilia approach includes
four key factors.

Observation: Teachers observe the chil-
dren to learn their interests, then offer ways
to develop those interests into theories that
can be explored and extended.

Representation: Working with the art ed-
ucator, or atelierista, the children make art
projects of their theories in the studio.

Documentation: The whole process is
documented. Teachers listen, watch, tran-
scribe and tape record children’s conversa-
tions, take videotapes and photos. Often
they combine quotes and photos into huge
posters that cover the walls. The documen-
tation gives importance to the children’s ef-
forts and shows parents what their children
have been doing.

Revisitation: Children revisit their experi-
ences, often creating new artwork that re-
flects what they have learned.

Time is a key component. Projects unfold
at a leisurely pace over weeks or even
months, depending on the children’s inter-
est.

And not every idea pans out. Some come
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to nothing, and many things are never docu-
mented. The key for the teachers is knowing
which threads to pull and which to let go.

Where are the teachers who can do all this?
Not in any university Teachers come to Reggio
Emilia right out of high school, by way of a cvil
service test. They learn the philosophy and
techniques by immersion, teamed up with vet-
erans. They always work in pairs, one pair to a
class of 26, and stay with the children for three
yearsatatime.

Such methods might work with a 4- to 6-
year-old whose language and reason are al-
ready in gear. But how can a teacher “lis-
ten” to a baby?

Rinaldi drops a tray of slides into the pro-
jector. They feature Lucia, 8 months old, in a
famous series of photos from the “Hundred
Languages of Children” exhibit that has
been traveling the world since 1981, includ-
ing a seven-week run that just ended at the
University of Pittsburgh Art Gallery.

Lucia sits at a table, looking at a catalog of
watches. She points to one photo and gazes up
hwith inquiring eyes at the teacher seated beside

er

The teacher shows her own wrist watch
to Lucia, and holds it up to the child's ear.
Lucia listens intently to the ticking.

Then Lucia looks again at the catalog,
points to a watch, and lays her head against
the photo to listen for the ticking.

“This child,” said Rinaldi, “is already
making theories and testing them. At 8
months, she is constructing her own reali-

ty.

The price tag

All this construction has a cost.

Eight to 10 percent of the town’s budget is
spent on the early childhood program. In
1993, that came to about $15 million for 5,790
children — 42 percent of the town's 3- to 6-
year-olds, and 31 percent of the infants.

Children are admitted according to need.
Those from single-parent or working-couple
homes get preference; children with disabil-
ities are guaranteed a place.

Parents pay tuition on a sliding scale, but
even middle-class children are heavily subsi-
dized.

In 1993, the cost per infant was about $800
a month, but the average fee was $190. The
cost for each 3- to 6-year-old was $660, but
the average fee was $114.

Contrast that with the U.S,, where parents
pay 90 percent of the cost of child care. Only
the poorest American families get any kind of
subsidy, and many high-quality centers must
constantly fund-raise to bridge the gap be-
tween costs and fees.

So if the Reggio Emilia approach is so

great, why hasn't it spread like wildfire?

For starters, many people fear the system is
a hothouse flower that could never survive out-
side the rarefied air of Reggjo Emilia, with its
wealth (due to small and mediun-size indus-
tries), homogeneous population (140,000), politi-
cal tradition (progressive Euro-Communist),
and state taxes that are amongthe highest in
Europe 45 percent).

Then there’s the mystique of Italian cul-
ture, with its multigenerational families,
slow pace and three-hour breaks in midday,
allowing parents more time for nurturing
their children.

Finally, there is only one place where a
teacher can be trained in these methods,
and that’s inside the school system. Once
there, teachers learn to teach children, not
other teachers. So there is no source of
qualified staff to fan out over the globe.

Why, then, do foreign educators descend
in droves if the approach can’t work else-
where?

An American outpost

The answer is that it can. It is working, in
fact, at this very moment, in a place as dif-
ferent from Reggio Emilia as water from
wine: an inner-city neighborhood in Wash-
ington, D.C.

The Model Early Learning Center; locat-
ed on the fifth floor of the Capital Children’s
Museum on Third Street NE, is the only
other certified Reggio Emilia school in the
world.

Other American programs use some of
the techniques. In Pittsburgh, they include
Shady Lane School in Point Breeze and the
Carnegie Mellon University Child Care Cen-
ter in Oakland. But only the Washington
school has a formalized connection.

It happened because of Amelia Gambetti,
the center’s consultant-teacher, who taught
in Reggio Emilia for 27 years. She came on
board in 1993 at the invitation of the school’s
director. Ann Lewin, who had already gutted
and redesigned the space for the school.

Together with the teachers, they created
an American preschool that uses Reggio
Emilia principles but makes sense in its
own cultural environment.

The transformation didn’t happen overnight,
but slowly and sometimes painfully. Teacher
Sonya Shoptaugh said it took time to learn the
philosophy and techniques, to calm down the
more frenetic American children and build the
trust of parents. Yet Gambetti always believed
it could be done.

“I knew there were many differences be-
tween this place and Reggio Emilia,” Gam-
betti said in her rapid-fire English.

“So instead of looking at the differences, I
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looked at the elements in com-
mon. One, children. Two, par-
ents. Three, teachers. And I
asked, can we have a new
image of children and parents?
Can we give them credit for
what theK know? Can we
change the style of working in
the teachers?”

Today, the center has 36 chil-
dren, ages 3 to 5. Overwhelm-
ingly African-American, they
live in the neighborhood and at-
tend without charge. They are
admitted based on family in-
come, which must be under
$12,000 a year. And although
many come from broken fami-
lies and crime-ridden streets,
they are thriving in school as
surely as their counterparts
across the sea.

“My son had a very bad stut-
ter when he started here,” said
Deborah Matthews of Terrell, 5.
“He doesn’t do that anymore.
They take time to listen to him.
He knows his alphabet, his
numbers ... and he sings around
the house! I'm sorry he’s got to
go to regular school now. I wish
he could stay here.”

But all the Model Early
Learning Center’s success with
children has not protected it
from the very American prob-
lem of funding trouble.

For the first three years, half
its budget came from the D.C.
public schools; the other half
from foundations. But the dis-
trict went into bankruptcy last
year and had to withdraw its
support. The program stayed
open in 1995-96 by finding sup-
port from other private sources,
but nothing has been secured
yet for next year.

Gambetti does not know what
the future holds. But she does
know this much.

“Yes, you can export-import this
philosophy. But it is not so easy.
You don't buy a box with books and
recipes. The strategy must be
adapted to the culture, the pace of
life, the style of thinking.

“It takes a lot of work, and you
must have acommitment from
everyone. You must be willing to
make mistakes. You cannot be
afraid to try.”

DAY CARE IN AMERICA
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KinderCare, teachers
debate chamn’s rules

By Sally Kalson
Post-Gazette Staff Writer

oon after the day care center where

, she worked was sold 13 months ago,

’? teacher Betty Dell began seeing
changes that troubled her.

Teachers were told to write down the num-
ber of children in their rooms every hour so
that any staff over the state-mandated mini-
mum could be sent home. That would some-
times leave the teachers shorthanded if a child
had a potty-training accident or some other
emergency.

At the end of the day, when other teachers’
shifts had ended, Dell said she was sometimes
left alone with 15 children at a time, five over
the number allowed by law. At other times, chil-
dren were moved around to avoid having to call
in more workers.

All of this happened not at a struggling
mom-and-pop operation, but at the bright and
sunny child care center in the Rangos Building
of Children’s Hospital in Oakland, attended by
the sons and daughters of the doctors, nurses
and other staff.

The policies that upset Dell came from the
center’s new operator, KinderCare Learning
Centers, the single largest provider of child
care in the United States. KinderCare had
taken over at Children’s when it bought the
smaller chain that had held the contract.

The KinderCare approach extended to cur-
riculum, Dell said.

Teachers no longer had time in their work days
to prepare lesson plans based on the children’s in-
terests. So they either prepared them on their own
time, or used a lesson plan furnished by Kinder-
Care headquarters in Montgomery, Ala.

Meanwhile, the center was charging $148 a
week for infants and toddlers, among the high-
est tuitions in Allegheny County.

Dell, who got a raise from KinderCare and an
award for her work in child safety, was not the

only employee who didn’t like the new conditions.

Three others told similar stories.

By the end of 1995, all had quit.

Judy Alvarez, coordinator of KinderCare’s 16
centers in the region, insisted that the Rangos
operation has the same quality it had under the
previous owner.

She attributed the former employees’ dissat-

isfaction to culture shock.

“Change is always difficult,” Alvarez said.
“These employees had trouble adjusting to a
large corporation vs. a small, privately owned
chain. People don't always understand why a
big corporation operates the way it does.”

No child care corporation is bigger than
KinderCare, which runs more than 1,100 cen-
ters nationally.

A publicly traded corporation, it posted earn-
ings of $22 million in 1995. While it used to build
all its own centers, it now expands primarily
through acquisitions, buying up smaller chains
and independent operations.

One chain it bought was the Early Childhood
Learning Centers, which operated the center
at Children’s. (The hospital’s only involvement
is the contract it negotiates with the provider,
which includes a 25 percent discount for Chil-
dren’s employees).

As to the specific complaints by Dell and
other employees who quit, Alvarez said Kinder-
Care does not consciously fall below minimum
staffing levels. But there is no way to avoid peo-
plgacalling_nﬁ_sick or quitting without notice, she
said.

“Staffing is a problem sometimes, and it
might take a little while to get a substitute. But
that is the exception.”

Alvarez also makes no apologies for moving
children around or sending staffers home, al-
though neither happens very often, she said.

“Our parents provide our income base. They
want us to use their money wisely. If we have
extra eople, they’re going to go home.”

As for the lesson plans, she said, KinderCare
headquarters does a lot of the work so that the
teachers don’t have to. Given the uneven train-
ing of child care workers across the country,
she added, sound lesson plans ensure that chil-
dren get appropriate activities.

Bonnie Malovitz, the center’s director, said
that when the staff first learned the business
had been sold, there was a lot of trepidation
about what KinderCare’s policies would be.

_ But the fears proved unfounded, in her opin-
ion.

Patty Schwerin agreed. “It’s different now,
not better or worse,” said Schwerin, who teach-
es 4- and 5-year-olds.

“There are more rules and more paperwork
— parents really notice the paperwork — but
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the care is the same.”

State inspection reports for
May 1995, the month Kinder-
Care took over, showed only
three minor violations.

Malovitz said her staff was
decimated last winter by a flu
epidemic, and that might
have raised the frustration
level of the workers who later
quit. She has since beefed up
her roster of qualified substi-
tutes.

Sandra Scarr, CEO of
KinderCare, believes that
there is too much emphasis
on staffing levels in child care
anyway, and not enough on
the quality of the interaction
between teachers and chil-
dren.

“We certainly comply with
the regulations of every state
we operate in,” Scarr said.
“But good programs are good
programs. Whether you've
got 10 or 12 preschoolers with
a teacher is less important
than whether the teacher
provides a rich experience
with great learning.”

Betty Dell doesn’t believe
the two can be separated.

“Idon’t think it's OK to run
the staff so short that the
slightest thing puts you out of
compliance” with state regu-
lations, she said.

“KinderCare might not
look at that as a quality issue.
Blilt [ don’t know what else to
callit.”

DAY CARE IN AMERICA
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For mdependent care center,
it’s life on a financial tightrope

By Mackenzie Carpenter
Post-Gazette Staff Writer

*] veryday, Trish Carroll walks a tightrope
between survival and catastrophe.

But that shouldn’t be any surprise,

e . since Carroll is the director of a day care
center — the nonprofit Sewickley Care and De-
velopment Center in Edgeworth.

Paper-thin financial security is a fact of life at
most day care facilities, especially the indepen-
dent “mom-and-pop” centers like Carroll's.

“Nearty 100 percent of them doit out of the best
intentions, with no idea about what they’re getting
into,” said Steve Woods, who mentors many day care
providers in a program sponsored by Louise Child
Care.

“Centers in affluent areas can make it by
charging more, but it's a fragile situation in low-
income areas,” he said.

Carroll doesn't fit easily into either category.

Despite the fancy address, Carroll's enrollees
include not just children of doctors and lawyers,
but those of welfare families and the working
poor.

The center is located in the basement and first
floor of a former Presbyterian church, and while
Carroll has worked hard to fix thmgs lt SSO
cramped that she had to move her “office” into the
front hall. For awhile, the Xerox machme was in the
bathroom, before she got rid of the copier @it was
important, but too expensive).

The basement also flooded once, causing
much of the tile to peel off the floor, but it wasn’t
fixed by the landlord until — to her great relief
— she was cited by a state inspector.

The basement has new carpeting now, and
there are new, safer cabinets, and cribs for the
babies, bought with $2,500 Carroll raised last
year from two yard sales and three candy drives.

On her wish list: new playground equnpment
new cots for the children and a “break room” for
the staff.

Besides being a fund-raiser; she has about 29

other jobs, which include cunning the center; cook-
ing lunch and substituting for sick caregivers. When
the center cuns out of paper towels, who goes to the
store? Carroll.

She declined to provide financial details about
her center, but said she doesn’t expect to ever
make much money, not like the for-profits, which
follow the formula of ?icking an area with an ex-
panding population of a lot of young people with
little kids.

Carroll's center has 37 children, and that’s
fine with her. She’d like a bigger space, but in the
meantime, she focuses on creating quality with-
in the space she’s been given. One good indica-
tor of that: her staff gets paid health benefits,
and they get four weeks of vacation after five
years at the center.

“I have a very dedicated group of people.
They have all been here for a long time, our chil-
dren are happy, and that says a world for the
center”

But life at the center is often precarnious.

Last summer, the staff nearly didn't get paid,
after a dispute with the state over a welfare
mother’s reimbursement.

The state refused to reimburse her for $3,000
worth of care for the welfare client, and the only
thing that saved the payroll was an emergency
infusion of cash from a member of her board.

Payment disputes with the welfare department
happen all too often, Carroll said.

But unlike many centers that shy away from
low-income clients because the state reimburse-
ment level is lower than their full rate, Carroll wel-
comes them.

“There’s a need out there,” she said. “People
are trying to get back on their feet, they’re try-
ing to get back to work, instead of sucking up the
money.”

So she’ll take welfare mothers’ children —
even if it requires the occasional rescue by
friends.

“They saved us,” she laughs, then pauses. “For
now.”
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Companies are slowly beginning to help employees with child care as a way to recruit and keep good workers. At Child Care on Smith-
field, a day care center funded by 12 Pittsburgh businesses, children are fed their lunch. Babies, left to right, are Akil Malone, Nathan
Fields, Klay Walker and Jacob Panyon.

Nationally, companies recogmze
need to help with famly care

By Mackenzie Carpenter
Post-Gazette Staff Writer

n St. Louis, McDonnell Douglas Corp. operates a pilot pro-
gram called the “Homework Control Center” — a hot line to
1 help high school and junior high students with math and sci-
Yiq ence.
John Hancock Mutual Life Insurance has “Kids-To-Go,” va-
cation activities in the Boston area for children of working
parents.
And Stride Rite has converted a portion of its Massachusetts
headquarters into an “intergenerational” day care center for em-

ployees’ children and their elderly parents, including an adult litera-
Ccy program.

Clearly, more and more companies are recognizing that good
work performance doesn’t occur in a vacuum.

With two-working-parent families becoming the norm, these busi-
nesses and many others are seeing a connection between productiv-
ity and employees’ peace of mind about family responsibilities, par-
ticularly child care.

Compassion isn’t the motive here. Companies aren’t suddenly in-
stituting “work-family” or “life-balance” policies to be nice, their ex-
ecutives say.

Instead, the policies are aimed at recruiting and keeping good
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The need for child care will increase as the economy and welfare reform force more mothers into the workplace. Signs like this one, held by
Jennifer Anderson of the Children’s Defense Fund, were used to dramatize the problem during a rally last year. But Congress has shown lit-
tle desire to expand child care benefits. Some corporations have adopted child care policies, but that hasn't helped many workers.

workers as markets become more competi-
tive.

“The future will separate the true ‘pre-
ferred employers’ from the companies that
merely throw those words around,” said
William Therrien, human resources vice-
president for Prudential Insurance Co. of
America. “Successful companies are the
ones that can retain skilled employees by
helping them balance work-life responsibili-
ties. A lot of management doesn't see it yet,
but it’s out there and it’s coming.”

Still, not everyone is overjoyed by these
initiatives.

Some critics say that such benefits as on-
site day care or flextime are aimed at en-
abling workers to put in even longer hours
than they do already, and may cut into par-
enting time even further.

Re%] rdless of the companies’ motives,
though, there is no mistaking the growth of
these company programs, which often go
far beyond offering day care.

There are “a whole array of innovations
designed to help working parents juggle
chaotic schedules. Companies are seeing
the answer holistically,” said Ellen Galinsky,
a New York-based consultant who advises
companies on work-family programs.

Forget government

Part of the reason business is stepping in
to help working parents with their child care
problems is because government, for the
most part, won't.

There is the federal child-care tax credit,
but critics maintain it doesn’t do much to
help the typical working family. The credit
ranges from a low of $480 for a one-child
family earning more than $28,000 a yearto a
high of $1,440 for lower-income families with
two or more children. And because the tax
credit can only be taken ifthere is a tax lia-
bility, many working poor families can’t use
it because they don’t owe any taxes in the
first place.

There is also $150 million in federal block
grant money set aside each year to improve
the quality of day care, but current Congres-
sional proposals would cut that figure to $85
million.

And while there are child care vouchers
for the working poor, the program is under-
funded, and there are huge waiting lists in
every state.

Providing child care assistance for any-
one other than the working poor or welfare
families has always been a tough sell in
Congress.

That's why the momentum is coming
from the corporate suite.

Recent studies have found that about
5,600 major American employers are now
providing some kind of child care support,
up from nearly nothing 15 years ago.

Most of the reasons are business-related,
but some come from personal experience.

DeLoitte & Touche LLP, one of the na-
tion’s biggest accounting firms, recently in-
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stituted a part-time policy for employees,
and offers “busy-season” day care in offices
on Saturdays from January through April,
the peak tax filing season. Both benefits
were almost unheard of previously in the ac-
counting field.

One reason for the change: DeLoitte
Touche’s CEO, Michael Cook, saw the con-
flicts faced by his two grown daughters
when they had to juggle family matters and
their high-powered careers on Wall Street.

Moreover, the firm “had just began to see
women in whom the company had invested
significant amounts of resources leaving —
a 20- to 25-percent departure rate annually.
It was a straight money issue for them,”
added Mary Kay Leonard, of Boston-based
Work-Family Directions, which advises com-
panies on dependent care issues.

DeLoitte & Touche isn't alone. Last sum-
mer, IBM and 20 other major corporations
announced the American Business Collabo-
ration for Quality Dependent Care, a six-
year, $100 million pledge to help employees
with problems ranging from child care to
ailing parents.

Companies in the collaboration compete
with each other on other fronts, but depen-
dent care issues are so huge and so costly,
and government help so minimal, that “U.S.
companies are taking on new roles that in
other industrial societies are unheard of or
unnecessary,” said Bradley K. Googins, di-
rector of the Center on Work and Family at
Boston University.

Dollars and sense

Advocates of “family friendly” policies
also say they pay dividends in real dollars.

For every $1 spent on family resource
programs, there’s a $2 yield in direct sav-
ings to businesses from increased produc-
tivity and reduced turnover and retraining
costs, said Leonard.

At Johnson & Johnson, absenteeism
among employees who used the company’s
flexible time and family leaves averaged 50
percent less than for the work force as a
whole.

AT&T found that the average cost of giv-
ing new parents unpaid leave of up to one
year was 32 percent of an employee’s annu-
al salary, compared with 150 percent to re-
place the leave-taker altogether.

In addition, a 1995 study by DuPont of
18,000 of its employees found that those who
used DuPont’s work-life programs were 45
percent more likely “to strongly agree” that
they will “go the extra mile to make sure
DuPont succeeds” than those who didn’t
use the programs or were not aware of
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Despite these encouraging signs, howev-
er, there is still a gap between policy and
practice in many companies.

In a 1993 survey of 80 top corporations by
Work/Family Directions, 85 percent said
they had “flexible work programs” —but
fewer than 2 percent of their employees ac-
tually used at-home work, job sharing or
part-time work; and only a quarter used
flextime.

Why? For starters, only half of the compa-
ny policies were in writing, and most were
implemented at the discretion of managers,
many of whom were resistant.

Other obstacles: Even when companies
offer flextime, they often exert informal
pressure on employees to work 9-to-5 days.
There is still a strong belief in “face time” —
the concept that unless employees can be
watched by a manager, they won't be pro-
ductive.

And then there is the vast range of small-
er businesses that can't afford to offer child
care or family-friendly benefits.
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Robin Rombach/Post-Gazette
Children from a day care center in Washington, D.C. whose mothers are being treated for
drug and alcohol abuse look at the White House after a rally in Lafayette Park against
child care budget cuts last fall.

A two-tiered system

Boston University’s Googins said that
spells trouble for two reasons.

First, it means we are heading toward a
two-tiered system of day care in the U.S. —
one that benefits children whose parents
work for “the Fortunate 500” companies,
and another whose parents aren't so lucky.

Second, the more that businesses step
into the breach to help with child care, the
more it lets parents and public poli -mak-
ers off the hook, dampening any national
sense of urgency to improve child care.

“If we happen to work at the right compa-
nies, we know our kids are going to be taken
care of, and we're apt to get less agitated
about child care, and this whole initiative
may not be, ironically, contributing to a
sense of community around these issues.”

The fact that businesses have to take the
lead on day care and family policies, Goo-
gins said, is “a sad commentary on our soci-
ety and the value it places on child care.”

Finally, he and others say, there is one
other disturbing question: How important

Pittsburgh Post-Gazette

PaGe 48



are the children to these compa-
nies?

Some family advocates, for in-
stance, say that flextime doesn't re-
ally help children or families.

“A workday that starts or ends at
a different time does not create
more time for family together-
ness,” said Jan Fletcher, who runs
a business out of her home in Co-
lumbia, Wash., and has written on
these issues for Mothering maga-
zine.

Instead of making flextime or
child care more readily available,
she argued, companies should pro-
mote policies that allow parents to
spend more time with their chil-
dren: working the same number of
hours over fewer days, known as
“compressed workweeks”; job
sharing; voluntary reduced work
hours; at-home work; extended
leaves and gradual re-entry pro-
grams.

“Day care is still intended to get
children out of the way so mothers
can work in a traditional way in a
workplace-as-usual,” added Chica-
go Tribune columnist Joan Beck.

In some cases, Googins said, the
child care provided by companies
seems to be intended to encourage
employees to work more and more
overtime.

He recently toured a company,
which he declined to name, whose
employees told him that after they
pick up their children from 10 hours
at an on-site day care facility, they
take the youngsters back to the of-
fice so they can work some more.

There’s also a trend among
some big law firms to provide Sat-
urday day care, since lawyers are
routinely expected to work six-day
weeks.

“Whose benefit is this?” he ar-
gues. “Is this for the child or the
company? Let’s face it, these work-
ers are leaving their children in
day care for longer and longer
hours, and it’s for the company’s
convenience. At some point, some-
one has to take a look at this issue
and say, ‘Is this in the best interest
of the child?™

“In the end, which comes first?
Is it family and work? Or is it work
and family? That’s a question we
as a society just haven't been pre-
pared to answer.”
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Federal government has been slow
to respond to care issues

fj ere is a brief his-
8 tory of the in-

‘ volvement of the
e federal govern-
ment in child care issues:

m DURING WORLD WAR II,
the federal government ran
3,000 day care centers for
about 1,5 million children,
but closed them when the
war ended.

| IN 1965, the govern-
ment launched Head Start,
providi Slpoor children ages
3 to 5 with half-day early
childhood education pro-
grams of high quality, al-
though only 40 percent of
those eligible for the pro-
gram participate because of
limited dollars.

m IN 1968, the Child and
Adult Care Food Program
was enacted, subsidizing nu-
tritious meals for children at
eligible day care centers
and family day care homes.

m IN 1971, conservative
groups persuaded President
Nixon to veto legislation that
would have established a
network of federally funded
day care centers, available
to all parents on a sliding fee
schedule.

m IN 1974, a program
dubbed Title XX was creat-
ed that eventually became
the Social Service Block
Grant, providing federal dol-
lars to the states that can be
used for improving child

Richard Nion
Vetoed federally funded
day care centers in 1971

care.

m IN 1976, the Child and
Dependent Care Tax Credit
was enacted, allowing par-
ents to deduct a small
amount of child care ex-
penses for children under
13. But the credit cannot be
used to obtain a tax refund,
so low-income families
owing no income tax do not
beneft.

m IN 1981, federal regula-
tions for child care were
abolished by the Reagan ad-
ministration just before they
were due to go into effect.

| IN 1987, the Act for
Better Child Care was intro-
duced. It was the first major
legislation addressing day
care for middle-class fami-

lies since the early 1970s. It
proposed child care assis-
tance for low- and middle-in-
come families, and national
standards to regulate child
care. But help for the middle
class and the national stan-
dards were eliminated. The
bill eventually became the
1990 Child Care and Devel-
opment Block Grant.

m IN 1988, the Family
Support Act created a pro-
gram that for the first time
guaranteed child care for
welfare parents working or
receiving job training or
schooling through the feder-
al Job Opportunities and
Basic Skills (JOBS) pro-
gram. The act also provided
one year of Transitional
Child Care money for par-
ents who had left welfare for
work.

m IN 1990, Congress
passed the Child Care and
Development Block Grant,
and a second program, the
Title IV-A “At Risk” pro-
gram. The block grant pro-
vided child care assistance
for some working parents
and a small amount of
money for quality improve-
ments. It also said states
getting the money had to re-
quire day care providers to
meet minimal standards on
health, safety and training;
the “at risk” program pro-
vided direct subsidies to
working parents who risked
sliding back into welfare.
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Brenda Moore,
assistant group
supervisor at Child
Care on Smithfield,
waits with toddlers
to cross Smithfield
Street during a walk
downtown to
Mellon Park. Moore
was showing the
children how to
watch for the walk
sign to cross the
street. The children
are, from left,
Timmy Livolsi,
Taylor Ray-Jetter,
Alexis Boyden, Kelly
McAndrews and
Lukas McGowan.
Below, Moor gives
McKenzie Bell, 2, a
piggy-back ride after
changing her diaper,
while assistant
group supervisor
Raquel Davis
changes Kelly
McAndrews. The
large room at the
center is divided into
smaller classrooms
where children are
placed by age.

has had trouble financially.

There’s a fundamental reason why,
Bibro believes: because corporate
sponsorship of the day care center
stopped the day it opened.

It’s a phenomenon that happens all
too often. Many businesses provide
money to build day care centers, but
back off from any further commit-
ments, like tuition subsidies for em-
ployees.

High quality day care is expensive —
with a total cost of about $10,000 annu-
ally per child. Most parents cannot or
will not pay that, so somebody else has
to subsidize it.

That didn’t happen at Child Care On
Smithfield.

The center has lost about $120,000 a
year for each of the years it's been
running. And when Bibro approached
representatives of the 12-company
consortium that initially funded the
center, asking for additional help, “it
was clear there was no more money
available for operating costs,” he said.

Aggravating the problem were the

Pittsburgl Post-Gazette

Pace 51



At right, Alan Carter,
a group supervisor
at Child Care on
Smithfield, draws out
a story as he tells it
to his pre-school
class before lunch.
The center’s location
Downtown makes it
convenient for par-
ents to visit their chil-
dren during their
lunch hours. Above,
Rosalyn McCorkle, a
lawyer with the
County Law Depart-
ment at nearby Fort
Pitt Commons, visits
her daughter Taylor.
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Snack time is a time to give thanks at the Wee Wisdom Play School and Day Care in Bellefonte, Centre County. Above, Caitlin Crable and
her teddy bear say a prayer before eating, while Nell Griffin prays by covering her eyes. Wee Wisdom is one of hundreds of church-affiliat-
ed day care centers that have avoided regulation by the state. The state is supposed to inspect church-run centers but has not pressed
the issue with those that have objections.

Answermng to a higher regulator

State takes hands-off approach toward church-run day care centers

Il day care centers in Pennsylvania must be inspected :
and licensed, according to the state law. ssary by mackenzie ca rpentey

l"* ;g‘q No ifs, ands, or buts.

bR Yet hundr(i:fds of church-lrun centetrl’]s are operating with-
out a license — and welfare officials look the other way. :

Over the years, several church centers have denied access to P ho rograp hs b_y robin rombach
state inspectors, citing constitutional issues of church-state segara-
tion. Some evangelical churches also believe in corporal punish-

vy ¥y ¥

been operating without a license for 20 years.

ment, which is banned by state day care regulations. A state inspector paid the center a brief visit about 10 years ago,
Does this mean that these unlicensed centers are poor quality followed by a letter ordering it to “cease and desist” operation. But
centers? No — but regulation proponents argue that there isnoway  the center hired a lawyer, and the welfare department has not been
to know for sure without routine inspections. heard from since, said Robert Baylor, the center’s director.
In Centre County, Wee Wisdom Play School and Day Care has “Once you stand up to these people, they back off,” Baylor said.
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Playtime at Wee B

Wisdom: Above,
Carly Homan, 2,
puts the lid over
Rebekah Gentzel's
head as the two find
their toy container
more entertaining

than the toys. At
right, Carly gets §

some one-on-one
attention from Becky
Heckathorne, a

student from Bob F

Jones University in

South Carolina, who jei*

will spend the sum-
mer working at the
center.
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other local Presbyterian churches with day
care programs have permitted state in-
spections, and Shadyside Presbyterian has
taken the extra step of being accredited by
the National Association for the Education
of Young Children.

Child care advocates in Harrisburg say
that while welfare officials have wanted to
inspect church-run centers, they have been
afraid it might cause a backlash by powerful
religious organizations, which might lead to
legislation exempting the religious facilities.

That almost happened in 1991.

When child care reform legislation was
brought uRq in the House of Representa-
tives that May, religious groups — led by
the Catholic Conference and the Keystone
Association — successfully amended it to
exempt their centers.

The bill later stalled in the Senate.

If Pennsylvania ever were to pass an ex-
emtEﬁon for religious day care, it would be

e minority. Only one out of three states
excuse such facilities from licensing. Hi
er courts have ruled that states can decnde
either to exempt religious centers from
regulation or hold them to the same stan-
dards as everyone else.

Efforts by the Ridge administration to
negotiate a compromise with church
groups earlier this spring failed. State offi-
cials now say they plan to proceed with in-
spections of those centers, even if that
leads to a court battle.

While the Catholic Conference would
have no problem allowing its facilities to be
ins for fire protection and safety, Fet-
terhoff said last month that state day care
regulations go too far in their program and
staff qualification requirements.

Evangelical churches are also unhappy
about the regulations’ ban on physical pun-
ishment.

While corporal punishment is rarely used
on toddlers at Wee Wisdom, it is an option
Baylor believes should remain available.

“I'm not talking about beating,” Baylor
said. “A swat on the bottom to any 2-year-
old would get their attention.

“It has to be used sparingly, and the stu-
dent has to know that what you're doing is
being done in love, for correction. That’s
the whole key to good discipline.”

But what about all the admonitions
against corporal punishment by child de-
velopment experts?

“We don't feel too kindly towards Dr.
Spock here,” Baylor said. “He’s too permis-
sive. He and the others all assume that
these children are little adults. But the
Bible says a child left to himself will lead
his mother to shame.”
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Marianne Keefer, above, has been outspoken in her criticism of the state's regulation of day care.

Keefer, who runs a day care center in Washington County, says she has been cited for violations that
can only be found in the most literal interpretation of the state’s guidelines. That is a result of having a
corps of state day care inspectors who are bureaucrats with no experience in child development, she

says.

order, every practice he observed
was appropriate. He even compli-
mented a caregiver who was letting
two toddlers squirt colored glue on
their artwork.

But most centers aren’t as well-
run as Crafton, and not all inspectors
are as genial as Kelley, who is known
among providers as a nice guy who
manages to do his job without antag-
onizing them.

Joan Benso, director of the Penn-
sylvania Partnerships for Children, a
children’s advocacy group based in
Harrisburg, said a more typical sce-
nario goes like this:

“You're not at [the required staff-
child] ratio at 3 o’clock one day, be-
cause you exhausted your substitute
list, and your 3-year-olds’ teacher is a
single mom of a second-grader who
threw up and she had to go get him.”

If those kind of circumstances are
carefully explained to an inspector,
Benso believes, the provider should-
n't be cited for violating the ratio,
“but that takes a level of understand-
ing and partnership between the
[welfare] department and the
provider that doesn't exist today in
Pennsylvania.”

Sutton rejected Benso’s argu-
ment.

“I should not cite them? I have to
cite them. It’s a regulation that pro-
tects kids. If you got into playing
those games with 40-some inspec-
tors, where everyone has an excuse
for every ratio violation, then we're
really in trouble,” she said.

One reason for the continuing ten-
sions is that most of the state’s day
care inspectors have less training and
experience in child care than the peo-
ple they regulate.

Currently, 41 inspectors regulate
day care centers, while five inspec-
tors randomly check registered fami-
ly day care homes. The number of in-
spectors is down from a high of 49 in
1994 — even though the number of
centers in the state has been increas-
ing about 5 percent a year, according
to industry analysts.

A dozen more people work as su-
pervisors and directors in the state’s
four regional day care licensing of-
fices.

Of those 58 people, only nine have
early childhood development degrees
and have worked in day care facilities.
Thirteen others have had experience
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working in day care centers. That means more
than half the inspectors have no background in
the field.

Are standards too low?

In Pennsylvania, inspectors must be civil ser-
vice employees who have a bachelor’s degree in
social sciences, “plus two years of professional
experience in a public or private human services

Fency working in a program serving the needs
children, youth and families, or any equlvalent
combination of experience and training,’

In Michigan, by contrast, mspectors must
have master’s degrees in child development. In
Vermont and Minnesota, all inspectors must
have worked in day care centers. And Texas re-
quires newl hlreci inspectors without experi-
ence to work in a day care facility for a period of
time first.

Many Pennsylvania day care inspectors are
former case workers from state institutions
such as Mayview State Hospital, a mental in-
stitution. Several worked in former detention
facilities.

Three years ago, the Pennsylvania Associa-
tion of Child Care Agencies, an industry group,
recommended that inspectors either be re-

uired to have worked in child care, or have a
egree in the field.

“The [welfare] department, and the Legisla-

ture, thought we were crazy,” said Benso, the
group’s former director.

As far as inspectors’ attitudes go, other states
have tried to find ways to accentuate the positive
during the regulatory process.

Florida just enacted a law allowing a “gold
seal” to be affixed to centers in full compliance
with the law.

In Vermont, inspectors write down sugges-
tions for improvements on their reports. One
inspector, for instance, wrote on a center’s re-
port that “instead of telling children it’s not
very nice, or you need to play nice, be sure to
tell the children what ‘nice’ is and what appro-
priate behavior is.” The Vermont inspectors
write down praise for any behavior by the
provider that they feel promotes quality.

But Pennsylvania’s Sutton doesn’t believe
it’s possible to use inspectors to enforce high-
level quality standards, the kind set by national
accrediting agencies.

“If we can't even get people to comply with
health and safety regulations, how in God's
name would the state ever implement that?”
she said with exasperation.

Ted de Wolf, of Michigan’s Bureau of Regula-

Services, disagrees. He thinks it’s still pos-
sible for inspectors to police day care centers
and help th em achieve quality.

“It’s alf a state trooper. If you break
the law, he I nail you; if you're in trouble, he'll
help you.’
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An exception to the negative characterization of day care inspectors is Robert Kel-
ley, above inspecting the Chartiers Valley Primary Center. Kelley has a reputation for
being genial and non-antagonistic, and happened to be the only inspector the Post-
Gazette was allowed to follow on the job.
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Day care for the poor is often provided in facilities with minimal means. At Ida Jones’ Day Care Center in McKees Rocks, the director is
working hard to improve. She shares a building with Tricie's Day Care, where the violations keep getting worse and worse. Above, twins
Brandy and Bria make their way back to Ida Jones’, which has doors on the right and left. The center door leads to Tricie’s.

How do we rate?

There are more than 500 day care centers in the Pittsburgh region.

The Post-Gazette examined the 1995 state inspection reports for every one of them.
On this day, we’ll look at what lay behind the paperwork, ranging from a center that
had three years of perfect inspections to one with 12 pages of violations in a single
visit. Every center; rich or poor, better or worse, had a story to tell.

And each one was a window into the state of day care in the region.
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The good:
CMU center

one of area’s best

By Sally Kalson

Post-Gazette Staff Writer

ang Scheng Xu, a robotics pro-
fessor at Carnegie Mellon Uni-
versity, emerged from Marsha
Poster’s office a happy man.

He had just enrolled his 3-
year-old son in the Carnegie
Mellon Child Care Center, the on-campus
program that Poster has directed for 21
years,

“I've visited 15 centers,” the father said.
“This is the best.”

And while “the best” is always a matter of

opinion, it’s safe to say that the CMU Child
Care Center, with its mostly upscale, acade-
mic and international clientele, is near the
pinnacle of what the region has to offer.

Parents call to be placed on the waitin,
list even before their babies are born, an
each September’s classes are booked solid
by the preceding March. Much of this suc-
cess is due to Poster, who somehow has
managed to keep the program evolving on a
flood plain.

Yes, flood plain.

For all its prestige, the center is located
in a windowless basement that routinely
floods — the last couple of times with
sewage — and has to be closed for several
days at a time while the carpets are
steamed.

This dismal situation has been upsetting
parents for i'ears One of them, philosophy
professor Clark Glymour, wrote a letter to
CMU President Robert Mehrabian last year
calling the center’s facilities “appalling” and
pleading for relocation.

Last month, a solution was finally an-
nounced. The center will be moving one
floor up, into what is now the cafeteria of the
Morewood Gardens dormitory.

The university will spend up to $1 million
rebuilding the space, according to CMU Vice
President Patrick Keating. Poster is hoping
the new design will take some cues from the
famed Reggio Emilia schools in Italy, which
she has visited.

Keating said the new space probably
won't be big enough to expand the program,

DAY CARE IN AMERICA
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which enrolls 95 children ages 2! through
kindergarten (140 in the summer, when chil-
dren up to age 8 attend).

That’s a far cry from its humble begin-
nings in 1971, when the CMU Women'’s Col-
lective convinced the university to begin a
pilot program for 15 children.

Relocation will mean one thing above all
to the director: “Daylight!”

Daylight is a big thing for Poster; who

Robin Rombach/Post-Gazette
Ariel Laifer, 5, listens to a story read by teacher David Robinson while sitting in a reflective tri-
angle.

rails against the basement status of child
care across the nation.

A Ph.D. from the University of Pittsburgh
School of Education, Poster is a force of na-
ture when it comes to child care advocacy.
When she’s not agitating for higher teach-
ing salaries, she’s pushing to reform day
care regulations or chairing professional or-
ganizations.

In 1981, with CMU employees clamoring for

Pittsburgh Post-Gazette

Pace 70



DAY CARE IN AMERlCA
Day 6: June 7, 1996

good infant care, Poster joined forces with Na-
talie Kaplan of the Carriage House Children’s
Center to found the Infant and Toddler Center,
now located in Carriage House’s Squirrel Hill
building.

And when the National Association for
the Education of Young Children began ac-
crediting centers 10 years ago, Poster joined
Kaplan and two other directors to create the
first group of accredited centers in the re-
gion. The others were Betty Lisowski of
Point Park Children’s School and Barbara
Keiser of Riverview Children’s Center.

So just how good is the program at CMU?

It hasn't escaped violations on its inspec-
tion reports. The 1995 record showed 14
minor citations, from a handwashing sign
that fell down, to White Out in an unlocked
closet and imperfect paperwork. Most were
corrected unmedxate(ljy

But CMU is a good example of what the

inspection reports don't indicate about a
program’s quality. Even a few hours of ob-
servation show the high level of creative en-
gagement between children and teachers —
gualities that aren’t measured by state stan-

One recent morning, the 3-year-olds were
tasting fruits and vegetables, discussin dg their
reactions and charting their flavors an
tures on a wall poster.

Some 4-year-olds were discovering the
properties of clay. Others were using mate-
rials from the recycling bin to create models
of the rides they had visited at the CMU
spring carnival.

Meanwhile, the kindergarten children
were choosing the best work from their
portfolios for an end-of-year exhibit.

And a visitor was leafing through an
album of the center’s multi-cultural lunch
program, where parents sent dishes and

Robin Rombach/Post-Gazette photos
Adopting techniques from the acclaimed Reggio Emilia schools in Italy, the child care center at Carnegie Mellon University encourages explo-
ration. Above, Tanea Francis-Webb, 5, works with “crystal builders” on a light table.

recipes from a dozen nations and the chil-
dren had their photos taken with their fa-
vorite foods.

CMU proves that good child care does not

require a Taj Mahal setting — although, as
some parents have pointed out, dry land is
nice.

“There’s never an attitude of ‘We can't do
this’ here,” said Sandy Johns, who has
taught kindergarten at the center for 14

ears. “It’s always, ‘Should we do it, and
ow, and when?””

She points to the center’s gradual adapta-
tion of some of the Rggglo Emilia approach-
es. After Poster visited there, she paud to
send her entire teaching staff for a day of
training at Reggio Emilia’s sole American
outpost, the Model Early Learning Center in
Washington, D.C.

That demonstrates an advantage the
CMU center has over many others: institu-
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tional support.

The university provides the
center’s space free and gives
employees a 25-percent dis-
count on tuition. For non-em-
ployees, the tuition is $640 a
month, one of the highest fees
in Allegheny County. No sub-
sidized children are accepted,
a situation Poster calls “very
unsettling,” but unavoidable
because the welfare depart-
ment’s reimbursement rates
are too low.

University support allows
the center to pay better
wages, with starting salaries
at $16,500 to $18,000 and full
CMU benefits.

The highest ratio of chil-
dren to adults is seven-to-
one, much better than the
state requires.

All the teachers have at
least a four-year college de-
gree in early childhood edu-
cation or a related field; all re-
ceive training well beyond the
annual six-hour minimum re-
quired by the state.

And every six years, when
NAEYC holds its national
convention in Washington,
D.C,, the center shuts down
so that the entire staff can at-
tend.

That’s a rare perk in child
care. Butit’s of Poster’s
vow to keep the CMU center
on the cutting edge of child
care in the region.
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The bad:
Steady dechne

at 'Tricie’s

By Mackenzie Carpenter
Post-Gazette Staff Writer

ne brilliantly sunny day last month
inside Tricie’s Day Care in McK-
ees Rocks, a group of preschool-
 ers sat at a low table under fluo-
%/ rescent hgl e(f)laymg aimlessly
" with some faded wooden puzzles.
A “Barney” tape was on full blast, as it
would be all morning.

Next door, at Ida Jones’ Day Care Center, 3-
week-old “Chris” was curled in the fetal position
in his crib, a tiny blot in a vast expanse of pastel
crib sheeting. Chris’ mother was in the hospital,
recovering from a “nervous breakdown,” said his
caregiver, Laura Tracy.

This is day care’s war zone.

This is where the poorest children must be cared
for in the most inhospitable circumstances imagin-

Annie O'Neill/Post-Gazette
It's lunch time at Tricie’s Day Care Center in McKees Rocks. The state is trying to close the center
after a steady stream of worsening violations. But the owner, Rev. Larry Bailey, has vowed to keep
his doors open.

able — except, in some cases, their own homes.

This is day care from providers who must
struggle with their own lack of education in child
development — or their staffers’. They’re
swamped with overdue bills and late reimburse-
ments b state welfare officials. And they get lit-
tle help nts who are either too over-
whelmed or interested to visit the centers in
which their children spend up to 12 hours a day.

Tricie’s Day Care and Ida Jones’ Day Care sit
side by side in a former hardware store on McK-
ees Rocks’ main street. They are among the
most troubled centers in Western Pennsylvania.

Both ranked among the most t violators
of state regulations in 1995. Both of them care pri-
manlgor welfare children whose mothers have

one back to school or who work in low- payn:ﬁ
Jobs And they provide that care in a dingy building
that defies the very meaning o “appropnate in-
door play space” — the standard set by the state.

Yet the two centers are very different.

In fact, they illustrate what happens when two
people, presented with the same population of
children, the same facilities, the same obstacles
that come with running a small business, either
meet the challenge — or fail to.

Ida Jones, despite her problems with state in-
spectors who have cited her for incorrect paper-
work or peeling paint or exposed bolts, rarely
makes the same mistake twice. She is on a
learning curve, state officials say, moving in the
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At Ida Jones'
Day Care Center
in McKees
Rocks,
violations of
state regulations
have been fre-
quent. But rarely
are the same
mistakes made
twice. Its owner,
Ida Jones, is
working with a
limited budget to
improve the
quality of service
and programs.
At right, Hazel
Mayo, an
assistant at the
center, tries to
get a smile out
of 1-year-old
Jasmen.

right direction toward full compliance.

But the Rev. Larry Bailey, owner of
Tricie’s Day Care, is headed in a different di-
rection: straight down, although he’s not
going without a fight.

Since he opened for business in November
1992, Bailey has not only made the same mis-
takes repeatedly, he's made new ones, and
worse ones. The downward spiral can be
tracked in his insg%ctmn reports, which docu-
ment everything from dirty diapers on a
counter, to repeated staff- tochnldren ratio vio-
lations, to a fender-bender involving Bailey’s
van in which 10 children went to the emer-
gency room. No one was injured, but the par-
ents were never notified, the state contended.

In the earlier days, in the column marked
“providers’ plan of correction or response”
on state inspection forms, Bailey would
write, in careful seript, “will correct.” Then,
as the problems worsened, defiance set in.

“THIS IS NOT TRUE/but I will address
the staff on this matter,” the responses read,
over and over again.

Today, after 312 years of tension, three

provisional licenses and a racial harass-
ment lawsuit that Bailey filed against state
inspectors and later dropped, Tricie’s Day
Care has finally hit bottom.

On April 28, state welfare officials an-
nounced they were revoking its license. And
while Bailey says he is appealing the order,
all state subsidy money for low-income chil-
dren has been terminated, and the center
no longer has dozens of little kids trooping
through the beat-up iron door that opens
onto a garbage-strewn back alley.

Where are they going?

4 Some of them are next door, at “Miss
Ida’s.”

Woman with a plan

Ida Jones is 52 years old. She has a certain
don't-mess-with-me about her; aman-
nerism learned, perhaps, her days counsel
ing drug and alcohol addicts, but also from her
recent experience as a small businesswoman
faced with people who don't pay their bills.

She got into day care several years ago,
first as a staffer at Grandmom's House,

Annie O'Neill/Post-Gazette

which closed last year after a child at its
North Side facility was found locked in a car
on a hot day.

Jones decided to start her own business, in-
trigued by its economic potential, but also, she
added, because she cares about the problems
faced by welfare mothers.

Jones’ staffers pick the kids up first thing
in the morning and take them home at
night. Larry Bailey does that, too. Van ser-
vice, in fact, is a big draw for welfare moth-
ers without cars, making it easier for them
to get up in the morning and catch the bus
Downtown for school.

That’s the point, Jones said. She wants to
make it easier for these women to finish
their education and get jobs.

“I have babies whose mothers are ba-
bies,” she said. “They’re still in high school,
some of these girls.”

Of course, because their children are
picked up and deposited every day, many of
these young women have no reason to visit
the center, Jones said, but she is trying to fix
that by setting up a mothers group.
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to succee

1t would have been easy to quat, but
Hilltop's operator focused on excellence

vyyvyvey

by mackenzie carpenter

Marsha Walters,
director of Hill-
top Community
Childrens’ Cen-
ter in Knoxuville,
has a close en-
counter with one
of the children at
the center. Wal-
ters’ center was
praised as one
of Pittsburgh’s
top 10 by a li-
censing inspec-
tor.

Annie O'Neil/Post-Gazette

arsha Walters, in the words of her license plate, is
AMAZED:

* That at age 41, she, a former single mother on
E& welfare, is successfully running a day care center in
a poor neighborhood.

* That her center was called one of the 10 best in the city by a
state licensing inspector.

* That she now is in the business of providing a safe and nur-
turing environment for troubled kids, considering that her own
family once landed on the front page of the Pittsburgh Sun-Tele-
graph after her father held them hostage at gunpoint.

Most of all, though, “I'm amazed every morning I wake up,
that I'm still here, y,” she said.

Walters, executive director of Hilltop Community Children’s
Center in Knoxville, is living proof that when it comes to provid-
ing high quality child care on a bare-bones budget, it can be done.

“Marsha Walters decided a long time ago that this was what
she wanted to do with her life, and in order to do it, she had to
better herself,” said Steve Woods, who runs a mentoring pro-
gram for child care providers at Louise Child Care. “She trained
and prepared herself professionally. She has the energy and will
to succeed. Not everyone has that. But she does.”

Consider Walters’ staff-child ratios. Not content with the
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Marie Louise, 3, Andras, 2, and Lukas, 2, work on their lunch at the Villa Rose day care center in Copenhagen. Danish children are
taught to do for themselves at an earlier age than in the United States.

istani boy named Adam brings out his
prized collection of Mighty Morphin Power
Rangers, which attracts an admiring clutch
of 4-year-old boys.

“Go, go Power Rangers,” they chant,
breaking up in giggles. Communication es-
tablished.

A model system

Is this the best day care in the world?

Well, maybe not the best. It's every bit as
good in Sweden, in Italy — even in the Unit-
ed States, if you can find it.

But per capita, there is more high quality
day care available for more children under
age 3 here than just about anywhere else,
the experts say.

In a country where nearly 90 percent of
women under age 45 are either at work or
are looking for it, day care is everywhere, it

seems, on every third street corner in down-

town Copenhagen, or tucked away in a sub-
urban cul-de-sac, its presence revealed by
the telltale smiley faces pasted on the win-
dows, and the oversized baby carriages
parked in the courtyards, where every day,

vyvyy

photographs by

annie o’'neill

the children take their outdoor naps, rain or
shine, summer or winter.

From the time of a child’s first birthday,
when the state-subsidized one-year parental
leave ends, day care becomes a permanent
fixture in children’s lives, and few question
whether they would be better off at home
with their mothers.

“You are never going to get us back in the
kitchen,” declares Ulla Broen, a government
employee, when asked about the where-
abouts of the stay-at-home mom.

Danish day care is just one thread in an
extensive, elaborate social fabric that ex-
tends across Europe and includes child al-
lowance payments to families, maternity
and parental leave, housing and transporta-
tion.

Certainly, there are strains in the fabric.
Steep taxes for all these services have con-
tributed to high unemployment, big budget
deficits and stagnant job growth. Yet any ef-
forts by the government to cut the benefits
have been met with fierce public resistance.

More than any of its neighbors, Denmark
has committed itself to the notion that mothers
want to go back to work as soon as “the baby
year,” as it’s called, is over, and that they want
excellent day care.

And in this land of the 50-percent tax rate,
where health care is free, where college is
free, the state is ready and able to give
these parents what they want.

“It’s an enormous relief,” said Lena
Walsh, a 30-year-old part-time workin%\
mother with two small children. “You have
such security. You know they will be looked
after by trained staff who actually know
what they’re doing.”

Of course, this is a country with only 6,000
facilities serving 100,000 children, compared
with about 100,000 centers in the United States
serving 8 million children.

Even so0, a much higher proportion of
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Danish children are in day care than in the
United States — about 60 percent of chil-
dren under 2 are in day care centers here,
compared with 30 percent in the United
States. Among older children, day care use

in Denmark is close to 80 percent, and were
it not for the long waiting lists at many
places, those numbers would be even high-
er.

Other contrasts with the United States
also are striking:

* The annual expenditure at a Danish
day care center is $12,324 per child — signif-
icantly more than the $5,000-$7,000 it costs
to provide most day care in the United
States. This is partly due to cost-of-living dif-
ferences — this is a country where a Big
Mac, french fries and a Coke cost $10 and
the cheamest automobile goes for $25,000.
But another major reason for the discrepan-
cy is that the Danish iovemment is willing
to spend more for high-quality day care —

for higher salaries and better equipment, fa-
cilities and trainin, &

* In Denmark, the wealthiest parents are
expected to pay 30 percent of the cost, but
most Danes pay closer to 10 or 20 percent —
or about $2,000 a year — and poor families
don’t pay anything. That's a lot less than the
average $5,000 fee paid by Americans.

* Day care workers here are paid close to
what the average female production worker
earns — $32,461 a year. That’s more than
twice the average U.S. day care worker’s
$13,000 a year salary, although the substan-
tial taxes and the higher cost of living in
Denmark make direct comparisons difficult.

« Staff-to-children ratios are one adult
per 2.7 children in groups under age 3 and
one adult for every 5.5 children in groups
aged 3 to 6. Compare that to minimum ra-
tios in Pennsylvania of one adult for four in-
fants, one to six for 2-year-olds and one to 10
for preschoolers.

Sometimes, it's
important to
take a little time
out from the
hectic pace of
life, and
Fredrick, 2,
finds a nook at
Villa Rose to
take a rest.

* At each center, most staffers have
three-year degrees in child development,
usually from a vocational school. In Pennsyl-
vania, only higher-level staffers must have
college degrees, and not necessarily in a
field related to children.

* “Childminders” at family day care
homes who are accepted into the Danish
system must undergo at least two to three
weeks of training, and are then visited twice
a month by local inspectors. No such train-
ing or frequent monitoring exists for family
day care providers in the United States.

Different moods

Despite the consistently even quality, this
is no monolithic system of bland, cookie-cut-
ter centers.

There is a palpable difference of mood, for
instance, between “Villa Rose,” a stately if
somewhat dilapidated mansion behind high
walls in an affluent part of the city, and
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Denmark today defies the stereotypes of a homogenous society. At many day care centers, there are dark faces amidst the blond-haired and
blue eyed children — immigrants from the Middle East who are entitled to the same good child care as everyone else. Sassan, 35, sings a
lunch-time song to Raihan, left, from Iran, and Mousin, of India, at the Oasen day care center in Copenhagen. The government has been
encouraging more men to work in child care to provide role models for boys at day care centers. Below, left, Sassan comforts Emine, 3, after a
fall while Billy, 2, keeps close. Below, right, he puts a child down for a nap. Sassan is an Iranian native who came to Denmark 12 years ago,
and he dreams of starting his own child care organization to reach out to the world’s homeless children.
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Lisbeth
Waadegaard,

left, a single mother
in Copenhagen,
says goodbye to
her daughter Ditte
at Villa Rose day
care center. This
was Ditte's first

day at the center
without her mom.
Above left, Ditte
plays with Yvonni,
one of her care-
givers, while above
right, she shows her
best tooth-brushing
form to Marianni, a
staffer at the center.
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; |

nters, averaging one adult per 2.7 children in groups under age 3 and one adult

for every 5.5 children in groups age 3 to 6. Here, Marianni, Addy and Yvonni care for a group of 18-month-to-3-year-olds at Villa Rose.

worker, Waaddegaard isn't even looking for
a job right now.

“I'm not sure what I'm going to do today.
Maybe paint, maybe go for a walk in the
woods. I need to think about what kind of
work I want to do” when she returns to the
job market, she told a visitor.

“There are a lot of us,” added another sin-
gle mother sitting on the ledge of a nearby
sandbox. Her name was Helle — “Hell with
an ‘e”™ she wryly told a visitor. While puffing a
cigarette, she kept close watch on her son An-
dreas. “Our children don’t know their fathers.
The fathers don’t know even if they want to be
fathers,” she added, with a trace of sarcasm.

The lack of father figures is a very real worry
for Danish authorities. So the government has
initiated something roughly translated as “the
Tarzan project,” designed to recruit more men
to work at day care centers.

The Danes also have attempted to mimic

family structures in other areas: there is no
separation into neat age groups, with 11-
month-olds in one room or 2-year-olds in an-
other. Not only does this create “sibling”
groups, it caters to the natural instinct of chil-
dren to choose playmates of different ages,
experts believe.

Danish day care centers have no lesson
plans. There is no 45-minute block of “story
time,” “sand table time” “gross motor play”
or “dramatic play.” Reading and writing ex-
ercises? Not until age 6 or 7, unless the child
shows an interest.

“Curriculum is anathema to the Danes,”
explains Sheila B. Kamerman, an expert on
European child care. Instead, FOOd day care
means “planned chaos, a lot of spontaneous
movement, that never gets out of hand, be-
cause they always have plenty of staff
around who know how to help children
achieve what they need to achieve.”

How different are they?

So, can we learn anything from the Danes’
com(;mehensive commitment to high quality
child care? Would we want to?

It wouldn’t be the first time we’ve bor-
rowed ideas from other countries. We've al-
ready looked to Germany for kindergarten,
to Japan for carmaking.

But mention any Scandinavian country to
Americans and expect either wistful sighs
— or a collective rolling of the eyes, with
muttering about socialism and “those

And some ask whether Denmark, Sweden,
Norway and Finland are “too homogenous” for
comparison with our society.

But Kamerman, who along with her part-
ner Alfred J. Kahn, has done more than a
dozen studies of day care programs in in-
dustrialized countries, rejects that argu-
ment.
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1958 Buick than Ford Escort. And they
are everywhere: beside tables in ele-
gant cafes, wheeled onto commuter
trains, and most amazingly, parked out-
side stores with babies sleeping sound-
ly within, while the parents shop inside.

The outdoor baby buggies not only
symbolize the Danes’ belief that a little
fresh air never hurt anybody, but show
their relaxed attitude toward personal
safety.

Some child care experts think this de-
votion to the outdoors stems from con-
cerns in northern European countries
about tuberculosis, which is spread
more easily indoors. Further south, very
different attitudes prevail.

Columbia University’s Sheila Kamer-
man points out, for example, that Italian
schools only recently have built exten-
sive outdoor play areas for children —
perhaps, she su%ests because of long-

standing fears about mosquito-borne
malaria.
Danish attitudes about fresh air

aren't found in a lot of U.S. day care cen-
ters, many of which get cited by inspec-
h(;rs for not taking children outside each

y.

And with our crime rate, it’s unlikely
American centers will ever contem-
plate leaving babies unattended out-
doors.

Lone Bonke, a 35-year-old Danish
mother of two who spent three years in
the U.S., found that out the hard way.

One chilly, sunny day in Minnesota,
after she bundled up her 3-month-old
daughter, Astrid, in warm clothes,

Bonke placed her in a baby carriage
and wheeled her outside.

“I was standing there in my kitchen,
and I had the window open,” Bonke re-
calls, “and this woman came up. I'd
never seen her before or since. She
rang my doorbell and told me that she
was so angry [about my daughter
sleeping outside] that I deserved to
have her kidnapped. And then she was
gone.’

Stunned, Bonke ran out, gathered up
her child, went inside and dissolved in
tears.

Now that she knows the American
culture better and can speak better
English, Bonke wishes she could relive
that moment.

“If someone said that to me today, I
would have just said why don’t you
mind your own business, or something
like that,” she said in her soft Danish
lilt.

DAY CARE IN AMERlCA
Day 7: June 8, 1996

Annie O'Neill Post-Gazette
On an afternoon shopping excursion, a mother in Copenhagen left her infant in the carriage
while she went inside a boutique.
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Trina Spencer of Trinity Child Care in
Fayetteville reads to her class using
books provided by the Smart Start-
sponsored “Read-to-Me” program. Li-
brarians from the Cumberland County
Public Library go to the centers and
train teachers in creative storytelling
and language development. The cen-
ters are allowed to keep the books
when their training is complete.
Above, a student at Trinity Child Care
practices fatherhood duties during
play time.
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Dads on duty

More fathers are taking on a bigger role with their children

By Sally Kalson
Post-Gazette Staff Wnter

§ om Holodnik and his wife, Sharon

Armstong, both work full time. But
it's Hol who wakes up early

every morning in their Regent
Square home to feed and dress their 15-
month-old daughter, Arianne. He packs her
bottles and drives her to the Carriage House
Children’s Center.

By 8:30 a.m., he’s at his desk at GALT
Technologies. By 5:30 p.m., he's out the door
to pick her up. And every night, he works a
few hours at home to make up for leaving
the office earlier than his colleagues.

Lionel Deimel works at home in Mt.
Lebanon as a trouble-shooter for home
computers. For the past four years, he’s had
primary responsibility for his son, Geoffrey,
now 14, while his wife, Betty, spent more
and more days traveling on business for the
Carnegie Mellon University Software Engi-
neering Institute.

The time at home has meant more father-
son talks, more pitching practice, and many
more hours of collaboration on Geoffrey’s
computer bulletin board.

Amro El Jaroudi is a University of Pitts-
burgh engineering professor. His schedule
is more flexible than most. He often makes
the runs to the day care center with his
daughter, Rasha, 4, and son, Nadim, 1. When
the children get sick, he’s the one to pick
them up — and is usually the only father in
the pediatrician’s waiting room.

His wife, Wendy Huntoon, attributes her
own string of promotions at the Pittsburgh
Superco tﬁutmg Center partly to her hus-
band’s enthusiastic fathering.

When fathers get involved in child care,
child care gets better — both at home,
where many employed moms have reached
their breaking point, and at day care, where
more parental involvement means better
care for children.

Until recently, though, fathers have exist-
ed mostly in the m ns of child care — by
choice, by default, or by social convention.

Deimel, for example, described himself
as “clueless” when it came to picking a day

care center for his son 14 years ago. “My
wife did it all,” he said. “And to be honest, I
saw it as her responsibility. Looking back, I
wish I had been more involved.”

Deimel is 48. Holodnik and El Jaroudi are
in their early 30s. Their ages demonstrate
that in some families, a generational shift is
taking place, with fathers taking on more of
their children’s care from the moment of the
baby’s birth. For many of these men, father-
hood has become as much a part of their
identity as their work.

Child care advocates welcome the trend
as long overdue. They note, however, that it
is still confined primarily to certain seg-
ments of society.

Annie O'Neill/Post-Gazette
Amro El Jaroudi, a University of Pittsburgh engineering professor, is often able to visit his
children at the ABC's For Children, a day care center in Green Tree. Here, he holds his
son, Nadim, 1, while his daughter, Rasha, 4, looks on.

Thirty percent of American children are
living with one parent, overwhelmingly
mom. Many of them are growing up virtual-
ly fatherless.

As for couples like those above, all are
well-educated and working in high-tech

jobs.

For stay-at-home dads — who are still rel-
atively rare — manning the home fires often
is due more to employment circumstances
than a passionate commitment to child-rear-

ing.

The U.S. Census affirms that.
Stay-at-home dads married to working
women shot up from 15 percent in 1988 to 20
percent in 1991. The increase sparked spec-
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How to choose
a day care center

Studies show that most parents overestimate the quality of
their day care centers. Here is a checklist to use when looking for
a center for your child or evaluating the one you have now.

BASIC HEALTH AND SAFETY

Ask to see a center’s inspection reports for the last year or two, as
well as any verified complaints. The state requires that the most recent
report be posted; if it isn't, ask why. These reports won't tell you much
about a center's quality, but they will give you an idea of how well a
center is complying with health and safety standards. Note, however,
that all violations are not the same. If a center is cited for paperwork vi
olations or torn carpet, that's usually not as serious as violating aduft-
child ratio requirements or using harsh or demeaning language. Also
check to see if the kitchen seems clean, if the play areas are safe and
orderly, if bathrooms and diaper changing areas seem sanitary. Ask
how toys, changing areas and eating areas are disinfected.

ADULT-CHILD RATIO

To ensure high quality care, children need attention. And they
won't get that attention if there are too many of them and not enough
adults. The state requires that there be one adult for every four infants
(birth to 12 months), while the National Association for the Education
of Young Children recommends a 1:3 ratio for that age group. State
standards also require one adult for every five young toddlers (13
months to 2 years); one adult for every six older toddlers (25 months
to 3 years); and one adutt for every 10 preschoolers (37 months to
entry into first grade). When you walk into a center, count heads.
Count how many children and how many adults there are, to make
sure they match the ratio requirements. While some experts argue
that ratios need to be more flexible in centers with highly trained
staffers, it's still one of the best indicators of quality.

GROUP SIZE

It's important that no more than eight babies be in one group at
any time, regardless of how many adults there are. There also
should be no more than 10 young toddlers, 12 toddlers, or 20
preschoolers in a group. Studies have shown that when group
sizes become too big, caregivers spend more time trying to man-
age behavior than attending to children’s individual needs.

APPROPRIATE ACTIVITIES
There should be lots of different activities available for children
in a day care center — art materials, plenty of building blocks,
housekeeping toys, puzzles and books. These materials should
be appropriate for different age groups.
Babies should have places to crawl and sturdy furniture to pull
up on, and should have teethers, soft toys and action-reaction

toys. Toddlers should have stacking blocks, books, music, puz-
zZles, and sand and water toys. Preschoolers should have bigger
play equipment, fingerpaints, costumes and mirrors.

Children are natural scientists. They need opportunities to dis-
cover how things work, where things come from and what things
are made of. Classrooms should also contain materials that en-
able them to do that.

Schedules should have some flexibility, and there should be
quiet places for those who need time to rest. Watch to see if staffers
are at eye level with children, and whether, when kids are being put
down for naps, staffers rub their backs and talk softly to them.

STAFF-CHILD INTERACTION

Adults should be paositioned around the room, not clustered
together talking or watching from afar. Statements should be
positive and adults should offer alternatives, such as: “We
don't throw blocks here because it will hurt other children, but
let’s find another way to use the blocks.” Corrections should
be calm and nonjudgmental. Adults should respond quickly to
a distressed child, and should take children outside at least
once a day, weather permitting.

TRAINING

The more training a staff has in child development and early
childhood education, the better. Check the inspection reports to
ensure that staffers at least have received the minimum six hours of
annual training required under the law. If they haven't, it will be
noted on the report. Ask if they've gone beyond that minimum; if
they have, it's a good sign. Directors ideally should have degrees
in child development or early childhood education.

TURNOVER

Ask how long the adults have been at the center — including
the director, your child’s caregiver and other employees. High
turnover is considered a negative influence on children’s devel-
opment, and is often a sign of poor working conditions. Child
care in general is grossly underpaid, so salaries are not by them-
selves a sign of a center’s quality. But when low pay is combined
with such things as overcrowding, unpredictable work hours and
lack of respect, then low job satisfaction is going to mean high
turnover. And that is a warning sign.

ACCESS
Can you visit the center at any time, or does the caregiver limit
your access? Certainly a first-time visit must be scheduled in ad-
vance so that the director has time to spend with a parent, but
once a child is enrolled, parents should always be welcome.

GUT FEELINGS

Take a good look around. Smell the air, listen to the sounds,
look at the children’s faces, watch the caregivers and how they
behave. Check the menus, and the lesson plans — if there aren't
any, ask why not. And then, pay attention to how all of these
things make you feel in the pit of your stomach.
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~ VALIIING FAMILIES: The High Cost of Waiting

A Study o: Families on the Child Care Sliding Fee Waiting List in Hennepin County, Minneapolis, MN

Just as a st all amount of money invested at the right
time prodi Jes a profitable future return, investing in chil-
dren throv ch the Child Care Sliding Fee Program ensures
short-and ong-term dividends for all of us.

Minnesote 5 20-vear-old Child Care Sliding Fee Program
stabilizes 1 1e cost of child care and education for parents.
By provid: \g a moderate amount of funding based on
each famil s size and income, it allows low-income par-
ents to wa k or stay in school while paying a copayment
for their ¢} ild’s care and education.

In spite of :he value and effectiveness of the Child Care
Sliding Fe . Program, funding is not available when peo-
pleneedi In December of 1994, approximately 2,100
Hennepin County families faced a wait of up to one-and-
one-half y -ars for assistance.

Believing hat such delays are harmful to families,
GMDCA ¢ 1rveved families on Hennepin County’s wait-

ing list to letermine the economic, emotional.’and societal -

coste of d+ layed support. The study unearthed five com-
pelling fir jings that corroborate what we in child care
already ki:ew: waiting for child care assistance has a dev-
astating it 1pact on families.

Study F ndings

Wi hout child care subsidies, one quarter of

th« families on the waiting list have turned to

Al DC for economic survival and one-half rely
on food tamps and Medical Assistance. As one par-
ent state

“ T've beenn onn AFDC for six years and | would
I ve preferred free daycare and medical assistance
@ ‘thin the first year of my firstborn's lite to an

+ FDC check...] need help, but more importantly |
1 0ed to show my kids by cxample how to survive
t remplayment and hard work. All ['m: shewing
t e is someone will take care of you...and that

¢ ery three wecks we only have one to tweo meals
¢ most and hunger hurts.”

T! e short-term cost of supporting families on wel-

fa e is $595 more per month per family than the
cc 5t of supporting a similar family with only child

2

care sub: dies. The long-term cost of supporting families
with wel are also has serious ramifications.

» 1ny families have incurred overwhelming debt

a: a result of their child care expenses. Most par-

el ts cannot find free child care. Over 80 percent of
familics n the waiting list pay for care, and of these fam-
ilies, 71 § arcent have experienced significant levels of

debtor filed for bankruptcy.

The majority of families surveved continue to work while
waiting for Child Care Sliding Fee, but they do so at great
expense to the security of their family. With an average
annual income of $15400, they struggle to pay child care
— which averages 54,525 a year for a three- or four-year-
old or 29 percent of these earnings.

/—\ “1 pay $460 a montii for child carc. 1 an a single
parent and a manager of a restauranl. As a result
of dav care expenses 1 tyy te cut back vii hours at
work...to reduce the day cave amount. My unit
thes suffers...ta the point | ieorry T may lose ni
job. 1 have lost out on banus maoney I deperia on
and have fallen behind on several bills..1 am cur-
rently looking into claimimg baikruptcy.”

] Because of the high cost of care and education,

almost half of the parents feel trapped. Some are
unable to work, much less pursue training for
higher-wage jobs.

“The... financial stress of having small children is
almost unbeavable. It is an impossible situation
when you cannot afford to work because you can-
not afford quality child care, but you cannot
afford not to werk.”

Many children on the waiting list are

5 deprived of consistent, stable care and appro-
priate early childhood education. This may

result in the inability to form strong, healthy rela-

tionships, which are the foundation needed for suc-

cess in school and life.

Over one-third of parents were concerned about
quality issues with their child’s provider such as
lack of appropriate programming, not enough atten-
tion paid to their child and unsafe or unclean envi-
ronments.

“The babysitter leaves Alicia with her son who is
17 years old and very immature. It bothers ne fo
come and get her and shc s crying hysterically

| and he just ignores her and she's hnngry.”

Over one-third of parents changed child care
providers three or more times while on the waiting
list.

“My child is six months old and has been in
three horrible daycares in two-and-one-half
nmonths.”

F
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rAbout GMDCA
As the child care resource and referral agency
for Hennepin County, the Greater Minneapolis
/\ Day Care Association (GMDCA) has worked for
i g ¥ hr £ ¢ ) | 26 years to effect positive change in the quality,
P BB L= Mg affordability and accessibility of child care. In |
a lot .  neiv interesting things they need to knouw. N N B G e A e P ovarallt 3
Hawe 1 chance to meet m'zother children, to tnIk: to Minnesota child care system for the benefit of
learn 10w to speak English, to understand the world

: . . ; all children and families.
outsi e. Right now my two children know nothing : l

abou. English — afraid outside —afraid with other { This study was funded by a grant from the

kids. ind 1 worried about my babies a lot while I'm Minneapolis Foundation. |
work g because ny babies are not full enough. - T

they' e not happy and sa scared of the lady who take

carc £them. Tam a single mother. My income Profile of Families Surveyed

" . 4+ < 17 )
lc'aII‘. 'n;} ‘t l-l(’Jl’lg;I to send my to children to day carc GMDCA surveyed 270 randomly-selected families
S T on the waiting list for Child Care Sliding Fee assis-

— From a mother on the ~ tance.
Child Care Sliding Fee waiting list Average family size:........... ... ...l 3
i TR £ Child | Average number of children per family:....... 15
tabil ty of Child Care Arrangements
|[ & & Average annual income:. ................ $15,400
[ i p W% . Marital status:
weel y 0% :
. SIngleiparent aiir o WILRE 3. 2SR 68 percent
i use + Il 8% Married....... S G I B ¢ b 25 percent
provid ‘s 1%
Living with other parent. ........... 6 percent
| Use 4 [N 257 UnKnOwn ......ovvivinenennin., 1 percent
provid ‘s 11%
. _ Work/School Status
| Cee -2 | -0 , Workingl: " MO0 Re a3 R 63 percent
I provid 3 88% s T
et o4 o0 0 0,000 8 gidra R 6.6 obma.0 percent
PERCENT OF PARENTS . .
l M Faren: vnl\'a':nnj&tin: for & to- Parents ceceiving child care siiding fee for ar Rotty workmg gRclinischoolifi 10k 2l Percent
Wmor w{N=107) beast 6 months 43d not more than 13 Lookmg for work or walnng
monthy (N=353) 0
1 togetintoschool . ................ 16 percent

l NOTE: F¢ parents on the waiting list, an additiona) 7 percent gave i
"other” o ponses and 6 pervent did not respond to the quettion '

= o ]

E¢ onomic Impact of Child Care Costs on Families on the Waiting List
Fell into debt
Depleted savings
Reted o food st el | 77
Medical Assistance e . S

=l

‘Went on AFDC (includes food —' — 2,
stamps and medical assistance) o

Left job 14%

No impact '

PERCENT OF PARENTS
N¢ TE: Results do not total to 100 percent due to multiple responses. (N = 270)
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. !lo Room for Child Care Costs in Budget of Typical
¥ amily on the Waiting List

M onthly budget of $1,521 (includes food stamps and earned income tax credit)

ft ¢ working single parent with children ages 4 and 71,

Remaining Child Care Costs

Housing/
Utilities®™

Transportation,? using
3-year-old car

19% (5289/mo.) 42% (5639/ma) -
! aﬁf,',ttsf;'z}’;’{? 8 "‘ Child care costs”
| 2% (%27/mo.) 42% (S643/mo.)

Foodt«
17.5% (5266/mo.) iy
Available for:
2% (S31/mo)

Monthly co-pavment:
3% (552/mo.) if parent
were receiving child
care sliding fee

Clothing and Misc.
(hausehold and
personal supplies, etc.)!
10% ($135/mo.)

FICA®
7.5% ($114/mo.)

Notes Data compiled by Children's Defense Fund MN 1993):
1. Aw -age income of famnily on the waiting kst in Hennepin County. including $193/month for food stamps and S70/month for tax credits minus state
anc federal taxes due,
Ceax of running a 3-vear-old car 12,000 miles/year; from MN Department of Transportation, 1993.
Pre umes family on MinnesotaCare; higher if parent is covered through employer and must pay shane of cost, 1995.
Frc 1 MN Department of Human Services Market Basket Evajuation of AFDC Standard of Need, 199).
1l Security; presumes no income tax withholding.
Tw -bedroom apartment with utilities and phone; from US. Department of Housing and Urban Development and U.S. West, 1993.
Av- -age cost of family child care for preschool and school age care, 1994.
Mc :thly Child Carv Sliding Fee copayment for family of three, 1994. $391 of total child care costs are subsidized.

LI PUER PO Lo 0D ()
3

causing further delays for the low-income, non-

Imp »ssible Choices: AFDC or Nothing
AFDC families alreadv waiting for assistance.

Give 1 the high cost of child care, low- wage jobs and
a lor 3 waiting list for Child Care Sliding Fee, how
do t} ese families manage? Some don't.

We believe the unintended message of the current
system is, “Quit your job, go on AFDC, then get

_ A | . another job and you’ll receive child care services.”
Fam lies on the waiting list soon discover that the

faste it way to obtain child care assistance is to quit In the end, many families do whatever it takes to

their jobs, go on AFDC, and then begin work again
ofter at lower paying jobs. How can this be?

Pare 1ts and caretakers who enter the child care sys-
tem hrough AFDC are, for the most part, eligible for
chil¢ care assistance if they go to work or school.
Pare 1ts who are not on AFDC are placed on the

Chil | Care Sliding Fee waiting list. Families transi-
tion: 1g off AFDC are placed at the head of this list,

survive.

e While waiting for child care funding, 47 percent
of families relied on Food Stamp and Medical
Assistance Programs.

e Almost one out of four families on the waiting
list Jeft jobs or job-related training and turned tc
AFDC.
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Unc er these circumstances, cutting and capping spending on child
prc tection programs will force state governments to gamble with
children’s lives: to choose whether to leave maltreatment reports
uni nvestigated, leave children in unsafe homes with minimal
services, cut payments to foster parents, slow down or stop

adc ptions, cut services for abandoned infants or eliminate
pre vention and research.

(E: ample)

In Atlanta, Georgia, Federal child abuse and neglect prevention
fur is help support programs that provide crisis hotlines and free
cot nseling to young women who have been sexually abused. There
are always over 100 women on the waiting list for the counseling
bec ause there’s no where else that low-income people can get this
service. By capping child protection funds, services like these

are likely to be lost as states struggle to meet the demand for
foster care.

Nutrition:

(se 2 attached anecdotes)hé%:ﬁ{ é@éﬂ&ﬂfﬂ— ZLJEyL€;*H4
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Eey themes

l. ramilies struggling to bacome self-sufficient need access to
affordable child care in order to participate in education,
training and work.

o Studies indicate that when child care arrangements break down,
families are more likely to drop out and go back on welfare.

o More than 400,000 children each month receive child care
issistance through the AFDC and Transitional Child Care guarantees.
Assistance for these children and their families is in jeopardy if
thild care funds are capped. If women are forced to work without
adequate child care, their childrea could be left home alone.

. Pamilies should not have to go in the welfare line to get chilad
sare assistance.

o Almost one million children of working poor families receive
1ssistance through the At-Risk and Child Care and Development Block
irant Programs. If child care funds are capped, these hard working
\merican families could be cut off and put at-risk for welfare
iependency.

o Millions of other working families are already in need of
thild care assistance. Low-income families who pay for child care
ipend more than a quarter of their income on child care expenses.
;A0 found long waiting lists for child care assistance in 5 out of
i states they visited. For example they found 40,000 children on
‘he waiting list in Texas and 225,000 children in California.

;. The guality of care is far from adequate. Poor quality care
‘hreatens childrens’ development. The recent study conducted by
rconomists and child development experts confirms that quality care
i.s related to child outcomes. The vast majority of care in the
rountry was found to be mediocre, with 40 percent of infant care
:onsidered poor.

o The President has included increases in child care in every
udget submitted to Congress. Purthermore, the Work and
..esponsibility Act introduced last year included the continuation
£ the child care guarantees for families moving towards economic

ndependence and an investment of $1.5 billion for working poor
amilies at-risk for welfare dependency.
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© The administration has worked to make programs more
:onsistent and coordinated: proposing new regulations to reduce red
.ape, improve quality, and give states more flexibility and
itreamlining child care operations into a single Child Care Bureau.

o The administration has revamped and strengthened technical
..ssistance to the states, territories and tribes to ensure that

hey have access to the best available information on quality
.ssues, particularly health and safety. In addition, we have

aunched a National Child Care Information Center for policymakers
«nd the general public.
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REDUCED FEDERAL CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE FOR STATES
AND CHILDREN IN FY 2000

m;mmmmwmmmmmmm'mbmomemwm
und :r the new child care block grant.

FU IDING LOSS

The mmmg'ib;sisdwdiﬁumbawmﬂwFYZMObl:d:gmmdimWonandmeexpeaedFY
200 ) funding level under aurent law. FY 2000 funds are distributed according the proportion of
fed: ral child care funds reccived in FY 1994, as is proposed in the draft EEO bill.

RE] 'UCTION IN CHILDREN RECEIVING FEDERAL CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE

The reduction in children is derived from the State’s funding loss and the national average child care
furx ing per child. Average fanding per child was calculated by dividing the total federal child care
funx ing in FY 1993 by the total mumber of children served through federal child care programs in

that year. This sumber is not a full-time equivalent cost. It does not comtain state or parent

cony ibutions to the cost of care. The FY 1993 funding per child was infiated to Fy 2000 according
to t ¢ HHS baseline.
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THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20201

FEB 13 185
" he Honorable E. Clay Shaw
( hairman, Subcommittee on Human Resources
( ommittee on Ways and Means
1 .S. House of Representatives
V/ashington D.C. 20515

| ear Mr. Chairman:

" hus letter expresses the Administration’s views on the Chairman's mark for welfare reform
| gislation under consideration by the House Ways and Means Subcommittee on Human
I esources.

" he Administration shares the commitment of the Congress and the American people to real
' ‘elfare reform that emphasizes work, parental responsibility, state flexibility, and the

| rotection of children. Last year, the President submitted a bold welfare reform bill, the

' Jork and Responsibility Act of 1994, which embodied these values. It imposed tough work
1 :quirements while providing opportunities for education, training, child care and supports to
1 ‘orking people. It included a stringent set of child support enforcement provisions. It

1 :quired each teen mother to live at home, stay in school and identify her baby’s father. It

i creased state flexibility without sacrificing accountability. And it maintained a basic

¢ ructure of protections for children. :

" he Administration looks forward to working cooperatively with the Congress in a bipartisan
' ray 1o pass bold welfare reform legislation this year. The Administration has, however,

¢ srious concerns about a number of features of the Chairman’s mark that appear to

| ndermine the values to which we are all committed. The Administration seeks to end

' relfare as we know it by promoting work, family and responsibility, not by punishing poor
¢ hildren for their parents’ mistakes. Welfare reform will succeed only if it successfully

1 10ves people from welfare to work.

“Vork

‘or years, Republicans and Democrats alike have agreed that the central goal of welfare
oform must be work. That is still our goal: - People who can work ought to go to work and
arn a paycheck not a welfare check. The Administration believes that no adult who is able
> work should receive welfare for an unlimited time without working. The Administration
elieves that from the first day someone comes onto welfare, he or she should be required to
articipate in job search, job placement, education, or training needed to move off welfare
nd into a job quickly. It is government’s responsibility to help ensure that the critical job
Jacement, training, and child care services are provided. Individuals who are willing to
vork should have the opportunity to work and not be arbitrarily cut off assistance.
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The Administration therefore has serious concerns about the Chairman’s mark before you:

o It eliminates requirements that recipients participate in job search, education,
work or training as a condition of receiving welfare, and ends any
responsibility of state welfare systems to provide education, training and
placement services to move recipients from welfare to work. The proposed
legisiation effectively repeals the bipartisan Family Support Act signed by
President Ronald Reagan in 1988.

o  The proposed legislation includes only minimal and unenforceable
requirements that recipients work. The bill requires only that persons on the
rolls for more than 2 years engage in "work activities” loosely defined by the
state welfare bureaucracy, rather than a real work requirement. The proposed
participation standards are very low. In many ways, the work requirements
are even weaker than those in current law.

o  The proposed legislation provides no assurance of child care to recipients who
work or are preparing to work--even if a smte requires them to participate. It
offers no promise of child care for those who leave welfare for work or for
those who could avoid falling onto welfare if they had some help with child
care. While it repeals provisions of existing law that provide funding for child
care, this bill is silent on whether any additional funds will be available for
subsidized child care for low income working families.

0  The proposed legislation repeals the current rule that anyone who leaves
welfare for work can receive Medicaid for an additional year to ease the
transition. This would further reduce health care coverage and make it harder
for people to move from welfare to work.

o  The proposed legislation would deny all cash assistance to families that bave
received assistance for more than five years, even if the adult in the family is
unable to find a job or prevented from holding a job because of illness or the
need to care for a disabled family member. Children would be seriously
jeopardized even if their parents cannot find any work.

The Administration supports an alternative approach that would genuinely transform the
welfare system into a transitional system focused on work. It would have strict requirements
for recipients to participate in and clear responsibilities for states to provide education,
training and placement assistance; it would have serious time limis after which work would
be required; it would ensure that children would not be left alone when parents were working
by providing assistance for child care; it would put parents to work, not just cut them off;
and it would ensure that children can expect support from two parents.
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Parental Responsibility

The Administration believes that welfare reforin should recognize the responsibility and
2ncourage the involvement of both parents in their children’s lives. The Administration
considers child support enforcement to be an integral part of welfare reform, particularly
pecause it sends a strong message to young people about the responsibility of both parents to
support their children. The Administration was pleased that you had agreed to add chiid
support enforcement to your welfare reform bill, and sorry that your proposals are not yet
part of the bill now under consideration. The Administration looks forward to working
zlosely with you on this issue in the coming weeks.

o  The only child support provision included in the Chairman’s mark is one that
allows states to reduce payments to children for the first 6 months if paternity
has not been legally established. This provision seems ineffectual and unfair.
Even if a mother fully cooperates by giving demiled information identifying
the father and his possible location, and even if the state is diligent in pursuing
the father, it can easily take 6 months to get paternity legally established.
There is no reason why the child should be punished during this period.

The Administration believes that it makes far more sense to deny benefits entirely to any
parent who refuses to identify the father or to cooperate in locating him. However, once the
mother has done all she can, the family should qualify for aid, and then the state should
establish paternity within one year.

The Administration believes that the welfare system should eacourage the formation and
support of two-parent families. The Administration is therefore concerned about an
important omission in the proposed legislation:

o  The proposed legislation would encourage the break-up of families by
repealing the requirement that states provide cash assistance to two-parent
families in which a parent is unemployed or unable to work. It allows states
to discriminate against married, two-parent families by treating single-parent
families better than two-parent families.

The Administration supports an approach that both encourages the formation of two-parent
families and makes sure that both parents take responsibility for children in all cases.

Teen Pregnancy

The Administration and the American people agree that the best reform of welfare would be
to ensure that people do not need it in the first place. Welfare reforrn must send a very
strong message to young people that they should not get pregnant or father a child uatil they
are ready and able to care for that child, and that if they do have children, they will not be
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able to escape the obligations and responsibilities of parenthood. We must be especially
concerned about the well-being of the children who are born to young mothers, since they
are very likely to grow up poor.

The Administration therefore has serious concerms about the bill before you:

o  The proposed legislation would deny all federal cash benefits for eighteen
years to any child born to an unmarried mother under 18, as well as to the
parent. This provision appears to punish children for their entire childhood--
18 years—for the mistakes of their parents.

o  The proposed legislation does not require that teen mothers live at home, stay
in school, and identify the child’s father. It weakens requirements in curtent
law, and may make the prospects for mother and child even worse.

o  The proposed legislation establishes only minimal expectations for states to
provide services to unmarried parents, and provides no additional funds to
support them.

The Administration supports an alternative approach that would require minor mothers to live
at home, stay in school, make progress toward self-sufficiency, and identify the father of the
child. The Administration also suppor® a national campaign to prevent teen pregnancy. It is
time to enlist parents and civic, religious, and business leaders in a community based swategy
to send a clear message about abstinence and responsible parenting. The Administration also
supports a state option not to increase benefits for children born to mothers on welfare. This
decision should be made by the state, not the federal government.

State Flexibility with Accountability

The Administration embraces the creativity and responsiveness of states, and the
opportunities for real reform when states have the flexibility to design and administer welfare
programs tailored to their unique circumstances and needs. Already this Administration has
granted waivers to nearly half the states for welfare reform demonstrations. National welfare
reform should cmbody the values of work and responsibility in a way that assures taxpayers
that federal money is being spent prudently and appropriately. For reform to succeed, the
funding mechanigsms for welfare should not put children or states at risk in times of
recession, population increase or unpredictable growth in demand.

In this context, the Administration has serious concerns about the proposed legislation:
0  The spending cap in the proposed legislation makes no allowances for potential

growth in the need for cash assistance because of economic downturn,
population growth, or unpredictable émergencies. It could result in states
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THE SECRETARY OF MEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
wAdaadVTOn DL. 2000}

FEB 22 BS
The Honarable William F. Coodling
Chairrnan
Commitiee on Economic and Educational Opportunities
House of Representatives

Washington, D. C. 20515
Dear mr. Chairman.

This letter expressas the Administration’s views on the Chairman‘’s mark for child care
consolidation and the repaal of several child welfare programs under consideration by the
Committee on Economic and Educational Opportunities.

The Administration believes that both child care and child welfare are important issues for
American families, and both issues have a distinguished bipartisan history in the Congress
and in this Commiftee. Child care is of sighiticance to millions of working parents and their
children, as well as 1o those families who are trying 10 gain a foothold in the labor market.
Child welfare service< ascit millione of nir mact vulnerable childran and families in this
Nation each year, often in times of crisis.

The Administration looks forward to working cooperatively with the Congress to pass
bipartisan child care legislation and to reform and strengthen the child welfare system. The
Admunistration has, however, serious concerns that a number of the features of the
Chairman’s mark would undermine the values of work and family © which we are all

committed, and might undermine the economic independence of families and the safety and
wellkbeing of children.

Child Care
The Administration believes that quality ¢child care is an impoffant coawponent of a welfare

reform stratagy tha is truly about work. Successful child care policy promows the ecanomic

independence of families and children‘s healthy development; provides parents with real
choices among quality alternatives for children of all ages; and encourages continuity of care
tor the child, regardiess of changes 1n the parent’s employment.

1 ast year, the Precident subminted 2 bold welfare reform bill, the Work and Responsibility
Act of 1994, which embodied these values. It continued the assurance of child care as
families move toward self-sufficiency. and made important new investments in child care
for working poor families. Al the samwe lite, il extended health, safety, and quality
provisians to all the major federal child care programs.

These important supports that enable parents to work and to ensure children’s safe and
healthy development appear to be missing from the Chairman's mark before you. Therefore,

68/20°d RIRDE (018 WO  LS:ZT S68T-Cg-H3d
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UseAdministration has a number of concenms

o

The proposed legislation provides no 2surance of child care 10 AFDC
reapsemswhowodcoraremngtowak even if 2 state requires them
to participate in work or training. We should and must require alt parents to
become active and produrlive workess. And at the same time, we should
assist them in their cfforts 10 care for their children o that their childeen aro
not left home alone or in unsafe sinatiomrs.

The proposed legislation may require states tn choose between serving
families making the transition from welfare to work and working famifies that
nead child care assistance 40 keep them from falling onto welfare. With a cap
on wolal funding for child care far below projected spending under current
{aw, and no separate guarantieed source of child care assistance for welfare
recipients, the legislation could conceivably reduce assislence by limiting
availability to onty appmximatety 200,000 of the million children of hard
working American families by FY 2000 aurendy receiving federal child care
support. The Administration believes that we should support working families
and that families should not have to go on welfare to recesve child care
assistance. Moreover, as demanstated by the waiver apeplications the
Oepatment has recerved, states which are comminted to making AFDC
recipients work view child care as an indispensable 00! in their efforts.

The proposed legislation repeals provisions for children’s heaith and safety
conwaincd in the Child Care and Davelopmant Block Grant. These provisions
were passed with bipartisan support in Congress and signed into law by
President Bush after an extensive natianal debate. They represent a carefully
cafied balance between state Hexibility and the national interest in children‘s
safety and healthy development The provisions do not specify any standards
at the fedaval level hait instead require that states have such standards in three
areas: convol of infectious diseases, physial premises safety, and provider
training. A study released in the last few weeks reported that most child care
is far from adequate and that 40 parasu of infamt<oddier centers provide poor
quality care. We believe that the propased legislation could increase risks to

_ children’s basic health and safety.

The propased legislation also repeals the provision in the Child Care and
Developrent Block Grant that provides esournces for quality care, as well as
aarly childhood, before-school and afer-school programs. This provision has
been intrumental in ensuring that parents have choices among quality
ahematives for their children. States have used these resources to build the
supply of quality care, provide critical consumer education 10 parents,
improve licensing and moniring, and increare the training and supoors o
child care providers. The repeal of this provision raises concems.

68/68'd TNEGM0ME oL WO  AS:ZT SeeT-22-aad
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The Administration supports an approach 10 child carc that genuinely supports work for
parents, and safety and haalthy development for children. Such an approach would assume
child care for families moving toward self-aufliciency and expand child care oppontunities
for working families who want to avoid welfare dependency. We believe that ensuring
Quality choices for parents, and providing for continuity of seevices for:children and families,
should be an element of such a proposal

Child Welfare,

Children bacome part of the child welfare system because they have been abused o
neglecied or are in danger of abuse or neglect. The Administration has serious concerns,
expressed in the letter to Ways and Means Subwcormomitee-ChairmanClay Shaw and Ranking
Member Harold Ford last week, about the propased block grant appraach to child
pralecrian. There is unanimous agreemesnt that the system for serving abused and neglected
children and their families is seriously overburdened and unable to respond adequately to
the needs of children today. The block grant appraach potentially endangers the safety of
these children by reducing funds for servias and for foster and adogtive homes, eliminating
critical protections for their well-being, and potentially halting progress in states that are
moving forward on the reforms that are needad in this system.

The proposed legislation consolidates existing programs into a block grant with nominal
(edera! oversight and reduces resources significantly from the current services baseline. The
Administration has serious concerns about these provisions. First, the proposed legislation
caps spending for child pratection at $5.6 hillion less than projected baseline spending over
5 years. This ant could force states 1o gamble with children’s weli-being ~ choosing
whether t0: |eave maltreatment reports uninvestigated, leave children in unsafe homes with
minimal services, cut paymenss to foster parents, or elimindte prevestion. Second, the
propased legidation virtually eliminates faderal monitoring and accountability mechanisms
and also eliminates federal support for research, training, technical assistance, and
demonsration projects. it would be virtually impossible for the Federal Govemment to
assure the afety of children or help states improve their systens.

The Chairman‘s mark repeais the Abandaned Infants Asitance Act, the Child Abuse
Prevention and Treatment Act, the Adoption Opportunities Program, the Crisis Nurseries
Act, the Missing Children’s Assistance Ad, and the Family Support Centers program unders
the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act. The activities authorized under these
programs would be permitted but not required under the Child Pmtertion 8lock Crant
approved by the Ways and Means Subcommitiee on Human Resources.

In addition to general concems about the block granting of child protection funds, the
Administration has several specific concems about the proposed repeal of programs within
the jurisdiction of your Committes.

68-72°'d EELONE ol WS 85:2T SeeT-22-g34



FEB-24-1995 15:34 FROM T0 93378589 P.22

Mage 4

0 The propased legisiation repeals the Adoption Opportunities program and eliminates
the Aduplion Assistance program, kaaving il up o states whether they can afford the
subsidies that enable many special nesexis children to find permanent homes. These
repeais could siow the progress that has been made on adoptians since 1988,

0 " The legislation repeals the Abandoned Infants program, whieh was established to
respond o the continuing crises of AIDS and cack cocaine. Thase crises have
dispropontionate effects on families and child welfare systems in selected urban areas.

o The praposed legisiation efiminates all direct federal support for non-profit agencies,
community-based organizations and public-private partnerships, such as Children‘s
Truer Funds. as wall as all earmarked wuppant for prevention of child abuse and
negleql.

The Administralion is committed to improving the child welfare systerm.  Thie sysiesm must
ensure the safety of children and strengthen the capacity of parents to nurture healthy
children. Given the citical nature of these services, the Administration suppors an
appraach to change that provides states and communities with flexibility to develop services
that are responsive to the neads of their citizens, but within the context of a national
framework that maintains a commitment to federsl resources, and strong, cffective
protections for children and families.

In summary, the Administration looks forward 10 working with the Committee in a bipartisan
fashion to promote two key goals: work for families and safety and healthy development for
children. But we are eoncerned that the propoted legislation does not move toward these
goals. It does nothing to provide child care that would move families from welfare to work,
and it risks moving families who are now working back onto welfare as they lose child care
assistance. It weakens protections tor children’s safety in child care, and gambies with their
well-being if they are abused or neglacted. It neither holds state bureaucracies accountable
nnr cashions state raxpayers against recession or growing family needs. We believe there
are alternative approaches to reform that achieve our mutual goals in far more constructive
and accountable ways.

The Office of Management and Budge: advises that there is no objection to the transmittal
of this report 1o Congress.

A similar letter aiso was sent to Representative William Clay and members of the Committee
on Economic and Cdueational Opparaunities.

Sincerely,
Donna E. Shalala
R&PV°'d ELRA oL Wy B8S: 27 SeeT-C2-3d
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Talking Points on 8haw Child Protection Block Grant

¢« The proposed Child Protection Block Grant will not protect
children in crisis nor reform the child welfare system. The
amount of the block grant is set at $4.1 billion in FY96
compared with $4.75 billion that would have been available
if current programs were continued. Over five years, $5.6
billion of federal funding for state child protection
systems will be lost.

«+ The child protection system today is overburdened and unable
to respond adequately to the needs of children. Nearly 3
million children -~ over 4% of America’s children - were the
subjects of abuse and neglect reports in 1993, a nearly 25%
increase from 1988; 40% of the reports were substantiated,
affecting 1 million children. Over one thousand children
die each year from maltreatment.

During that same period, foster care caseloads increased by
almost 50%, reaching 440,000 children in foster care at the
end of 1993. Close to 25% of children entering foster care
are under age one, and many were exposed to drugs
prenatally.

e Capping foster care and adoption assistance payments
eliminates a critical safety valve for the states. State
laws appropriately require courts to place children in
foster care when they will not be safe at home, and
placement is affected by many unpredictable factors such as
population growth and poverty, economic dislocation,
parental drug use and the numbers of abused and neglected
children being identified.

Other parts of the Personal Responsibility Act, which reduce
funds for AFDC, SSI and other programs that provide basic
support to society’s vulnerable children, may also increase
the numbers of children needing protection and state care.

¢ Eliminating adoption assistance payments and including them
in a capped block grant could lead to sharp cutbacks in
efforts to recruit adoptive parents and place children in
adoptive homes.

e The proposed use of a funding formula which allocates funds
to states based on past claims of Federal dollars severely
disadvantages States that have growing needs or that are
only beginning to reform and improve their systems. Given
limited resources and burgeoning need for protective
intervention and foster care, few resources will be
available for critical services that promote improved
outcomes for children: community-based prevention and
permanency.


















Key thepes

l. Families struggling to become self-sufficient need access to

affordable child ocare in order to participate in education,
training and work.

o Studies indicate that when child care arrangements break down,
families are more likely to drop out and go back on welfare.

o More than 400,000 children each month receive child care
assistance through the AFDC and Transitional Child Care guarantees.
Assistance for these children and their families is in joopardy if
child care funds are capped. If women ari: iforced to work without
adequate child care, their children could be left home alone.

2. Families should not have to go in the welfare line to get child
care assistance.

o Almost one million children of working poor families receive
assistance through the At-Risk and Child Care and Development Block
Grant Programs. If child care funds are capped, these hard working
American families could be cut off and put at-risk for welfare
dependency.

o Millions of other working families are already in need of
child care assistance. Low-income families who pay for child care
spend more than a quarter of their income on child care expenses.
GAO found long waiting lists for child care assistance in 5 out of
6 states they visited. For example they found 40,000 children on
the waiting list in Texas and 225,000 children in California.

3. The quality of care is far from adequate. Poor quality care
threatens childrens’ development. The recent study conducted by
economists and child development experts confirms that quality care
is related to child outcomes. The vast majority of care in the
country was found to be mediocre, with 40 percent of infant care
considered poor.

child care and the Clinton Administration

o The President has included increases in child care in every
budget submitted to Congress. Furthermore, the Work and
Responsibility Act introduced last year included the continuation
of the child care guarantees for families moving towards economic
independence and an investment of $1.5 billion for working poor
families at-risk for welfare dependency.



o The administration has worked to make programs more
consistent and coordinated: proposing new requlations to reduce red
tape, improve quality, and give states more flexibility and
streamlining child care operations into a single Child Care Bureau.

o The administration has revamped and strengthened technical
assistance to the states, territories and tribes to ensure that
they have access to the best available information on quality
issues, particularly health and safety. In addition, we have
launched a National Child Care Information Center for policymakers
and the general public.



Fact Sheet

ADMINISTRATION FOR
CHILDREN AND FAMILIES

ADMINISTRATION ON CHILDREN, YOUTH AND FAMILIES

ACF CHILD CARE PROGRAMS
SERVING
CHILDREN AND FAMILIES

Child care programs provide important assistance to working families and families
who are moving toward self-sufficiency by participating in education and training programs.
The Administration for Children and Families’ (ACF) child care programs are administered
by the Child Care Bureau within the Administration on Children, Youth and Families. The
overwhelming majority of the children served are from working poor families. Through
ACF child care, parents can choose the kind of care best suited to their families’ needs.

Child care assistance is available through the states in the following programs:

Child Care for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) Recipients
Transitional Child Care (TCC)

At-Risk Child Care (ARCC)

Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG)

The first three are title IV-A child care programs, named after title IV-A of the Social
Security Act which was amended by the Family Support Act of 1988 to provide for AFDC
child care and TCC. TitleIV-A was further amended by the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1990 to provide for At-Risk Child Care. The Child Care and Development Block
Grant is a separate program created under the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990.

Basic Facts about Federal Child Care Funding

Child Care for AFDC recipients entities AFDC families with child care to the extent that it is
necessary for employment or state-approved education and training. AFDC families who are
working or in state-approved education or training programs, including the Job Opportunities
and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) program, receive AFDC Child Care. This financial support
allows them to pursue activities which will help them to become economically self-sufficient.
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Basic facts (cont.)...

Transitional Child Care provides up to 12 months of child care to working AFDC recipients
upon loss of eligibility for AFDC due to increase in hours of or earnings from employment.

TCC is funded as an entitlement program for those eligible and is critical to maintaining self-
sufficiency.

At-Risk Child Care provides child care to low-income working families not receiving AFDC
who need child care in order to work and who would be at risk of becoming dependent on
AFDC if they did not receive child care assistance.

The Child Care and Development Block Grant funds state efforts to provide quality child care

services for low-income family members who work, train for work, or attend school, or
whose children are receiving or need to receive protective services. CCDBG provides states,
Indian tribes, and territories with funding to help low-income families access 7uality child
care for their children. In addition, CCDBG increases u.e availability of early childhood
development and before- and after-school care services. Funds are available to provide
certificates, grants, and contracts for child care services for low-income families.
Nationwide, in FY 1993, 65 percent of children were served with certificates.

What the Numbers Show for FY 1993

0. Whar was federal spending on child care in FY 1993?

In FY 1993, states, the District of Columbia, and territories received the following IV-A child
care funds:

AFDC child care: $470.4 million
TCC: $112.7 million
ARCC: $269.8 million

In FY 1993, 261 grantees, including the 50 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico,
Guam. Palau, the Commonweaith of Northern Mariana Islands, the Virgin Islands. and 213
Indian tribes received:

CCDBG: $890.6 million

State matching funds are required for AFDC child care, Transitional Child Care, and At-Risk
Child Care at the FMAP rate for program funds. Matching requirements ensure that states and
territories will receive a certain level of funding if they contribute a specified amount. The Child
Care Development Block Grant is a discretionary program requiring no match.



Child Care Numbers (cont.)...

0. How many children were served by these child care programs in FY 1993?

FY 1993 average number of children served:

AFDC/JOBS 201,389/month
non-JOBS AFDC 137,855/month

84,682/month
219,017/month

CCDBG (funded some
portion of care for):  755,504/year

NOTE: Weekly hours or number of months for which child care was provided varied
according to family need.

0. Whar types of child care did parents choose for their children?

Parents choose a wide variety of child care arrangements. In FY 1993, the child care

arrangement most frequently chosen by parents receiving title IV-A and CCDBG funds was center-
based care. The next most frequently chosen arrangement was family day care home or group home

followed by child care provided in the child’s own home.

Chiidren Served, By Federal Program
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Child Care Numbers (cont.)...
0. Whar were the ages of the children in these programs?

FY 1993 age data are available only for children of AFDC/JOBS participants and children in
CCDBG-funded care. The majority of children served by both programs are under age 6.

Children of JOBS Participants Receiving
IV-A Paid Child Care, By Age .
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Child Care Numbers (cont.)...
0. Why did families using CCDBG funds need child care assistance?

In FY 1993, over two-thirds of the children needed child care because their parents were

HQrking: Children Served with CCDBG Funas.
By Reason(s) For Care
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Q: Whar was the income level of the families using CCDBG-funded care?

In FY 1993, approximately two-thirds of the children in CCDBG-funded child care lived in
tamilies that were at or below the federal poverty level. Almost a quarter of the children in this
program lived in families with incomes between 100 and 150 percent of the poverty level.

Family Income Level of Children in
CCDBG-Funded Child Care
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There is a family fee requirement for TCC, ARCC, and CCDBG based on a sliding fee scale.
The sliding fee scale is based on family size and income, and may include other factors as well.
AFDC families do not contribute to the cost of child care provided under title IV-A.



Child Care Numbers (cont.)...
Q. How did CCDBG expenditures increase the qualitv of child care?

While more than three-fourths of FY 1993 CCDBG expenditures were used for direct
services, nine percent of the funds were used to improve the quality of child care. These qualit\

expenditures were used for resource and referral, monitoring, training and technical assistance. grants
or loans to providers to improve standards. and projects to improve the compensation ot child care

workers.
CCDBG Expenditures

Octooer 1, 1992 througn Septemper 30. 1993
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The Honorable William F. Goodling

Chairman _

Committee on Economic and Educational Opportunities
House of Representatives

Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This letter expresses the Administration’s views on the Chairman’s mark for child care
consolidation and the repeal of several child welfare programs under consideration by the
Committee on Economic and Educational Opportunities.

The Administration believes that both child care and child welfare are important issues for
American families, and both issues have a distinguished bipartisan history in the Congress
and in this Committee. Child care is of significance to millions of working parents and their
children, as well as to those families who are trying to gain a foothold in the labor market.
Child welfare services assist millions of our most vulnerable children and families in this
Nation each year, often in times of crisis.

The Admunistration looks forward to working cooperatively with the Congress to pass
bipartisan child care legislation and to reform and strengthen the child welfare system. The
Administration has, however, serious concerns that a number of the features of the
Chairman’s mark would undermine the values of work and family to which we are all
committed, and might undermine the economic independence of families and the safety and
well-being of children.

Child Care

The Administration believes that quality child care is an important component of a welfare
reform strategy that is truly about work. Successful child care policy promotes the economic
independence of families and children’s healthy development; provides parents with real
choices among quality alternatives for children of all ages; and encourages continuity of care
for the child, regardless of changes in the parent’s employment.

Last year, the President submitted a bold welfare reform bill, the Work and Responsibility
Act of 1994, which embodied these values. It continued the assurance of child care as
families move toward self-sufficiency, and made important new investments in child care
tor working poor families. At the same time, it extended health, safety, and qualhty
provisions to all the major federal child care programs.

These important supports that enable parents to work and to ensure children’s safe and
healthy development appear to be missing from the Chairman’s mark before you. Therefore,















REDUCED FEDERAL CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE FOR STATES AND CHILDREN IN FY2000
LOSS IN FEDERAL REDUCTION IN CHILDREN
RECEIVING FEDERAL

CHILD CAEE ASSISTANCE

FROM ELOCK GRANT CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE
ALABAMA $113 6,970
ALASEA $LS 930
ARIZONA $103 6350
ARKANSAS 846 2,30
CALIFUENIA $83.7 3,1%
COLORADO 863 3290
CONNECTICUT $7.0 4320
DELAWARE sL9 117
DISTRICT OF COLUMEIA s13 1110
FLORIDA 259 15,850
GRORGIA 212 13,080
HAWAI ‘520 1230
IDAHO 24 1,480
ILLINOIS ~- X 13,80
INDIANA $123 7.5
IOWA 43 2960
EANSAS 364 39%
KENTUCKY $10.6 6,540
COUISIANA $113 (<, ]
MAINE 220 1,230
MARYLAND Ll 625
MASSACHUSETTS 163 10,060
MICHIGAN $152 9380
MINNESOUTA 1L 625
MISSISSPP1 366 4™
MISSOURI $12.0 7,000
MONTANA sL9 1,170
NEBRASEA $50 3,080
NEVADA sL9 1,170
NEW BAMPSHIRE . 2 1,300
NEW JERSEY ‘8108 6,430
NEW MEXICO 383 32n
NEW YORK 370 2,50
NORTH CAROLINA 277 17,090
NORTH DAKOTA $LS 930
OHIO 289 17,530
OKLAHOMA $113 (<, ]
OREGON si3 S0
PENNSYLVANIA 242 14,930
PUERTO RICO $19 4,7%
RHODE ISLAND 27 1470
SOUTH CAROLINA 9 45m
SOUTH DAKOTA $LS 30
TENNESSEE $163 10,380
TEXAS - : $444 27,390
UTAH $%63 4,190
VERMONT $1.6 - 990
VIRGINIA $113 (X /)
WASHINGTON $164 10,120
WEST VIRGINIA «us 2,790
WISCONSIN s10a €230
WYOMING — 14 7]
TRIEES s18.4 1139
TERRITQRIXS [ K] 1910
ALL STATES €120 377,630
Poromt Ridatien 24.9%
Netss:

1. The bleck grant amsunt (s sxt at FY199¢ CBO Ramiise loveiz,
2. Pundis are allscstad acceinding to HES figwrw en FY1994¢ cpendiinrm and nllpcytions.
3. FY2000 Ogwrw are FY199¢ it i exy==ili= e alfutad by the-estimmi-growth rats figmww.
4. Qidren awrved wes ditermid-by dividing tetel fadersl sllersdinesnnd exyendiiows
by em sversge federal-cxpraditare Ogwre of SIA2L. This is net a fulltime aquiviolimt,
S. Numbers msy ast exactly eyunl extisni figurer das to eengdig,



REDUCED FEDERAL CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE FOR STATES
AND CHILDREN IN FY 2000

This table shows FY 2000 losses in funding and in mmmbers of children receiving federal assismance
under the new child care block grant.

FUNDING LOSS

The funding loss is the difference between the FY 2000 blook grant distribution and the expected FY
2000 funding level under current law. FY 2000 funds are distributed according the proportion of
federal child care funds received in FY 1994, as is proposed in the draft EBO bill.

REDUCTION IN CHILDREN RECEIVING FEDERAL CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE

The reduction in children is derived from the State’s funding i0ss and the national average child care
funding per child. Average funding per child was calculated by dividing the total federal child care
funding in FY 1993 by the total mmnber of children served through federal child care programs in
that year. This mumnber is not a full-time equivalemt cost. It does not confzin state or paremt
contributions to the cost of care. The FY 1993 funding per child was inflated to Fy 2000 according
to the HHS baseline.
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December 2, 1993
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Dear (b)(6)

Thank you very much for your recent letter. Mrs. Clinton

greatly appreciates your expression of trust and confidence in
her.

To ensure that your concerns are addressed, I have referred
your letter to the following agency for any appropriate action:

Health Care Financing Administration
200 Independence Avenue, S.W.
washington, D.C. 20201

I have asked the agency for a prompt reply, but please bear
in mind that it may take some time to look thoroughly into the
concerns you raised. If you have any questions after reviewing
the agency's response, you may write to the address listed above.

I appreciate your patience and hope that your situation is
resolved satisfactorily.

Sincerely yours,

Alice J. Pushkar
Director of Correspondence
for the First Lady
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