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INTRODUCTION 

- Child care, though still largely private and informal, has become a public issue of major 
importance. 

L For increasing numbers of families, mothers or other in-home relatives are no longer 
available to assume their traditional roles in child care. The cost of child care is 
beyond the ability of many lower income parents to pay. And, emerging research on the 
importance of early childhood has heightened public concern about how young children are 
taken care of. 

Major public programs, subsidizing and regulating child care, have been enacted in recent 
Years in response to these changed social circumstances. Much of this effort has been 
directed toward expanding the supply of ~~bsidized, formal child care arrangements. Yet, 
a majority of young children continue to be taken care of informally by their parents 
or a relative or neighbor. 

We found that society is now at a major crossroads in defining its role in the care of 
young children. 

One approach being advanced argues for continued expansion of formal child care, culmina- 
ting in a free, universally available child care delivery system administered by the 
public schools. 

Others argue for continued enlargement of the supply of formal, subsidized child care, but 
prefer to see continuation of a variety of administering agencies. This approach also 

-s argues that child care subsidies should be expanded to include more families, on a 
'sliding fee scale.' 

I - Congress, state and local funding agencies are faced with continuing requests to fund 
these approaches to expanding the availability of formal child care arrangements. They 
are also facing increasing pressures from taxpayers and competing public needs over allo- 
cation of available public resources. 

~eanwhile, many persons are still arguing that society has no business involving itself 
in child care at all. Child care, it is contended from this perspective, has been, and 
should continue to be, a matter handled strictly within the family. 

It is against this deeply emotional and complex set of circumstances that this report 
of our study should be viewed. 

Our report is now intended to be a comprehensive commentary on the multitude of .. 
issues we found in the child care field. It does not, for example, attempt to 
analyze the arguments made for and against various models of early childhood education. 

L Neither did we attempt to rank the relative funding priority child care should have 
when weighed against other, competing public needs. 

While we were not able to provide answers to all the questions and issues which we 
identified, we do feel we have a number of sensible, responsive suggestions to offer. 
We believe these suggestions will help meet the growing child care needs of families 
in the 1970's. 



MAJOR IDEAS , I 

** Society -- i n  both  i t s  governmental and non-governmental a spec t s  -- has an  important 
and l e g i t i m a t e  r o l e  t o  play i n  c h i l d  care .  The i s s u e  of s o c i e t a l  involvement i n  

Y 
c h i l d  c a r e  is no longer  'whether' bu t  'how' and ' t o  what ex t en t . '  

** The primary goa l  of pub l i c  po l i cy  on c h i l d  c a r e  should be  t o  maximize p a r e n t a l  choice 
i n  making c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements which they p r e f e r  and which meet t h e i r  needs and 
t h e  needs of t h e i r  ch i ldren .  

** Parents  must have a v a r i e t y  of c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements avaiZabZe i n  order  t o  exe rc i se  
t h e  l e v e l  of d i s c r e t i o n  we f e e l  they should have. They must a l s o  have access t o  those  
choices  r ega rd l e s s  of t h e i r  income o r  t h e i r  geographic p l ace  of residence.  

** While we focused pr imar i ly  on ' t h e  needs of pa ren t s  f o r  c h i l d  ca re , '  any pub l i c  o r  
p r i v a t e  response t o  those  needs must a l s o  cons ider  c a r e f u l l y  ' t h e  needs of ch i ld ren . '  

** An important c o r o l l a r y  t o  a publ ic  po l icy  of maximizing p a r e n t a l  choice i n  arranging 
c h i l d  c a r e  is t h e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of r e l i a b l e  information,  r e f e r r a l ,  educat ion,  and 
support  s e r v i c e s  t o  home-based c h i l d  c a r e  providers  and parents  who use  them. 

** S i g n i f i c a n t  progress  has  been made i n  addressing t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  needs of pa ren t s  i n  
Minnesota. However, publ ic  awareness and concern about c h i l d  c a r e  has  been too  
narrowly focused on formal c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements. The ' c h i l d  c a r e  problem' has  been 
too  narrowly def ined ,  a s  t h e  l a r g e  gap between t h e  number of young ch i ld ren  needing 
c a r e  and t h e  capac i ty  of l i censed  day c a r e  c e n t e r s  and homes. 8- 

** A very c e n t r a l  p a r t  of t h e  ' c h i l d  c a r e  problem' is t h e  f a i l u r e  of s o c i e t y  t o  a s s i s t  
.a 

pa ren t s  t o  organize  work schedules  and o t h e r  demands on t h e i r  time s o  t h a t  they can 
cont inue t o  play a major r o l e  i n  c h i l d  c a r e  a t  t h e  same time t h a t  they a r e  pursuing a 
ca ree r  o u t s i d e  t h e  home. 

** Because.of ' the  way publ ic  subsidy programs have been s t r u c t u r e d ,  many parents  who may 
need f i n a n c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  a r e  not  now e l i g i b l e  f o r  t h a t  a s s i s t ance .  

** Too much r e l i a n c e  has  been placed on l i c e n s i n g  a s  t h e  way of enforc ing  s tandards  f o r  
home-based c h i l d  care .  Licensing has  been minimally e f f e c t i v e  i n  enforcing s tandards  
f o r  home-based c h i l d  c a r e  and drawing home-based providers  i n t o  t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  support 
system, 

** Exi s t ing  publ ic  subsidy programs f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  have focused p r imar i ly  on d i r e c t  pro- 
v i s i o n  of c h i l d  ca re ,  r a t h e r  than  on i n d i r e c t  suppor t ,  r e f e r r a l ,  educat ion,  and infor -  
mation s e r v i c e s .  This  approach has tended t o  l i m i t  d i s c r e t i o n  of parents  i n  making u 

c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements, and l e f t  unsupported a major i ty  of c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements'now 
used by parents .  

A.  * * * * * *  



IN OUR REPORT 

** A new, broader understanding of ' c h i l d  ca re '  i s  needed which includes recogni t ion  of 
A. t he  e s s e n t i a l  r o l e  played by informal c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements. Child c a r e  coordinat ing 

organiza t ions  should t ake  t h e  lead  i n  expanding pub l i c  understanding of t h e  importance 
of informal  arrangements t o  t h e  l a r g e r  c h i l d  c a r e  de l ive ry  system. 

** Publ ic  and p r i v a t e  employer and employee organiza t ions  i n  t h e  Twin C i t i e s  should 
recognize t h e  p o t e n t i a l  of using work schedule f l e x i b i l i t y  t o  he lp  meet t he  c h i l d  c a r e  
needs of working parents .  

"* The 1977 Minnesota Leg i s l a tu re  should i n i t i a t e  a p i l o t  ' r e g i s t r a t i o n '  program f o r  home- 
based c h i l d  c a r e  providers ,  t i e d  t o  a major expansion i n  support ,  r e f e r r a l ,  information,  
and educat ion s e r v i c e s  f o r  home-based c h i l d  c a r e  providers  and parents  who use  them. 
Such a program should include: 

-- Leg i s l a t ion  d i r e c t i n g  t h e  S t a t e  Department of Publ ic  Welfare t o  t e s t  a system of 
mandatory and voluntary ' r e g i s t r a t i o n '  f o r  home-based c h i l d  c a r e  providers  i n  sever- 
a l  r ep resen ta t ive  count ies  i n  t h e  s t a t e ;  

-- Financing of a p i l o t  program of s t a r t -up  g r a n t s  s p e c i f i c a l l y  a l loca ted  t o  neighbor- 
hood c h i l d  c a r e  resource  c e n t e r s ;  and 

-- Finanacing of an expanded c h i l d  c a r e  information, r e f e r r a l ,  and parent  educat ion 
program. 

** The 1977 Minnesota Leg i s l a tu re  should expand pub l i c  subsidy programs f o r  c h i l d  ca re  t o  
- include p a r t i a l  support  f o r  persons who a r e  now j u s t  above t h e  income e l i g i b i l i t y  l i n e  
f o r  t o t a l l y  subsidized c a r e ,  through: 

'I- 

-- A p a r t i a l  subsidy -- s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e  -- program; and 

-- Changes i n  s t a t e  income t a x  law t o  provide a p a r t i a l  t a x  c r e d i t  t o  pa ren t s  who 
musf use c h i l d  c a r e  t o  seek, t r a i n  f o r ,  o r  hold a job. 

** The U. S. Congress and Minnesota Leg i s l a tu re  should a l t e r  e x i s t i n g  regula tory  and sub- 
s i d y  programs f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  t o  expand p a r e n t a l  choice i n  making c h i l d  c a r e  arrange- 
ments. Such changes should include:  

-- Establishment of a c l e a r  and cons i s t en t  po l i cy  on which c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements a r e  
e l i g i b l e  f o r  publ ic  subsidy,  and who the  r e c i p i e n t s  of pub l i c  subs id i e s  should be; 

-- Eliminat ion of procedures o r  requirements which favor  c e r t a i n  l e g a l l y  opera t ing  
c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements over o the r  l e g a l l y  opera t ing  arrangements i n  t h e  a l l o c a t i o n  ,.' 
of publ ic  subs id i e s ;  and 

-- Maintenance of p a s t  p o l i c i e s  not  l i m i t i n g  adminis t ra t ion  o r  funding of c h i l d  c a r e  * 

programs t o  any one i n s t i t u t i o n  o r  s e t  of i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  such a s  t h e  publ ic  schools.  



PART I -- THE NEEDS OF PARENTS FOR CHID CARE 

Changes in family life styles and work and educational patterns of 
maiiy parents have significantly increased the number of small children 
needing care £07: all or p a r t  of the day by sowonp oth~'+ than a p~rent 
or close rel~~tive. 

A. Histor ica l ly ,  the  ca re  of amall c h i l d r e n h a s  been a respons ib i l i ty  bandled a l -  
mosr e n t i r e r y  within t h e  family, with socie:.y intervening only i n  extj-mp cases. 
The t r a d i t i ~ n a l  'extended family' is  now much less ava i l ab le  t o  assume ch i ld  

It seems important to make an ea r ly  d i s t i n c t i o n  i n  our  f i n d h g s  ~CWB+?S ch i ld  
ca re  provided wi th in  the family and ch i ld  ca re  p rov id 'd  s o l e l y  by $a=ts- 
Tradi t ional ly ,  l a rge  numbers of non-parknt family mexr&ers were a3JailabIe i n  
homes t o  share  ch i ld  ca re  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  I n  previous generathms,  *re was 
o f ten  an older  adult r e l a t i v e  ava i l ab le  who could be turned to for as 
of ch i ld  ca re  reepons%bi l l t ies  when parents  went t o  work, were wickwed ~r 
divorced, o r  simply needed r e l i e f  from thei i -  parent;;?; r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  . 
Society w a s  turned t o  m l y  i n  extreme cases, providing orphanages, f a s t e r  homes, 
specia l ized medical f a c i l i t i e s ,  e t c .  

Increased urbanizat ion and v a s t l y  increased mobility mong both yarpager parents  
and older r e l a t i v e s  have now made it much less LCkely that the same brasehold 
w i l l  contain p e r s m s  fraa m a r e  than two gencraticms, F u t y  years ago, half of 
a l l  American households contained a t  least oae a r a  d d e .  Today, dmz pcr- 
centage has dropped to fewer than firre persent.' Th4.s sift in f d l y  l i f e  
a t y l e s  has tended t o  focus c h i l d  care reqmmsitPiliitPes 9~33s m f a d l i e s  and 
more on increasingly i s o l a t e d  parents. 

B. Wfth the  increasingly i s o l a t i o n  of parents ,  chi ld  ca re  responsibf l i tZes  have been 
focused primari ly on mothers. But, many more mo-hers of -11 cWdran clre now 
seeking and holding jobs, forc ing an increaced reliance an mn-family chi ld  care 
providers.  

Again h i s t o r i c a l l y ,  satiety's r e s p w s e  t o  t h e  reduced r o l e  of t h e  ext& 
family in c h i l d  care was t o  place v i r t u a l l y  t o t a l  r e spms&bf l i ty  f o r  c h i l d  care  
with mothers. Except f o r  a b r i e f  entrance i n t o  t h e  work fo rce  durjn~:  Worl' War 
11, mothers of young chi ldren qu ie t ly  aastrmed p-rbtary respons ib i l i ty  for ,day- 
time chi ld  eare. In  1948 only about 12.5 percent of mothers of pre-school 
chi ldren were employed outside the  home. 2 

Through t h e  1'950's and 19W0s,  however, increasing smbes od arothczs of YOW 
children began t o  r e t u r n  t o  work before t h e i r  chwinen antered schd. BY t h e  
ea r ly  1 9 7 0 ' ~ ~  one-third of a l l  mothers of pre-school chi ldren were m n p l ~ g d  
outs ide  t h e  home.3 And, desp i t e  the  most severe economic receesion since World 
War 11, t h e  number of employed mothers of young children bas  o m t i m e d  to c l i m b ,  
t o  38.9 percent of a l l  mothers of pre-schoolers by mid-6975. 4 



There are many reasons f o r  t h e  growing number of mothers with young chi ldren  
who are seeking and holding jobs ou t s ide  the  home. The most important reasons 
appear t o  be economic, as i n f l a t i o n  and l i f e  s t y l e  expectat ions have driven up 
t h e  cos t  of running a family. The na ture  of growth i n  t h e  economy has a l s o  . 
been an important f a c t o r ,  as se rv ice  occupations, t r a d i t i o n a l l y  held by women, 
have f lour ished i n  the  pos t  World War I1 era .  And, many more women are seeking 
and holding career-oriented jobs as educat ional  l e v e l s  have r i s e n  and s e l f -  
expectat ions of women have changed. 

Public  pol icy  and publ ic  opinion have a l s o  had an important impact on the  reduced 
numbers of parents  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  ch i ld  care.  Beginning i n  the  mid-1960is, t h e  
pub l i c  pol icy  of encouraging mothers wi th  small chi ldren  t o  s t a y  a t  home and 
rece ive  AFDC payments was a l t e r e d .  Child care  began t o  be viewed a s  a way of 
g e t t i n g  parents  wi th  young ch i ld ren  o f f  welfare.  Under t h e  Work Incent ive  
Program (WIN), AFDC r e c i p i e n t s  with chi ldren  of school age a r e  even required 
t o  seek and hold jobs outs ide  t h e  home. F ina l ly ,  a t  l e a s t  a p a r t  of t h e  reduc- 
t i o n  i n  t h e  number of parents  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  chi ld  c a r e  has r e su l t ed  from an in- 
creasing body of pub l i c  opinion which supports  t h e  r i g h t  of women t o  have a 
choice of working e i t h e r  at-home o r  ou t s ide  the  home. 

C. Although many more mothers with young chi ldren  a r e  en te r ing  the  labor fo rce ,  
t h e r e  is no evidence suggest ing t h a t  a corresponding withdrawal from the labor  
f o r c e  is taking  p lace  among t h e  fathers of young chi ldren.  

W e  found t h a t  the  increas ing  work f o r c e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of mothers of small 
chi ldren  is having some impact on t h e  ch i ld  ca re  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  of f a t h e r s .  
Some f a t h e r s  - are taking on a l a r g e r  r o l e  i n  t h e  family as t h e i r  wives have 
less t i m e  t o  spend a t  home. Surveys of c h i l d  ca re  arrangements used by work- 
ing  mothers show f a t h e r s  as t h e  primary ch i ld  ca re  arrangement used i n  between 
10 and 15 percent  of t h e  homes ~ u r v e y e d . ~  

However, t h e  ava i l ab le  d a t a  on o v e r a l l  work fo rce  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of men does 
not  y e t  suggest t h a t  t h e  genera l  work p a t t e r n  of young f a t h e r s  is changing 
a t  a r a t e  anywhere near t h a t  being experienced by young mothers. According t o  
U. S. Department of Labor da ta ,  t h e  only age ca tegor ies  of men experiencing 
lower rates of fu l l - t ime labor  f o r c e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  are those i n  o lder  age 
groups who tend t o  be r e t i r i n g  earlier. 

Although t h e r e  are some exceptions,  most f a t h e r s  of young chi ldren  do not  
appear t o  be assuming t h e  primary chi ld  c a r e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  when t h e i r  wives 
e n t e r  t h e  labor  market. The reasons are, again,  mainly economic. Since most 
women go t o  work pr imar i ly  t o  increase  family earnings,  t h e  husbands of those 
women a r e  not  l i k e l y  t o  be a b l e  t o  make a corresponding withdrawal from t h e  
l abor  force.  Short of complete withdrawal from t h e  labor  fo rce ,  many career  
or iented  jobs held by men (or  women) do not  have part-time options.  And, 
f i n a l l y ,  whi le  pub l i c  opinion now l a r g e l y  supports  t h e  r i g h t  of women t o  seek 
a career  o u t s i d e  t h e  home, an increased r o l e  of men i n  t h e  home and family .. 
does not appear t o  have y e t  gained a corresponding l e v e l  of pub l i c  acceptance. 

W e  found t h a t  t h e  f a c t o r s  which have contr ibuted t o  growing Ilumbers of mothers A 

seeking work are not  l i k e l y  t o  be  reversed. I f  anything, economic necess i ty  
and an increased a b i l i t y  and d e s i r e  t o  compete successfu l ly  f o r  career-oriented 



jobs a r e  l i k e l y  t o  i nc rease  t h e  numbers of mothers of young ch i ld ren  seeking 
employment ou t s ide  t h e  home. 

The corresponding f u t u r e  r o l e s  of men i n  t h e  work f o r c e  and i n  t he  family a r e ,  
on t h e  o t h e r  hand, no t  a t  a l l  c l e a r .  An increased d e s i r e  by men t o  p lay  a 
more s i g n i f i c a n t  r o l e  i n  t h e  family could be an important f a c t o r  i n  de f in ing  
t h e  f u t u r e  needs of pa ren t s  f o r  c h i l d  care .  O r ,  t h e  predominant r o l e  of men 
working o u t s i d e  t h e  home could cont inue.  

D. An important con t r ibu to r  t o  t h e  inc reas ing  need f o r  non-parental c h i l d  c a r e  is 
growth i n  t h e  number of f a m i l i e s  i n  which t h e  only parent  is employed. 

Nat iona l ly ,  about 17 percent  of a l l  ch i ld ren  under age 18  now l i v e  i n  s i n g l e  
pa ren t  f ami l i e s .  This  i s  up from 12 percent  f i v e  yea r s  ago. According t o  t h e  
U.  S. Department of Labor, t h e r e  were 6.8 m i l l i o n  f ami l i e s  headed by s i n g l e  
women i n  1974. One ou t  of 10  whi te  c h i l d r e n  and fou r  out  of 10 black ch i ld ren  
were, i n  1974, i n  f a m i l i e s  headed by s i n g l e  women. 6 

The growing number of s i n g l e  pa ren t  f ami l i e s  is of p a r t i c u l a r  relevance t o  
c h i l d  c a r e  s i n c e  s i n g l e  mothers a r e  much more l i k e l y  t o  be employed o u t s i d e  
t h e  home than  a r e  women i n  d u a l  parent  f ami l i e s .  Nat iona l ly ,  approxi- 
mately 56 percent  of divorced o r  separa ted  mothers of pre-school c h i l d r e n  a r e  
c u r r e n t l y  employed o u t s i d e  t h e  home. According t o  t h e  l a t e s t  a v a i l a b l e  U.  S. 
Department of Labor d a t a ,  s i n g l e  mothers a r e  a l s o  more l i k e l y  t o  be employed 
fu l l - t ime  than a r e  mothers of smal l  ch i ld ren  i n  two-parent f ami l i e s .  8 

E. 
c a r e  because they a r e  a t t end ing  educa t iona l  i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  i n  job t r a i n i n g  pro- 

Not a l l  parents  who need c h i l d  c a r e  a r e  working a t  compensated jobs ou t s ide  the  
home. J u s t  a s  growing numbers of mothers w i th  young ch i ld ren  a r e  nrm working 
o u t s i d e  t h e  home, a growing number a r e  a l s o  r e tu rn ing  t o  school .  

One i n d i c a t o r  of t h i s  t r end  is t h e  dec l in ing  age f o r  o lde r  s t u d e n t s  r e tu rn ing  
t o  t h e  Univers i ty  of Minnesota. According t o  t h e  Minnesota Wmen's Center,  
t h e  average age of r e tu rn ing  s t u d e n t s  a t  t h e  Universi ty  of Minnesota has  de- 
c l i n e d  from 37 i n  1960 t o  28 i n  1975. Approximately 20 percent  of a l l  
Univers i ty  of Minnesota s tuden t s  a r e  now married. According t o  t h e  Un ive r s i t y ' s  
Off ice  of Admissions and Records, about ha l f  of t h e s e  s tuden t s  have ch i ldren .  
The percentage of Univers i ty  s tuden t s  who a r e  married has  grown from about 10 
percent  i n  t h e  e a r l y  1960's. 

The most r ecen t  survey done on t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  needs of Univers i ty  s tuden t s  
(1972) found t h a t  t h e r e  were about 2,500 pre-school ch i ld ren  of married s tuden t s  
who were a t t end ing  t h e  Univers i ty  of ~ i n n e s o t a . ~  This  survey d id  no t  inc lude  
c h i l d r e n  of un-married s tuden t s .  According t o  t h e  Univers i ty ' s  HELP Center,  
which works wi th  lower income s tuden t s ,  t h e r e  a r e  c u r r e n t l y  a t  l e a s t  800 ch i ld ren  
of women s t u d e n t s  a t  t h e  Univers i ty  of Minnesota who a r e  on AFDC. The Of f i ce  of 
Admissions and Records has  est imated t h a t  between 75 and 80 percent  of t h e  
spouses of married s tuden t s  work o u t s i d e  t h e  home. 

Another l a r g e  category of pa ren t s  needing c h i l d  c a r e  a r e  those  i n  publ ic ly  
supported job t r a i n i n g  programs. The Minneapolis Concentrated Employment 



(CEP), f o r  example, has e s t ab l i shed  unemployed female heads of households a s  
i t s  h ighes t  p r i o r i t y  t a r g e t  group. Although s p e c i f i c  d a t a  is not  a v a i l a b l e  on 
t h e  numbers of p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  job t r a i n i n g  programs needing c h i l d  ca re ,  we 
d id  f ind  t h a t ,  i n  1976, roughly 20 percent  of t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  job t r a i n i n g  - 
programs run by CEP and Twin C i t i e s  Opportuni t ies  Induo t r i a l%za t ion  Center 
(TCOIC) were AFDC r e c i p i e n t s .  .,. 

Recent growth i n  t h e  number of wel fare  r e c i p i e n t s  needing c h i l d  c a r e  is c lose ly  
r e l a t e d  t o  changes we have a l ready  noted i n  f e d e r a l  po l icy ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  wi th  
r e spec t  t o  AFDC. Again, i t  is only s i n c e  t h e  mid-1960's t h a t  job t r a i n i n g  and 
o t h e r  suppor t ive  s e r v i c e s  inc luding  c h i l d  c a r e  have been o f f e red  a s  a way of 
encouraging persons, inc luding  mothers w i th  smal l  ch i ld ren ,  t o  become economi- 
c a l l y  indepesdent.  P r i o r  t o  t h a t  s h i f t ,  it was t h e  po l i cy  of t h e  f e d e r a l  
government t o  encourage v i r t u a l l y  a l l  women wi th  emall  ch i ld ren  t o  remain i n  
t h e  home. 

F i n a l l y ,  nea r ly  a l l  pa ren t s  need some a s s i s t a n c e  wi th  c h i l d  care i n  ~ r d e r  t h a t  
they might p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  volunteer  c i v i c  o r  community a c t i v i t i e s ;  engage i n  
s o c i a l  o r  r e c r e a t i o n a l  a c t i v i t i e s ;  o r  simply, ga in  r e l i e f  from t h e i r  parent ing  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  A 1975 n a t i o n a l  survey of parents  conducted by t h e  U.  S .  
Department of HEW found t h a t  about 90 percent  of parents  w i th  ch i ld ren  under 
age 14 use a t  l e a g t  one hour of c h i l d  c a r e  each week.1° 

As child care has emerged from the family, publ$c interest and concern 

settings, and its cost and availability. 

A. AS c h i l d  c a r e  has  i nc reas ing ly  been provided by non-re la t ives  and i n  o the r  homes 
o r  bu i ld ings ,  t h e  h e a l t h  'and s a f e t y  of ch i ld ren  being taken c a r e  of o u t s i d e  t h e  
family has  become a mat te r  of pub l i c  concern. r 

For inc reas ing  number$ of f ami l i e s ,  we found t h a t  c h i l d  c a r e  is no longer  a 
4 s e r v i c e  provided i n  f a m i l i a r  s e t t i n g s  by family members o r  cAose r e l a t i v e s  o r  

neighbors.  For those  parents ,  c h i l d  c a r e  has  begun t o  t a k e  on c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
of o t h e r  s e r v i c e s  purchased i n  t h e  marketplace. Many more c h i i d  c a r e  providers  
a r e  s t r a n g e r s  t o  t h e  parentp and ch i ld ren  they serve ,  f o r  example. And,, 
i nc reas ing  numbers of ch i ld ren  a r e  being taken c a r e  of i n  day c a r e  f a c i l i t i e s  
housed i n  church basements, s t o r e f r o n t s ,  o r  s p e c i f i c a l l y  designed day c a r e  
cen te r s .  

A s  is t r u e  t o  many o t h e r  s e r v i c e s ,  a pub l i c  i n t e r e s t  and concern has  a r i s e n  over 
t h e  h e a l t h  and s a f e t y  of small ch i ld ren  who a r e  taken ca re  of by non-relat ives  
and i n  non-home s e t t i n g s .  This is not  u n l i k e  t h e  publ ic  i n t e r e s t  and concern 
which e x i s t s  over t h e  h e a l t h  a spec t s  of food served i n  r e s t a u r a n t s  o r  t h e  person- 
a l  s a f e t y  of those  using p u b l i c  t r anspor t a t ion .  

B. Emerging r e sea rch  on t h e  importance of e a r l y  childhood t o  an  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  
emotional,  phys ica l ,  and mental development has  heightened pub l i c  i n t e r e s t  i n  
assurgng an ' educa t iona l '  o r  'developmental' component t d  c h i l d  care ,  whether 
provided by pa ren t s  o r  o the r s .  

We should make i t  c l e a r  t h a t  we d id  not  make an in-depth review of t h e  growing 
body of evidence t h a t  po in t s  t o  t h e  importance of e a r l y  childhood t o  a person 's  
emotional,  phys ica l ,  o r  mental development. However, we d id  have s u f f i c i e n t  



exposure t o  t h e  research  being done t o  f i n d  t h a t  t h e r e  is enormous controversy 
over t h e  r e l a t i v e  impact whiah var ious  fo rces  have on young chi ldren .  

Some researchers  a r e  now grguing t h a t  what happens t o  ch i ld ren  during t h e  pre- 
school  years  is  even more important than mental and s o c i a l  development which 
t akes  p lace  i n  elementary school.  This poin t  of view argues t h a t  s o c i e t y  has 
a r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  a s s u r e  an  ' educat ional '  o r  'develppmental' aspec t  t o  pre- 
school  c h i l d  c a r e  which goes beyond t h a t  t r a d i t i o n a l l y  provided by pa ren t s  o r  
informal  c h i l d  c a r e  providers .  

Another body of r ssegrch  argues t h a t  pa ren t s  and t h e  home environment a r e  s t i l l  
t h e  primary inf luence  on t h e  growth and development of ypung ch i ld ren  regard- 
l e s s  of t h e  na tu re  of ch i ld  c a r e  being used. Such research  tends t o  support 
e f f o r t s  t o  improve p a r e n t i p g  s k i l l s .  

These pos i t i ons  a r e  not  t o t a l l y  exclusive.  Some s t r e s g  t h e  $mportance of 
parent ing  s k i l l s  & formal e a r l y  childhood programs o u t s i d e  che home. 

Regardless of t h e  r e l a t i v e  s t r e n g t h s  of t hese  arguments, t h e  f a c t  t h a t  they a r e  
being made has helped r a i s e  t h e  l e v e l  of publ ic  c o n s c i ~ u s n e s s  about c h i l d  ca re  
and make c h i l d  cgre  9 mat ter  of broad i n t e r e s t  and concern, 

C. A s  c h i l d  c a r e  has  beqoqe a compensated seyvice  and a s  e f f o r t s  havebeen made 
t o  ensure t h a t  young ch i ld ren  are taken c a r e  of ip s a f e ,  hea l thy ,  and s t imula t -  
ing environments, coat and avaiZabiZity of c h i l d  cdre  has become a mat te r  
of p a r e n t a l  and s o c i e t a l  concern. 

While much of c h i l d  c a r e  remains uncompensated, t h e  decreasing number of parents  
and o t h e r  family members ~ v a i l a b l e  f o r  ch i ld  c a r e  has  requi red  many more parents  
t o  pay f o r  t h e  arrangements which they a r e  using. S o c i e t a l  concern about t h e  
' q u a l i t a t i v e '  .qspects of chibd c a r e  has a l s o  r e s u l t e d  i n  4ncreasjng c o s t s  f o r  
many of t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements being used. 

A s  a r e s u l t ,  t h e  a b i l i t y  of pa ren t s  t o  pay f o r  c h i l d  cgre  has  become a mat te r  
of publ ic  i n t e r e s t  and concern, p a r t i c u l a r l y  when lower incpme parents  a r e  un- 
a b l e  t o  make s a t i s f a c t o y y ,  uncompensated c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements. 

F i n a l l y ,  a s  t h e  taxpayer has been increas ingly  c a l l e d  upon t o  f inance  c h i l d  
c a r e  a s  8 pub l i c ly  subs id ized  human se rv ice ,  t h e  c o s t  of providing t h a t  care  
has a l s o  become a mat te r  of publ ic  i n t e r e s t  and Goncern, 



PART I I -- GOVERilMENTAL AkID PRIVATE RESPONSE TO THE CHILD CARE NEEDS 
OF PARENTS 

Increasing societal concern about the child care needs of parents has 
resulted in both public and private efforts,to increase the supply of 
non-parental child care available, assure minimal levels of quality, 
and subsidize child care costs for parents who can't afford the full 
cost themselves. 

A. Governmental involvement i n  c h i l d  care  has focused on regula t ion  of group day 
ca re  cen te r s  and some homes and on providing funding, both t o  providers  and 
consumers of ch i ld  ca re  services .  A l l  l e v e l s  of government have become involved. 

Broadly speaking governmental involvement i n  c h i l d  care  has tended t o  d iv ide  
i n t o  t h e  following categories:  

1. S t a t e  and l o c a l  governments have appropriated s tar t -up  funds f o r  ch i ld  care  
f a c i l i t i e s :  

I n  order  t o  become l icensed and begin operat ing,  many day care  centers and 
homes have needed physica l  renovation. Toys, educational  mater ia ls ,  and 
o ther  equipment have had t o  be purchased. Funds have been ava i l ab le  i n  
Minnesota s ince  1973 f o r  such s tar t -up  c o s t s  under the  S t a t e  Child Care 
F a c i l i t i e s  Act. I n  FY 1976, approximately $180,000 i n  s tar t -up  funding was 
made ava i l ab le  t o  group day care  centers  and l icensed family day care  homes. 
Tota l  funding f o r  1975 and 1976 under the  Child Care F a c i l i t i e s  Act is $1.8 
mi l l ion .  11 

Start-up funding has a l s o  been ava i l ab le  t o  ch i ld  care  providers i n  
Minneapolis s ince  1975 under the  c i t y ' s  Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG) program. I n  1975, approximately $161,000 was devoted t o  ch i ld  care  
program start-up cos t s  from CDBG. Tota l  funding f o r  ch i ld  ca re  under the  
CDBG program i n  1975 was $700,000.'~ 

2. Federal ,  s t a t e  and l o c a l  funds have been appropriated t o  operate o r  purchase 
c h i l d  ca re  services .  

Head S t a r t  programs have provided ch i ld  ca re  and o the r  support services  t o  
chi ldren  from lower income famil ies  s ince  1965. Approximately 4,000 chi ldren  
i n  Minnesota a r e  current ly  enrol led  i n  Head S t a r t  programs. The t o t a l  
budget f o r  Head S t a r t  i n  Minnesota i n  1975 was approximately $4.3 mil l ion.  1 3  

Because of the  emphasis i n  Head S t a r t  on b e t t e r  preparing chi ldren  f o r  
school ,  Head S t a r t  is o f t en  not included i n  discussions about meeting pa ren t  
needs f o r  ch i ld  care.  A high percentage of parents  of Head S t a r t  chi ldren  
a r e  not employed outs ide  t h e  home. 

I n  addi t ion  t o  Head S t a r t  programs, which tend t o  be operated d i r e c t l y  by 
l o c a l  anti-poverty programs, f ede ra l  T i t l e  XX s o c i a l  se rv ice  funds can be 
used t o  purchase ch i ld  care  se rv ices  f o r  c e r t a i n  lower income children.  
Approximately 9800 chi ldren  a r e  being served i n  Minnesota i n  1976 under T i t l e  



XX a t  a t o t a l  cos t  of $8.9 m i l l i 0 n . 2 ~  S t a t e ,  l o c a l  and p r iva te  funds a r e  
being used t o  provide the  25 percent non-federal match required f o r  a l l  
T i t l e  XX programs including ch i ld  care.  

3. Direct  payments t o  parents  t o  purchase ch i ld  ca re  se rv ices  have been made 
pr imar i ly  under federa l  income support and job t r a in ing  programs. A 

Under the  Aid t o  Families of Dependent Children program (AFDC), ch i ld  ca re  
expenses can be deducted from a r e c i p i e n t ' s  income when determining 
e l i g i b i l i t y  f o r  an AFDC grant .  I n  t h i s  way, the  s i z e  of the  AFDC grant  
may be increased because of ch i ld  care  expenses of the rec ip ien t .  

Because ch i ld  ca re  funds provided through AFDC a r e  included i n  the  l a rge r  
general  income support g ran t s ,  no accurate information is  avai lable  on the 
amount of public funding going t o  ch i ld  care  through the  AFDC program. 

The most recent  est imates avai lable  r e s u l t  from a sampling of AFDC rec ip i -  
e n t s  done by the S t a t e  Department of Public Welfare i n  1973. That study 
estimated t h a t  approximate1 $3.8 mi l l ion  i n  AFDC grants  went f o r  ch i ld  
care  i n  Minnesota i n  1973?lAssuming only a 20 percent increase i n  those 
grants  due t o  i n f l a t i o n  over the pas t  three  years,  i t  appears t h a t  a t  l e a s t  
$5.0 mi l l ion  i n  publ ic  funding f o r  ch i ld  care  i s  now going t o  parents  
through the  N D C  income support program. AFDC is funded through a combi- 
nat ion of f edera l ,  s t a t e  and county t ax  sources. 

The Work Incentive Program (WIN) a l s o  subsidizes chi ld  ca re  cos t s  f o r  AFDC 
rec ip ien t s  who must seek employment, e i t h e r  through cash payments o r  d i r e c t  
purchase of ch i ld  care  se rv ices  from l icensed centers  o r  homes. W I N  ch i ld  
care  payments i n  Minnesota i n  1975 were estimated a t  $561,000 by the 

16 Minnesota Department of Public Welfare. 

Some of the  job t r a in ing  programs funded under the  Federal  government's 
Comprehensive Employment Training Act (CETA) a l s o  provide small support 
grants  t o  pa r t i c ipan t s  which can be used t o  purchase ch i ld  care. No 
est imates a r e  ava i l ab le  on the  amount of CETA funding going t o  c h i l d  care  
support grants .  

4. Ind i rec t  payments t o  parents  t o  reimburse a port ion of c h i l d  care  cos t s  a r e  
a l s o  ava i l ab le  through both s t a t e  and federa l  income t a x  deductions. 

Under both s t a t e  and federa l  t ax  laws, ch i ld  care  expenses can be deducted 
from taxable income i f  the  purpose of the  chi ld  care  is t o  allow parents  t o  
be employed o r  t o  ac t ive ly  seek employment. The maximum deduction allowed 
is $400 per month on the  federa l  r e tu rn  and $900 per year on the  Minnesota 
re turn .  Both s t a t e  and federa l  laws have income l i m i t s  beyond which deduc- 
t ions  f o r  ch i ld  ca re  expenses s c a l e  down and a r e  then eliminated. Deductions 
sca le  down f o r  persons with incomes above $35,000 on the  federa l  r e tu rn  or  .. 
above $6900 on the  s t a t e  re turn .  

On both t h e  federa l  and s t a t e  r e tu rns ,  deductible expenses f o r  ch i ld  care  a r e  - 
grouped with o ther  expenses f o r  'household and dependent care. '  Allowable 
expenses, i n  addi t ion  t o  more conventional ch i ld  care se rv ices ,  include care  
of a disabled spouse o r  care  of a dependent with a mental or  physical i l l n e s s .  



I n  order  t o  qua l i fy  f o r  a deduction, however, these  expenses must be 
incurred by employed persons o r  persons seeking employment. 

I n  1975, an  est imated 1.75 m i l l i o n  U. S. f a m i l i e s  claimed a dependent c a r e  
deduction on t h e i r  f e d e r a l  income t a x  r e t u r n ,  a t o t a l  f e d e r a l  t a x  l o s s  
of about $295 m i l l i ~ n . ~ ~ N h i l e  some of these  deductions were f o r  c a r e  of 
dependent spouses, some of t h e s e  f a m i l i e s  were a l s o  claiming deduct ions f o r  
t h e  c a r e  of more than one ch i ld .  This  suggests  t h a t  c h i l d  c a r e  c o s t s  of no 
fewer than 2.0 m i l l i o n  ch i ld ren  were p a r t i a l l y  reimbursed under t h i s  program 
i n  1975. This compares wi th  t h e  approximately 1 .3  m i l l i o n  ch i ld ren  whose 
c a r e  is  funded under t h e  t h r e e  l a r g e s t  f e d e r a l  programs which d i r e c t l y  
purchase c h i l d  care:  T i t l e  XX, W I N  and Head start .I8 

I f  Minnesotans claimed t h e  dependent c a r e  deduction on t h e i r  f e d e r a l  income 
t a x  r e t u r n  i n  proport ion t o  t h e i r  sha re  of t h e  n a t i o n a l  population, about 
70,000 Minnesota f a m i l i e s  claimed t h i s  deduction i n  1975. This  would have 
amounted t o  a f e d e r a l  t a x  l o s s  in 1975 of about $12 m i l l i o n  i n  Minnesota. 

The deduct ion allowed on t h e  Minnesota Income Tax r e t u r n  has more r e s t r i c -  
t i v e  income and deduction limits. This  is r e f l e c t e d  i n  the 6,800 f a m i l i e s  
claiming a dependent c a r e  deduction i n  1975, compared t o  t h e  est imated 70,000 
Minnesota f ami l i e s  claiming t h e  f e d e r a l  deduction. Even s o ,  t h e  state 
deduction r e s u l t e d  i n  an est imated t a x  l o s s  of $300,000, which is no t  in- 
s i g n i f i c a n t  when compared t o  t h e  $900,000 appropriated i n  1975 f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  
under t h e  s t a t e ' s  Child Care F a c i l i t i e s  Act f o r  1975. 19 

5. F inanc ia l  a s s i s t a n c e  has been provided t o  support  and coordina te  s e r v i c e s  
f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  by state and l o c a l  governments. 

Both t h e  S t a t e  Child Care F a c i l i t i e s  A c t  and Minneapolis Community Develop- 
ment Block Grant programs have been used t o  fund programs which don ' t  d i r e c t -  
l y  d e l i v e r  c h i l d  c a r e  se rv ices .  Funds have been made a v a i l a b l e ,  f o r  example, 
t o  t h e  Greater  Minneapolis Day Care Associat ion from t h e s e  programs f o r  its 
program of planning and coordina t ing  c h i l d  c a r e  s e r v i c e s  i n  Hennepin County. 20 
Approximately $85,000 was a l s o  received by GMDCA i n  1976 from Hemepin County 
f o r  t h e s e  and o t h e r  coordina t ing  services.21 I n  add i t ion  t o  i ts  s e r v i c e s  t o  
c h i l d  c a r e  programs, GPlIDCA provides information and referral s e r v i c e s  t o  
pa ren t s  seeking a s s i s t a n c e  i n  p lac ing  t h e i r  ch i ld ren  i n  l icensed  day ca re  
cen te r s .  

S t a t e  Child Care F a c i l i t i e s  funds have a l s o  been used to fund toy lending 
l i b r a r i e s  and c h i l d  c a r e  resource c e n t e r s  f o r  family day c a r e  providers  i n  
both Ramsey and H e n ~ e p i n  Counties. County wel fare  departments i n  Minnesota 
provide information and r e f e r r a l  s e r v i c e s  f o r  pa ren t s  seeking t o  place t h e i r  
ch i ld ren  i n  l icensed  family day c a r e  homes. And, t r a i n i n g  programs a r e  
provided f o r  l i censed  c h i l d  c a r e  providers  wi th  governmental funding. 

6 -  Federa l ,  s t a t e  and l o c a l  governments have e s t ab l i shed  s tandards  and l icens-  
i ng  requirements f o r  group day c a r e  c e n t e r s  and some homes. 

Broadly speaking, governmental l i c e n s i n g  s tandards  f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  f a l l  i n t o  
t h e  fol lowing major ca t egor i e s :  



-- Family day c a r e  s tandards  which a r e  s e t  by t h e  S t a t e  Department of 
Publ ic  Welfare and administered by county wel fare  departments. These 
s tandards  apply t o  homes which t a k e  c a r e  of up t o  f i v e  ch i ldren .  The 
s tandards  do not  apply where c a r e  is being provided by a  r e l a t i v e ,  
where t h e  c h i l d  is cared f o r  i n  h i s  own home, o r  where t h e  provider  
i s  car ing  f o r  ch i ld ren  of only one o t h e r  family. 22 

-- Group family day c a r e  s tandards  which a r e  a l s o  s e t  by t h e  S t a t e  
Departments of Publ ic  Welfare and administered by t h e  county wel fare  
departments.  Group family day c a r e  homes a r e  those  which take  c a r e  
of from s i x  t o  t e n  ch i ld ren ,  23 

-- Group day c a r e  c e n t e r  s tandards  which a r e  e s t ab l i shed  and administered 
by t h e  S t a t e  Department of Publ ic  Welfare. These s tandards  apply t o  
a l l  c h i l d  c a r e  programs wi th  more than  t e n  ch i ld reh .  24 

-- Federa l  interagency day c a r e  requirements which a r e  e s t ab l i shed  by t h e  
U. S. Department of HEW and administered by the  s t a t e  o r  l o c a l  agency 
which i s  d i r e c t l y  adminis te r ing  t h e  f e d e r a l l y  funded programs which 

3 must meet t h e  f e d e r a l  s tandards .  There a r e  f e d e r a l  interagency day 
c a r e  requirements f o r  family day care ,  group family day ca re ,  and cen te r  
based c h i l d  c a r e  programs They apply t o  most c h i l d  c a r e  programs 
r ece iv ing  f e d e r a l  funds. 2: 

These s tandards  a r e  an at tempt  by government t o  a s s u r e  some minimal l e v e l  
of q u a l i t y  t o  c h i l d  c a r e  programs which a r e  provided pub l i c  t a x  support  and 
which provide c h i l d  c a r e  t o  more than  j u s t  a  few chi ldren .  They d e a l  w i th  
s t a f f i n g  requirements ,  phys i ca l  f a c i l i t i e s ,  program, t r a i n i n g ,  food ser -  
v i c e ,  r epo r t ing ,  and o t h e r  a spec t s  of t h e  opera t ions  of c h i l d  c a r e  programs. 
They a r e  enforced through s t a t e  and l o c a l  agencies  which g ive  l i c e n s e s  t o  

1 programs meeting t h e  s tandards  a s  determined by an on-s i te  inspec t ion .  

I n  a  few s t a t e s ,  r e g u l a t i o n  of family day c a r e  providers  is done through -8 

a system of voluntary  o r  mandatory r e g i s t r a t i o n .  S t a t e s  using r e g i s t r a -  
t i o n  t o  r e g u l a t e  family day c a r e  inc lude  Massachusetts,  North Dakota, 
Texas and Iowa. 

The s tandards  f o r  family day c a r e  i n  t hese  s t a t e s  a r e  s i m i l a r  t o  t hose  
r equ i r ed  i n  Minnesota f o r  l i cens ing .  Family day c a r e  providers  who must 
become r e g i s t e r e d  i n  t hese  s t a t e s  a r e  gene ra l ly  those  who must be l i censed  
i n  Minnesota. Rather  than  i s s u i n g  a  l i c e n s e ,  t h e  s t a t e  asks  family day 
c a r e  providers  t o  s i g n  a s tatement  swearing t h a t  they w i l l  ope ra t e  t h e i r  
homes i n  comformance wi th  t h e  family c a r e  s tandards  e s t ab l i shed  by t h a t  
s t a t e .  An in spec t ion  of t h e  home i s  normally not  conducted unless  complaints 
a r i s e .  Some s p o t  checks a r e  conducted, however. Parents  r e f e r r e d  t o  
r e g i s t e r e d  providers  a r e  made aware t h a t  they a r e  t h e  primary monitoring 
agents  f o r  t h e  s tandards .  Each parent  being r e f e r r e d  is given a copy of 
t h e  s t anda rds  and information on how t o  make a  complaint i f  they do not  
b e l i e v e  t h e  s tandards  a r e  being met. 

7. I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  s t a t e  and f e d e r a l  l i c e n s i n g  s tandards ,  many m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  
have t h e i r  own zoning, hea l th ,  s a f e t y  and f i r e  requirements f o r  l i censed  
day c a r e  c e n t e r s  and l i censed  family day c a r e  homes. 

Some communities r e q u i r e  only t h a t  l i censed  family day c a r e  homes be oper- 
a t ed  c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  s t a t e  s tandards .  Others r e q u i r e  s p e c i a l  use permits  



must be  renewed annual ly.  Some r e q u i r e  s p e c i f i c  f i r e  prevention equipment, 
and a t  l e a s t  a few munic ipa l i t i e s  do not allow l icensed  family day c a r e  
homes t o  be loca ted  i n  apartment bui ldings.  

Zoning requirements f o r  day c a r e  cen te r s  o f t e n  r e q u i r e  condi t ional  use  
permits ,  wi th  exceptions sometimes provided, i f  t h e  cen te r  is loca ted  i n  a 
church bui ld ing .  Some municipal zoning codes p r o h i b i t  t h e  loca t ion  of 
group family day c a r e  homes o r  day c a r e  cen te r s  i n  s i n g l e  family residen- 
t i a l  a r eas .  

B. Community and church groups, employers, p r i v a t e  foundations and labor  organiza- 
t i o n s  have a l s o  played a r o l e  i n  expandin9 t h e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of non-family ch i ld  
c a r e  se rv ices .  A new day c a r e  s e r v i c e  indus t ry  has evolved wi th  a number of 
c e n t e r s  now run by p r i v a t e  companies on a fo r -p ro f i t  bas i s .  

Much of t h e  e f f o r t  t o  improve t h e  q u a l i t y  o r  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of c h i l d  c a r e  s e r v i c e s  
has been done p r i v a t e l y ,  without governmental involvement. A number of day c a r e  
c e n t e r s  i n  t h e  Twin C i t i e s  and elsewhere have been s t a r t e d  by church o r  o the r  
community groups. Others have been s t a r t e d  by p r i v a t e  foundations. The Wilder 
Foundation i n  S t .  Paul  has been p a r t i c u l a r l y  a c t i v e  i n  ch i ld  c a r e ,  now ~ p e r a t i n g  
t h r e e  pre-school and t h r e e  school-age cen te r s  serv ing  more than  300 chi ldren .  

? 
A t  l e a s t  some major employers and labor  groups have taken t h e  i n i t i a t i v e  i n  
e s t a b l i s h i n g  day c a r e  cen te r s  a t  o r  near  work sites. Control Data has l e d  a 
consortium of s e v e r a l  major Minneapolis employers i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  and a s s i s t i n g  
a day c a r e  c e n t e r  near  i t s  nor th  Minneapolis manufacturing p l an t .  The Polaroid 
Corporation i n  Cambridge, Massachusetts has e s t ab l i shed  a voucher program which 
subs id i zes  c h i l d  c a r e  c o s t s  f o r  i t s  employees depending on t h e i r  income and 
family s i z e .  The labor  organiza t ion  tak ing  t h e  s t ronges t  i n t e r e s t  i n  ch i ld  c a r e  
has been t h e  Amalgamated Clothing Workers of America which has negotiated ch i ld  
c a r e  b e n e f i t s  f o r  i ts  employees and e s t ab l i shed  and operated c h i l d  c a r e  cen te r s  
near  work s i t e s  i n  s e v e r a l  c i t i e s  inc luding  Baltimore and Chicago. 

An important response t o  the  growing demand f o r  non-family ch i ld  ca re  has been 
t h e  development of a new day c a r e  s e r v i c e  indus t ry .  National ly,  a major i ty  of 
t h e  spaces i n  l icensed  day c a r e  cen te r s  a r e  i n  p r i v a t e ,  p ropr i e t a ry  cenfers .  
Many of these  a r e  'ma and pa' opera t ions .  One of t h e  n a t i o n ' s  l a r g e s t  chains of 
day c a r e  cen te r s  s t a r t e d  he re  i n  the  Twin C i t i e s .  It now has over f i f t y  day 
c a r e  cen te r s  i n  seven s t a t e s  wi th  a t o t a l  enrollment of more than 4,500 chi ldren .  
Ten of t hese  cen te r s  a r e  loca ted  i n  the  Twin C i t i e s  metropoli tan area .  

Much of t h i s  response has been s t imula ted  by c h i l d  c a r e  coordinat ing organiza t ions  
and advocacy groups. Some of t h e  organiza t ions  provide support  s e r v i c e s  and peer  
support  f o r  l icensed  c h i l d  c a r e  providers .  Others he lp  i d e n t i f y  c h i l d  c a r e  needs 
i n  t h e i r  communities and s t imula t e  pub l i c  and p r i v a t e  ac t ion  t o  help meet those  
needs. 

C. Publ ic  and p r i v a t e  response t o  t h e  needs f o r  non-family c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements 
has r e su l t ed  i n  a s i g n i f i c a n t  i nc rease  i n  t h e  l icensed  capaci ty  of day c a r e  cen te r s  

P and family day ca re  homes. 

Much of t h e  pub l i c  and p r i v a t e  response t o  t h e  growing needs of parents  f o r  non- 
family ch i ld  c a r e  has come s i n c e  t h e  l a t e  1960's. 



I n  t h e  Twin C i t i e s  a r e a ,  t h e  number of p laces  f o r  ch i ld ren  i n  l icensed  a! 5-6 day c e n t e r s  has  nea r ly  t r i p l e d  i n  t h e  p a s t  s i x  y e a r s ,  from 2,822 t o  7,577. 

I n  Minnesota, t h e r e  a r e  c u r r e n t l y  264 ful l -day c e n t e r s ,  410 half-day c e n t e r s ,  
and 124 Head S t a r t  w i th  a t o t a l  l i censed  capac i ty  of 2 3 , 5 1 3 . ~ ~  The l i censed  

# 
capac i ty  of half-day c e n t e r s  i n  Minnesota is s l i g h t l y  l a r g e r  than t h a t  of f u l l -  
day cen te r s .  

The number of p laces  f o r  ch i ld ren  i n  Twin C i t i e s  a r e a  family day c a r e  homes has  
nea r ly  doubled i n  t h e  p a s t  s i x  y e a r s ,  from 5,697 t o  9,743. 2 8 

Although we have had t o  use very rough es t imates  f o r  some of t h e  pub l i c  funding 
programs, i t  appears  t h a t  something over $34.0 m i l l i o n  i n  publ ic  funding i s  go- 
i ng  t o  c h i l d  c a r e  and e a r l y  childhood educat ion i n  Minnesota i n  1976." National- 
l y ,  t h e  f e d e r a l  government is spending more than $1.6 b i l l i o n  on c h i l d  c a r e  and 
e a r l y  childhood educat ion i n  t h e  cu r r en t  f i s c a l  yea r  .29 There a r e  now approxi- 
mately 1.5 m i l l i o n  p laces  f o r  ch i ld ren  i n  l icensed  day c a r e  c e n t e r s  and homes 
n a t i ~ n a l l ~ . ~ ~ T h i s  r ep re sen t s  more than a t r i p l i n g  of t h e  capac i ty  of l i censed  
c h i l d  c a r e  programs n a t i o n a l l y  i n  t h e  p a s t  t e n  years .  

* See Background s e c t i o n  f o r  a l i s t i n g  of t h e  pub l i c  funding programs. 



PART 111  -- EXIST1 NG CHI LD CARE ARRANGEMENTS 

IV. Despite the  growing need f o r  non-family c h i l d  ca re ,  the  family i s  
s t i l l  the  primary day-time c h i l d  ca re  provider .  

A. Most pre-school children in 1976, continue to be taken care of for all or part 
of the working day by their parents. 

Although record numbers of mothers of pre-school children are now working out- 
side the home (39 percent in 1975), it is important to recognize that most 
mothers of pre-schoolers (61 percent in 1975) are temporarily or permanently 
working in the home on child rearing and other household responsibilities. 

At least some children of working mothers are also being taken care of at home 
by their fathers. As we have noted, available surveys of child care arrangements 
used by working mothers suggest that about 10-15 percent is being provided by 
fathers. 

Among the 39 percent of mothers of pre-schoolers who are working outside the 
home, many need assistance with child care for only part of the working day. 
About one-third, for example, are currently employed on a part-time basis. A 
1974 U. S. Department of Labor survey found that about 25 percent of employed 
mothers of children under age three were employed on a full-time basis for the 
entire year prior to the survey. The other 75 percent had worked either part- 
time, or worked full-time for only part of the year.31 

B. After parents, the next largest category of child care providers continues to be 
relatives. 

Although the data on non-parental child care arrangements is very incomplete, 
the available surveys of parents strongly support a finding that relatives con- 
tinue to play a very important role in providing child care services. 

The most recent national survey, undertaken by the U. S. Department of HEW in 
1975, found that, for children under a e 14 of working parents, relatives were 
the most frequent child care provider.g2 The study estimated that more than 40 
percent of children of working parents surveyed were taken care of by a relative, 
either in the child's or relative's home. 

A 1974 study of child care arrangements in Ramsey, Dakota and Washington Counties . 
grouped relatives with neighbors and other persons.33 It found that 58 percent of 
children under age 12 of working parents were taken care of in their own home by 
either relatives or other persons. 

- V.  The important r o l e  of parents  i n  c h i l d  ca re  i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  e f f o r t s  t o  
inc rease  the  amount o i  time a v a i l a b l e  t o  working parents  f o r  c h i l d  ca re  
and t o  improve t h e  a b i l i t y  of parents  t o  assume c h i l d  ca re  r e s p o n s i b i l i -  - t i e s  themselves. 

A. A number of approaches are being tried or proposed which give parents greater 
flexibility in combining child care responsibilities with out-of-home careers. 



Perhaps the most common approach being used is that of part-time employment. 
As we have already noted, largc numbers of mothers are already working less 
than full-time while their children are in their pre-school years. Although 
many jobs are adaptable to being made part-time, most part-time jobs are in 
lower Paying occupations traditionally dominated by women. In 1975, for example, 
about 25 percent of women ages 25-54 were employed part-time. In the same age 
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ranges, five percent of men were employed part-time. 

One approach being taken to make more part-time professional jobs available 
involves sharing responsibilities for a full-time position between,two part- 
time employees. For example, the project resource coordinator for the Community 
Design Center in Minneapolis is actually two persons who each work half-time. 
Both are mothers with young children who wanted to combine care of their own 
children with out-of-home careers. Hennepin County has recently created 12 
part-time social worker positions in its welfare department. The move was in 
response to a request from a group of young mothers in the department who wanted 
to combine family and job responsibilities. 

Some shared jobs involve two individuals who work together on the same projects, 
each working half-time. Other options involve dividing a job in half and 
sharing the full-time position's salary, fringe benefits, office space, etc. 
Several examples were cited to the committee where a husband and wife are sharing 
a single university faculty position, each teaching a portion of the normal course 
load for one professor. Salaries, fringe benefits, and non-teaching responsibili- 
ties are all shared on a pro-rated basis. 

Some employers have opposed the concept of encouraging more part-time employment 
because they feel it will increase costs for recruitment, training, fringe 
benefits, social security taxes, and administrative overhead. More employees, 
it is a.rgued, require more supervision, more space, and more paperwork. One 
concern often expressed is the f a c t  the employers must pay their share of social 
security taxes, up to a rnnx.imum 5;a.I.ary of S15,300 regardless of whether the & 

employees are full or part-time. Two $15,000 employees, instead of one $30,000 
employee, will roughly ~!:.)i!h 1 I~: : ;7rn~1 o -~e r s  share of social security taxes. 

Supporters of part-time employment alternatives counter by citing studies which 
have shown that part-time employees are more productive per hour than employees 
working full-time. A study done of half-time social workers in Massachusetts 
found that the were able to handle about 80 percent of the work load of full- 
time  worker^.^' Catalyst, a New York based organization, has prepared fringe 
benefit packages which demonstrate how vitually all benefits can be pro-rated to 
match differing amounts of tirue worked by persons on the same job. Catalyst 
argues that increased productivity of part-time employees far outweighs any 
additional recruitment, training or other administrative costs. 

One additional work schedule option which requires no reduction in the number of 
hours an employee works is often referred to as 'flexible work hours' or "flex- - 
time.' Flex-time usually involves a 'core' part of the day, from 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 
p.m., during which all employees must be at work. The employee may begin work 
any time between 6:30 or 7:00 and 9:00 a.m., then work eight hours and leave. - 
Control Data Corporation was one of the first large employers in the nation to make 
flexible work hours available to its employees. Studies by Control Data have found 
that large numbers of working parents set their starting and ending times for work 



t o  co inc ide  wi th  t h e  beginning o r  end of t h e i r  ch i ld rens '  school  day. We were 
t o l d  by r ep re sen ta t ives  of s e v e r a l  Twin C i t i e s  a r e a  employers us ing  ' flex-time' 
t h a t  a t  l e a s t  some of t h e i r  employees have spouses who a l s o  can s e t  t h e i r  
beginning and end t i m e  f o r  work. These pa ren t s  a r e  then a b l e  t o  guarantee t h a t  
one parent  w i l l  be  home both before  t h e i r  ch i ld ren  leave  f o r  school  and when 
t h e  c h i l d r e n  come home from school  i n  t h e  af ternoon.  

The major obs t ac l e s  t o  widerspread use  of ' f lex-time' appear t o  be f e a r s  of 
managers t h a t  needed c o n t r o l  over employees w i l l  be  l o s t .  S tudies  conducted 
by employers using f lex-t ime have found t h a t  r e s i s t a n c e  of managers t o  t h e  
programs decreaseddonsiderably a f t e r  they had had some experience adapt ing  t o  
i t .  

B. E f f o r t s  a r e  a l s o  being made t o  improve parent ing  s k i l l s  and competence through 
pa ren t  and pre-parent educat ion programs. 

P a r t i a l l y  i n  response t o  growing i n t e r e s t  i n  e a r l y  childhood development and 
gene ra l  concerns about t h e  s t a t u s  of t h e  family i n  s o c i e t y ,  a number of courses  
and programs involving ' ~ a r e n t i n g  educat ion '  have appeared over t h e  p a s t  s e v e r a l  
yea r s .  Some involve both pa ren t s  and ch i ldren .  Some involve j u s t  pa ren t s .  Some 
a r e  q u i t e  expensive. Parent  Ef fec t iveness  Training (PET), f o r  example, is  being 
o f f e red  throughout t h e  country f o r  about $90 f o r  a s i x  week course.  

One l o c a l l y  o r ig ina t ed  program, Minnesota Early Learning Design (MELD), has been 
organized on t h e  ' ~ e e r  support '  model which i s  o f t e n  used t o  g e t  people t o  l o s e  
weight o r  g ive  up dr inking  o r  gambling. Volunteers a r e  used heavi ly  i n  t h e  
program which is run i n  cooperat ion wi th  l o c a l  community organiza t ions ,  churches 
and schools .  

A major p a r t  of t h e  e f f o r t  t o  improve parent ing  s k i l l s  is t ak ing  p l ace  among 
young people i n  h igh  school ,  before  they become parents .  'Pre-parenting'  
courses  a r e  now o f fe red  i n  many a r e a  h igh  schools  and through youth organiza t ions  
such a s  t h e  4H, YMCA and Boy Scouts.  Minnesota is one of a handful of s t a t e s  
n a t i o n a l l y  which has been s e l e c t e d  by t h e  U. S. Department of HEW t o  test and 
develop c u r r i c u l a  f o r  pre-parenting educat ion programs run through youth and 
community organiza t ions .  Many of t h e  young people being a t t r a c t e d  t o  t h e  programs 
are i n t e r e s t e d  i n  c a r e e r s  i n  educat ion o r  c h i l d  development. 

Parent ing  and pre-parenting educat ion programs a r e  emerging from almost a l l  
a s p e c t s  of soc i e ty .  Some a r e  run by schools .  Others are run  by church groups 
and community organiza t ions .  I n  some cases ,  p rena ta l  courses  run by h o s p i t a l s  
are being extended beyond t h e  c h i l d ' s  b i r t h  t o  inc lude  a spec t s  of phys ica l ,  
s o c i a l  and mental development which pa ren t s  can in f luence  i n  t h e  c h i l d ' s  f i r s t  
yea r s  of l i f e .  

VI. Precise data on child care arrangements used by working parents is very . incomplete. Available information suggests, however, that a large 
number of alternative child care arrangements are being used. Most are 
informal and involve no governmental regulation or funding. - 
A. While t h e  d a t a  is imprecise,  i t  is  c l e a r  t h a t  a s u b s t a n t i a l  major i ty  of working 

p a r e n t s  a r e  us ing  informal  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements. 



One source of information on c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements comes out  of t h e  l i cens ing  
process.  It t e l l s  us  t h e  capaci ty  of l icensed  group c e n t e r s  and family day c a r e  
homes i n  each county. Usage of l icensed  f a c i l i t i e s  v a r i e s  from day t o  day, 
however, s o  t h a t  i t  is impossible t o  say p r e c i s e l y  how many ch i ld ren  a r e  taken 
c a r e  of i n  l i censed  homes o r  cen te r s .  Information is a l s o  not  a v a i l a b l e  on t h e  
proport ion of ch i ldren  i n  l i censed  cen te r s  o r  homes whose mothers and/or f a t h e r s  . 
a r e  no t  working ou t s ide  t h e  home. Many ch i ld ren  i n  nursery schools  o r  o the r  
ha l f  day programs a r e  i n  those programs f o r  reasons o the r  than t o  enable t h e i r  
pa ren t s  t o  be employed. 

The a v a i l a b l e  information does sugges t ,  however, t h a t  fewer than 20 percent  of 
pre-school ch i ld ren  of working pa ren t s  a r e  taken c a r e  of i n  e i t h e r  l i censed  
group cen te r s  o r  family day c a r e  homes. I n  the  Twin Cities metropoli tan a rea ,  
t h e r e  a r e  c u r r e n t l y  about 17,350 p laces  f o r  ch i ld ren  i n  l icensed ,  all-day c h i l d  
c a r e  f a c i l i t i e s ;  7,600 i n  c e n t e r s  and 9,750 i n  homes .36 There a r e  an est imated 
70,000 c h i l d r e n  under age s i x  i n  t h e  seven county a r e a  whose pa ren t s  both  work 
o r  whose only parent  works.Z7 A t  l e a s t  some of t h e  17,350 l icensed  p laces  f o r  
ch i ld ren  a r e  vacant.  The opera tor  of one chain of t e n  day c a r e  c e n t e r s  which 
opera te  mainly i n  t h e  suburbs est imated t h a t  h i s  cen te r s  were never more than 
two-thirds f u l l .  According t o  t h e  Hennepin County Welfare Department, t h e r e  
a r e  c u r r e n t l y  more than 1,000 vacant family day c a r e  ' s l o t s '  i n  Hennepin County 
Some cen te r s ,  on t h e  o the r  hand, maintain wai t ing  lists. They a r e  genera l ly  
c e n t e r s  o f f e r i n g  subsidized c a r e  i n  a r e a s  with high concent ra t ions  of persons 
e l i g i b l e  f o r  ' f r e e '  care .  

In  t ry ing  t o  understand t h e  na tu re  of ca re  provided t h e  80 o r  more percent  of 
ch i ld ren  of working pa ren t s  who a r e  i n  informal  s e t t i n g s ,  we r e l i e d  pr imar i ly  
on four  surveys: 1 )  a s tudy undertaken by t h e  Greater  S t .  Paul Council f o r  
Coordinated Child Care i n  1974 of ch i ld  c a r e  arrangements i n  Ramsey, Washington, 
and Dakota ~ o u n t i e s ; 3 8  2)  a survey undertaken by t h e  Hennepin County Administra- - 
t o r t s  Off ice  i n  1971;z9 3) a n a t i o n a l  survey undertaken i n  1965 by t h e  Childrenl .s  
Bureau i n  t h e  U. S.  Department of  HEW;^^ and 4) a na t iona l  survey undertaken i n  
1975 by t h e  Off ice  of Child Development of  HEW.^^ Deta i l s  of t h e  f ind ings  of 

4 

t hese  and o t h e r  surveys a r e  found i n  t h e  Background Sect ion  of t h i s  r e p o r t .  

The surveys, t h e i r  l i m i t a t i o n s  a s ide ,  a l l  support a genera l  f inding  t h a t  
approximately ha l f  of a l l  young ch i ld ren  of working pa ren t s  a r e  taken c a r e  of 
i n  t h e i r  own home by a r e l a t i v e ,  neighbor o r  o the r  b a b y s i t t e r .  Approximately 
25-35 percent  a r e  taken c a r e  of i n  another home. Some of these  homes 
a r e  l i censed  but  most appear t o  be informal arrangements with r e l a t i v e s  o r  
neighbors.  Between f i v e  and t e n  percent  of young ch i ld ren  of working pa ren t s  
a r e  taken c a r e  of i n  l i censed  ful l -day o r  Head S t a r t  cen te r s .  The remainder 
accompany t h e i r  pa ren t s  t o  work o r  a r e  l e f t  on t h e i r  own, mainly before  o r  a f t e r  
school.  

B.  A wide v a r i e t y  of both formal and informal c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements a r e  used 
by pa ren t s  wi th  small  ch i ldren .  

The c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements which we i d e n t i f i e d  break down i n t o  the  following 
genera l  ca t egor i e s :  

-- Informal in-home ch i ld  care--This is a broad category of arrangements which 
inc lude  c h i l d  c a r e  provided by members of t h e  c h i l d ' s  own household, o the r  
r e l a t i v e s ,  neighbors,  l i ve - in  housekeepers and o the r  paid b a b y s i t t e r s  who 
come i n t o  t h e  c h i l d ' s  home. Much of t h i s  c h i l d  ca re  appears  t o  be provided 
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without d i r e c t  monetary compensation. Child c a r e  provided i n  t h e  c l d l d ' s  
own home does not r e q u i r e  l i cens ing .  The ch i ld  c a r e  providers  must%e 
c e r t i f i e d  i f  T i t l e  XX funds a r e  involved. 

-- Informal family day care--Large numbers of ch i ld ren  a r e  taken c a r e  of i n  
t h e i r  c h i l d  ca re  p rov ide r ' s  home. Such providers  might inc lude  r e l a t i v e s ,  
neighbors o r  o t h e r s  who do c h i l d  c a r e  a s  a business .  I n  Minnesota, c h i l d  
c a r e  provided by a r e l a t i v e  o r  f o r  t h e  ch i ld ren  of one o t h e r  family does 
no t  have t o  be l icensed .  Some informal  family day c a r e  is compensated, 
bu t  much is not .  Based on con tac t s  which we have wi th  persons doing family 
day c a r e  f o r  compensation, r a t e s  appear t o  range from about $20-30 per  week. 

-- Licensed family day care--In Minnesota, persons ca r ing  f o r  ch i ld ren  of more 
than one o t h e r  family must become l icensed .  These a r e  u sua l ly  persons who 
a r e  providing c h i l d  c a r e  f o r  compensation. Costs range from about $25-30 
per  week p e r  ch i ld .  There a r e  p re sen t ly  about 3,700 l i censed  family day 
c a r e  providers  i n  Minnesota w i th  a l i censed  capac i ty  of about 14,000 c h i l -  
dren. 42 About 2,650 of t hese  homes and 9,750 of t h e  l i censed  family day 
c a r e  ' s l o t s '  a r e  l oca t ed  i n  t h e  Twin C i t i e s  met ropol i tan  a r e a . l  

-- Licensed ful l -day day c a r e  centers--Full-day day c a r e  c e n t e r s  a r e  operated 
i n  Minnesota by church and community groups, p r i v a t e  i nd iv idua l s ,  p r i v a t e  
corpora t ions  and non-profi t  o rganiza t ions .  There a r e  c u r r e n t l y  about 265 
f ull-day c e n t e r s  i n  Minnesota wi th  a l i censed  capac i ty  of 10,100 .43 Accord- 
ing  t o  d a t a  provided by t h e  Minnesota Department of Publ ic  Welfare, i t  appears 
t h a t  occupancy i n  t h e  c e n t e r s  r epo r t ing  t o  DPW i n  May of 1976 was somewhat 
under capac i ty .  Severa l  of t h e  subs id ized  c e n t e r s  have repor ted  wai t ing  lists. 
Rates i n  ful l -day c e n t e r s  average about $25-35 pe r  week i n  s t a t e  l i censed  
c e n t e r s ;  and $45-55 pe r  week i n  cen te r s  meeting t h e  f e d e r a l  interagency day 
c a r e  requirements.  Rates a l s o  vary s l i g h t l y  depending on t h e  ages of c h i l -  
d ren  en ro l l ed ,  w i th  h igher  r a t e s  charged f o r  younger ch i ld ren ,  because of 
h igher  s t a f f i n g  r a t i o s  requi red  by s t a t e  and f e d e r a l  s tandards .  

-- Licensed part-day day c a r e  centers--Many full-day c e n t e r s  a l s o  o f f e r  part-day 
o r  part-week opt ions  t o  pa ren t s  who do not  wish t o  have t h e i r  ch i ld ren  
en ro l l ed  fu l l - t ime.  The ope ra to r  of one chain of day c a r e  c e n t e r s  in t h e  
Twin C i t i e s  repor ted  t o  t h e  committee t h a t  between two-thirds and three-  
f o u r t h s  of t h e  c h i l d r e n  en ro l l ed  i n  h i s  c e n t e r s  were en ro l l ed  l e s s  than 
fu l l - t ime.  Many pa ren t s  ev iden t ly  want some group exposure f o r  t h e i r  c h i l -  
d ren  but  e i t h e r  can ' t  a f f o r d  fu l l - t ime c e n t e r  c a r e  o r  don't  d e s i r e  i t .  Many 
of t h e  part-day c e n t e r s  a r e  more t r a d i t i o n a l l y  known a s  'nursery schools .  ' 
There a r e  approximately 400 part-day c h i l d  c a r e  programs opera t ing  i n  Minnesota 
w i th  a t o t a l  l i censed  capac i ty  of about 10,500 children.44 Because many of t h e  
c e n t e r s  have two s h i f t s  of ch i ld ren  p e r  day, however, a c t u a l  enrol lments  i n  
t h e  part-day c h i l d  c a r e  programs r epor t ing  t o  t h e  S t a t e  DPW i n  May, 1976 
a r e  more than 20,000. Approximately t h r e e  times a s  many ch i ld ren  a r e  en ro l l ed  
i n  part-day programs i n  Minnesota a s  a r e  en ro l l ed  i n  ful l -day programs. 

-- Licensed pa ren t  cooperatives--parent cooperat ives  gene ra l ly  r e f e r  t o  group 
c h i l d  c a r e  programs i n  which some o r  a l l  of t h e  s t a f f i n g  is done by t h e  
pa ren t s  of t h e  c h i l d r e n  en ro l l ed  i n  t h e  program. Many of t hese  programs o f f e r  
only part-t ime care .  Under t he  s t a t e  day c a r e  l i c e n s i n g  r egu la t ions ,  parent  



cooperat ives a r e  defined a s  incorporated,  non-profi t ,  group c h i l d  c a r e  
programs which a r e  governed by a democrat ical ly e l ec t ed  board made up of 
a t  l e a s t  seventy-percent parent  users  of t he  program. The board must meet 
a t  l e a s t  once every s i x  weeks. Some s tandards  normally applying t o  s t a t e  
l icensed  group day c a r e  programs a r e  waived. Because many of these  programs 
a r e  p a r t i a l l y  s t a f f e d  by parent  volunteers ,  t h e i r  r a t e s  tend t o  be lower 
than o ther  s t a t e - l i censed  day c a r e  centers .  According t o  the  Minnesota 
Department of Publ ic  Welfare, t h e r e  a r e  now about 20 parent  cooperat ive 
c h i l d  c a r e  programs l icensed  t o  opera te  i n  t h e  s t a t e .  About 70 percent  a r e  
i n  the  Twin C i t i e s  metropoli tan area .  

, -- Montessori and o the r  ' educat ional '  c h i l d  c a r e  programs--Some day c a r e  cen te r s  
i n  the  Twin C i t i e s  a rea  use Montessori teaching methods and ma te r i a l s  bu t  
s t i l l  conform t o  s t a t e  s t a f f i n g  r a t i o  and o ther  s tandards required of a l l  
group day c a r e  centers .  Some even meet f e d e r a l  s tandards.  Other Montessori 
~ c h o o l s ,  ' p a r t i c u l a r l y  those belonging t o  the  Minnesota Montessori Foundation, 
have t r a d i t i o n a l l y  been exempted from the  s t a f f i n g  r a t i o  requirements. Many 
advocates of t he  Montessori teaching methods be l i eve  t h a t  t he  s t a t e  s t a f f i n g  
r a t i o s  (1:lO f o r  pre-schoolers and 1:7 f o r  t odd le r s )  do not allow chi ldren  
enough opportuni ty f o r  self-discovery and experimentation. E f fec t ive  
e a r l i e r  t h i s  year ,  however, t h e  Minnesota Department of Public  Welfare has 
n o t i f i e d  d i r e c t o r s  of Montessori programs t h a t  they must conform t o  the  s t a t e  
s t a f f i n g  r a t i o s  and obta in  l i c e n s e s  from t h e  s t a t e  i n  order  t o  opera te .  
Montessori schools  o f f e r  both f ~ l l - ~ n d  part-day programs. There a r e  cu r ren t ly  
38 Montessori schools  i n  t h e  Twin Cities which a r e  members of t he  Minnesota 
Montessori Foundat ion. Their enrollments t o t a l  about 2,300 ch i ld ren  with 
about 2,000 of those  ch i ld ren  i n  ha l f  -day programs. 45 

-- Early childhood educat ion programs run by publ ic  schools--Under s t a t e  
l e g i s l a t i o n  adopted i n  1974, t h e  Minnesota Council on Quali ty  Education is  
now funding a l imi t ed  number of ' p i l o t '  e a r l y  childhood education p r o j e c t s  
run by l o c a l  publ ic  school d i s t r i c t s .  Eleven such p r o j e c t s  a r e  being funded 
during f i s c a l  year  1976 a t  a t o t a l  annual cos t  of about $500,000. Seven a r e  
i n  the  Twin C i t i e s  metropoli tan area .  I n  add i t ion  t o  these  s t a t e  funded 
programs, some school  d i s t r i c t s  a r e  opera t ing  e a r l y  childhood programs funded 
by t h e  f e d e r a l  iovernment through i ts  Of f i ce  of Education. Some programs run 
by schools  a r e  f e e  paying and o the r s  a r e  t o t a l l y  subsidized.  Programs run 
by l o c a l  school  d i s t r i c t s  genera l ly  do not  have t o  be l icensed  by the  s t a t e  
Department of Publ ic  Welfare unless  they a r e  funded under T i t l e  XX. 

-- Before and a f t e r  school programs--Although they a r e  i n  school f o r  most of t h e  
day, many elementary-aged ch i ld ren  need t o  be taken c a r e  of between the  time 
t h e i r  parents  leave  f o r  work and school  s t a r t s ,  and a f t e r  school before  t h e i r  
parents  come home. Some school  d i s t r i c t s  a r e  now beginning t o  o f f e r  before  
and a f t e r  school c h i l d  c a r e  s e r v i c e s  f o r  elementary-aged chi ldren .  The same 
i s  t r u e  f o r  some l icensed  day c a r e  cen te r s .  The Minneapolis Public  Schools 
have s i x  ' l a t c h  key' programs, a s  they a r e  o f t e n  ca l l ed ,  with hopes of adding 
seve ra l  more. The c o s t s  of t h e  programs a r e  borne by parent  f e e s ,  T i t l e  XX, 
and o ther  c h i l d  c a r e  subsidy programs. 'Latch key' programs must be l icensed  
if they provide c h i l d  c a r e  s e r v i c e s  on a day-to-day bas i s .  The programs must 
meet t h e  same f e d e r a l  s tandards  required of ful l -day programs (with v a r i a t i o n s  
i n  s t a f f i n g  r a t i o s  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  ages of ch i ldren)  i f  T i t l e  XX funds a r e  being 
used. I n  add i t ion  t o  t h e  ' l a t c h  key' programs run by school d i s t r i c t s  and day 
c a r e  c e n t e r s ,  many parents  use Scouts,  'Y', park and r ec rea t ion ,  and o ther  
informal programs a s  a f t e r  school c h i l d  care .  These programs do not  have t o  
be l icensed  unless  they provide c h i l d  ca re  s e r v i c e s  on a day-to-day bas i s .  



-- Specia l ized  and short-term c h i l d  c a r e  programs--Finally, t h e r e  is a whole 
category of c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements which meet s p e c i a l i z e d  needs. A few 
day c a r e  cen te r s  accept  c h i l d r e n  on a 'drop-in' ba s i s .  Pa ren t s  pay by the  
hour f o r  t h e  se rv i ce .  The downtown Minneapolis YWCA opened a 'drop-in 
c e n t e r '  i n  mid-1976 which ca re s  f o r  ch i ld ren  up t o  four  hours a day and 12 
hours a week. The cen te r  is designed a s  a s e r v i c e  f o r  persons engaged i n  
' Y '  a c t i v i t i e s ,  bu t  i s  a l s o  used by persons coming downtown f o r  a concer t ,  
shopping, e t c .  The cen te r  accepts  ch i ld ren  from t h r e e  months t o  f i v e  yea r s  
of age. I n  add i t i on ,  short-term c h i l d  c a r e  s e r v i c e s  a r e  provided i n  some 
r e t a i l  s t o r e s ,  bowling a l l e y s ,  r e s o r t s  and during some church s e r v i c e s  and 
publ ic  meetings. General ly ,  t h e  arrangements do not  have t o  be l icensed  
a s  long a s  t h e  parents  of t h e  ch i ld ren  a r e  presumed t o  be on t h e  premises. 
I f  t h e  c h i l d r e n  are being l e f t i n  a drop-in c e n t e r  s o  t h a t  parents  are a b l e  
t o  go t o  another  l o c a t i o n ,  t h e  c e n t e r  must be l icensed .  

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  drop-in c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements, we were a b l e  t o  i d e n t i f y  a 
very l imi t ed  number of c h i l d  c a r e  providers  o r  programs who s p e c i a l i z e  i n  
ca r ing  f o r  ch i ld ren  who a r e  s i c k ,  o r  who need c a r e  during t h e  evening o r  
on weekends. 

C .  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements a v a i l a b l e  and being used, a number 
of programs provide support  s e r v i c e s  t o  both home-based and center-based c h i l d  
c a r e  providers .  

They include:  

-- Information and re fer ra l - -Refer ra l s  t o  l icensed  family day c a r e  homes and 
day c a r e  c e n t e r s  is done by each county we l f a re  department i n  Minnesota. 
I n  add i t i on ,  t h e  Grea ter  Minneapolis Day Care Assoc ia t ion  and Greater  S t .  Paul  
Council f o r  Coordinated Child Care do r e f e r r a l  f o r  group day c a r e  cen te r s .  
Some r e f e r r a l s  f o r  l i censed  c h i l d  c a r e  programs a r e  a l s o  done by t h e  p r i v a t e  
human s e r v i c e s  planning organiza t ions  i n  Hennepin and Ramsey Counties. 
Information and r e f e r r a l  f o r  unl icensed ch i ld  c a r e  is done very informal ly ,  
u sua l ly  through want ads i n  newspapers, n o t i c e s  on laudromat and supermarket 
b u l l e t i n  boards,  and by word of mouth. 

-- Child c a r e  coord ina t ing  organizations--As we have noted e a r l i e r ,  much of t he  
c r e d i t  f o r  t h e  expansion i n  c h i l d  c a r e  s e r v i c e s  which has  taken p lace  i n  t h e  
p a s t  t e n  yea r s  can be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  coord ina t ing  organiza t ions  
which have been e s t ab l i shed .  The two l a r g e s t  c h i l d  c a r e  coord ina t ing  organi- 
za t ions  i n  Minnesota a r e  t h e  Greater  Minneapolis Day Care Associat ion (GMDCA) 
and Grea ter  S t .  Paul  Council  f o r  Coordinated Child Care. Both were founded 
i n  t h e  l a t e  1960's ou t  of growing community awareness of t h e  importance of 
c h i l d  ca re .  Both do community planning, parent  r e f e r r a l s a n d  provide 
t echn ica l  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  l i censed  c h i l d  c a r e  programs and groups seeking t o  
start programs. GMDCA, i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  has  a l s o  provided l e g a l  a s s i s t ance ,  
t r a i n i n g  and h e a l t h  s e r v i c e s ,  and coord ina t ion  p lus  f e e  paid accounting and 
insurance s e r v i c e s  f o r  i nd iv idua l  c h i l d  c a r e  programs. 

-- Child c a r e  resource  centers--We were a b l e  t o  i d e n t i f y  a t  l e a s t  t h r e e  c h i l d  
c a r e  resource  c e n t e r s  i n  t h e  Twin C i t i e s  a r e a  which provide support  s e r v i c e s  
t o  a l l  types  of c h i l d  c a r e  providers .  Two c h i l d  c a r e  resource  c e n t e r s  
(Northside and Southside) have been e s t ab l i shed  i n  Minneapolis. 'Toys 'n  
Things' is loca ted  i n  S t .  Paul .  The Minneapolis resource  c e n t e r s  grew out  of 
a s t rong  community based i n t e r e s t  i n  improving c h i l d  care .  They do workshops 



and t r a i n i n g  programs f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  p r o v i d e r s ,  have playgroups f o r  p a r e n t s  
and c h i l d r e n ,  pub l i sh  n e w s l e t t e r s ,  p l a n  f i e l d  t r i p s  and s p e c i a l  programs f o r  
neighborhood c h i l d r e n ,  r e f e r  p a r e n t s  t o  persons  doing c h i l d  c a r e  i n  t h e i r  
p a r t i c u l a r  neighborhood, and prov ide  many o t h e r  suppo r t  s e r v i c e s  t o  bo th  
p a r e n t s  and c h i l d  c a r e  p rov ide r s .  Both t h e  North and Souths ide  Resource 
Cente rs  a r e  now funded l a r g e l y  by s t a t e  Chi ld  Care F a c i l i t i e s  and Minneapolis . 
Community Development Block Grant funding.  'Toys ' n  Things'  p rov ides  
similar s e r v i c e s  i nc lud in g  an  e x t e n s i v e  toy  l end ing  l i b r a r y .  It was s t a r t e d  
i n  1972 by l i c e n s e d  fami ly  day c a r e  p rov ide r s  and o t h e r s  a f f i l i a t e d  w i th  
t h e  G r e a t e r  S t .  Pau l  Counci l  f o r  Coordinated Chi ld  Care. 

-- Licensed fami ly  day c a r e  associa t ions--Licensed fami ly  day c a r e  p rov ide r s  
have organ ized  themselves  i n t o  pee r  suppor t  and s e r v i c e  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  i n  
Hennepin, Ramsey, and s e v e r a l  o t h e r  c o u n t i e s  i n  Minnesota. There is  a l s o  a  
s ta te  l i c e n s e d  fami ly  day c a r e  a s s o c i a t i o n .  Both t h e  Hennepin and Ramsey 
County Family Day Care Assoc i a t i ons  now have s t a f f  and o f f i c e s .  The 
Hennepin County a s s o c i a t i o n  opened a  toy  lend ing  l i b r a r y  i n  e a r l y  1976. 
Other s e r v i c e s  provided by t h e  fami ly  day c a r e  a s s o c i a t i o n s  i nc lude  news- 
let ters,  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  of family  day c a r e  p rov ide r s  b e f o r e  p u b l i c  agenc i e s ,  
group insurance ,  d i s coun t s  on t o y s  and gene ra l  educa t i on  on t h e  importance 
of l i c e n s e d  fami ly  day c a r e  i n  t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  d e l i v e r y  system. . 

-- Ramsey County Family Day Care T ra in ing  Project- - In  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  ongoing 
fami ly  day c a r e  a s s o c i a t i o n s  and c h i l d  c a r e  r e sou rce  c e n t e r s ,  t h e  Ramsey 
County Family Day Care T r a in ing  P r o j e c t  was organized du r ing  1973-74 t o  
demonstra te  ways of suppo r t i ng  fami ly  day ca r e .  Heavy emphasis was p laced  
on t r a i n i n g  of  f ami ly  day c a r e  p rov ide r s .  Audio-visual materials and r a d i o  
and t e l e v i s i o n  programs were produced as v e h i c l e s  f o r  i n c r e a s i n g  p rov ide r  
a cce s s  t o  t r a i n i n g  programs. Family day c a r e  ' c o n s u l t a n t s '  were used t o  
d i r e c t  suppo r t  s e r v i c e s  t o  p rov ide r s  and r e c r u i t  new p rov ide r s .  The 'Toys 
' n  Things '  r e sou rce  c e n t e r  was expanded and d e c e n t r a l i z e d  t o  g i v e  more c h i l d  
c a r e  p r o v i d e r s  a c c e s s  t o  i t s  s e r v i c e s .  The two-year p r o j e c t  was f inanced  4 

wi th  f e d e r a l ,  s tate and l o c a l  r e sou rce s .  

-- B a b y s i t t i n g  c lubs ,  s e r v i c e s  and t r a i n i n g  programs--We were a b l e  t o  i d e n t i f y  
a  number of suppo r t  programs f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  which s e r v e  in formal ,  un l icensed  
prov iders .  For a number of y e a r s ,  t h e  Red Cross has  sponsored b a b y s i t t i n g  
t r a i n i n g  programs f o r  t e enage r s .  Joyce House, i n  Minneapol is ,  is a Program 
f o r  un l i c ensed  c h i l d  c a r e  p rov ide r s  which a t t emp t s  t o  draw them i n t o  t h e  
formal  c h i l d  c a r e  d e l i v e r y  system. 

W e  a l s o  were exposed t o  i n£  ormal ' b a b y s i t  t i n g  c lubs  ' o r  ' coope ra t i ve s  ' 
organized by p a r e n t s .  These groups p rov ide  a s t r u c t u r e d  arrangement f o r  
P a r e n t s  t o  do each o t h e r ' s  b a b y s i t t i n g .  'Hours of b a b y s i t t i n g '  r e p r e s e n t  
t h e  on ly  compensation involved.  The p r e s i d e n t  o f  one b a b y s i t t i n g  c lub  
r e p o r t e d  t h a t  s h e  hadn ' t  pa id  f o r  a b a b y s i t t e r  once i n  t h e  t h r e e  y e a r s  s h e  
.had been a member of t h e  c lub .  

Another t ype  of a s s i s t a n c e  t o  p a r e n t s  is  t h e  p r o f e s s i o n a l  b a b y s i t t i n g  s e r v i c e .  
W e  were a b l e  t o  i d e n t i f y  s e v e r a l  of t h e s e  s e r v i c e s  i n  t h e  Twin C i t i e s  area 

- 
which s c r e e n  b a b y s i t t e r s  and t hen  r e f e r  them t o  p a r e n t s  who c a l l .  A p o r t i o n  
of t h e  hour ly  wage of t h e  sitter o f t e n  goes t o  t h e  r e f e r r a l  system. 



-- Televis ion  a s  a c h i l d  ca re  provider--Finally,  we have a d i f f i c u l t  time not  
mentioning t h e  cu r ren t  and p o t e n t i a l  use of t e l e v i s i o n  i n  c h i l d  ca re .  For 
many chi ldren ,  TV is an important c h i l d  care  provider .  Much of t h i s  t e l e -  
v i s i o n  viewing has  been seen a s  having a negat ive  inf luence  on ch i ld ren .  
Some programs l i k e  'Sesame S t r e e t '  have been developed t o  have a p o s i t i v e  
impact on ch i ld ren ,  however. We were t o l d  t h a t  'Sesame S t r e e t '  i s  used a s  
a supplementary resource i n  many day care  c e n t e r s  and family day ca re  homes. 
While much research has been done on t h e  negat ive  impact of t e l e v i s i o n  on 
ch i ld ren ,  we were t o l d  t h a t  very l i t t l e  research  is  being done on how te le -  
v i s i o n  might be  used more p o s i t i v e l y  i n  ch i ld  ca re .  TV i s  a l s o  used f o r  
t r a i n i n g  ch i ld  c a r e  providers .  For example, t e l ev i sed  courses were used by 
t h e  Ramsey County Family Day Care Training P ro jec t  t o  expand t h e  reach of 
i ts t r a i n i n g  programs. 

D. Available da t a  on p a r e n t a l  a t t i t u d e s  and preferences  would appear t o  a t  l e a s t  
p a r t i a l l y  expla in  t h e  d i v e r s i t y  of c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements being used. The da ta  
show p a r e n t a l  per ferences  f o r  a number of d i f f e r e n t  arrangements. 

AS is  t r u e  f o r  da t a  on e x i s t i n g  ch i ld  c a r e  arrangements, information on pa ren ta l  
a t t i t u d e s  and preferences about a l t e r n a t i v e  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements is very in- 
complete. One recent  s tudy which has now generated prel iminary f ind ings  is a 
1975 survey of parents  c m i s s i o n e d  by t h e  Office of Child Development i n  t h e  
U.  S. Department of HEW.86The s tudy surveyed over 4,000 pa ren t s  nationwide. It 
found, f o r  a l l  parents  using a t  l e a s t  one hour of c h i l d  ca re  pe r  week: 

-- Most pa ren t s  using ch i ld  c a r e  appeared s a t i s f i e d  wi th  t h e  ch i ld  care  arrange- 
ment which they a r e  p resen t ly  using.  Child c a r e  provided by r e l a t i v e s  earned 
t h e  h ighes t  l e v e l  of s a t i s f a c t i o n .  I n  a l l  cases ,  fewer than 10.5 percent  of 
t h e  parents  interviewed repor ted  t h a t  they were e i t h e r  ' no t  completely s a t i s -  
f i ed '  o r  ' d i s s a t i s f i e d '  wi th  t h e i r  present  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangement. 

-- Higher income parents ,  who have t h e  g r e a t e s t  freedom t o  choose among a l t e rna -  
t i v e  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements, tended t o  p re fe r  purchasing ch i ld  ca re  i n  t h e i r  
own home o r  another person 's  home over center-based a l t e r n a t i v e s .  

Another r e p o r t  prepared i n  1975 by t h e  Stanford Research I n s t i t u t e  f o r  t h e  U. S. 
Department of HEW found s i m i l a r  preferepe@s.47 The r epor t  was a c t u a l l y  a survey 
of a number of p r i o r  s t u d i e s  of pa re~ t i ' needs  and preferences f o r  ch i ld  care .  It 
found: "c l ea r ly ,  t h e  p re fe r r ed  fpr& of day c a r e  is  t h a t  provided i n  t h e  home, 
preferably  i n  t h e  c h i l d ' s  own,!bme, and preferably  by an  a d u l t  r e l a t i v e . "  The 
s t u d i e s  surveyed by StandarjPResearch I n s t i t u t e  i n  drawing t h i s  conclusion includ- 
ed t h e  1970 Westinghouse Grvey of c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements48 and a 1965 survey of 
working mothers by t w k 1 1  known s o c i a l  researchers ,  Spindler  and  LOW.^' Both 
were done f o r  t h e  V.; 's. Department of HEW. 

Another major n a t i o n a l  s tudy of c h i l d  c a r e  needs was "Windows on Day Care," 
published i n  1972 by t h e  National Council of Jewish ~ o m e n . ~ O  According t o  t h e  
r epor t  of t h e  Ramsey County Family Day Care Training P ro jec t ,  t h e  'Vindows" r epor t  

'1 found "family day c a r e  a s  t h e  f i r s t  choice f o r  t h e  major i ty  of working women. 
Family day c a r e  usual ly  r e f e r s  t o  care  provided i n  a home environment. 

One a d d i t i o n a l  i n d i c a t o r  of t h e  importance which pa ren t s  a t t a c h  t o  a d i v e r s i t y  of 
c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements is represented i n  t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements made by AFDC 
rec ip i en t s .  AFDC r e c i p i e n t s  may rece ive  chi ld  care  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  e i t h e r  of two 



ways: 1 )  through t h e i r  AFDC gran t ;  o r  2) through T i t l e  XX. The AFDC gran t  
can be  used t o  purchase any type of c h i l d  c a r e  o t h e r  than t h a t  provided by a 
r e l a t i v e .  T i t l e  XX must be spent  on a l icensed  cen te r  o r  home o r  a c e r t i f i e d  
in-home provider .  A 1973 survey of AFDC r e c i p i e n t s  i n  Minnesota fou~id  t h a t  
fol lowing c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements being used f o r  ch i ld ren  ages 3-5 wi th  working 
mothers: r e l a t i v e s  i n  t h e  c h i l d ' s  home (11.4%); a non-re la t ive  i n  t h e  c h i l d ' s  
home (17.7%);  a r e l a t i v e  i n  another  home (2.5%);  a non-re la t ive  i n  another  
home (50.6%) ; group cen te r  (13.9%) ; and o the r  arrangement (2.6%).  51 

I n  Ramsey County, where T i t l e  XX r e c i p i e n t s  a r e  given t h e  choice of cen te r  ca re ,  
l i censed  family day ca re ,  and c a r e  i n  t h e  c h i l d ' s  own home, t h e  fol lowing 
arrangements a r e  being used i n  1 76: c e n t e r s  (38%); l i censed  family day ca re  
(43%); and in-home c a r e  (19%). 5 2  

Two s t u d i e s  done i n  Minneapolis Model Cities and Hennepin County were c i t e d  t o  
t h e  committee a s  evidence of t h e  preference  of many pa ren t s  f o r  center-based 
c a r e  arrangements: 

The 1972 survey of p a r e n t s  i n  Minneapolis Model City found 45 percent  of t h e  
pa ren t s  interviewed were d i s s a t i s f i e d  wi th  t h e i r  cu r r en t  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangement. 
The reasons c i t e d  f o r  t h e  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  were t h e  high c o s t  of h i r i n g  a baby- 
s i t ter  and convenience o r  r e l i a b i l i t y  of cu r r en t  arrangements which t h e  s tudy  
found t o  b e  l a r g e l y  informal .  The s tudy found s t r o n g  preferences  among pa ren t s  
d e s i r i n g  a d i f f e r e n t  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangement f o r  i n f a n t  and pre-school c a r e  Pro- 
vided i n  c e n t e r s  and l i censed  family day c a r e  homes. The survey a l s o  found a 
l a r g e  number of pa ren t s  d e s i r i n g  t o  work (or  s tudy o r  t r a i n  f o r  a j ob ) ,  "if 
s a t i s f a c t o r y  c h i l d  c a r e  were made ava i lab le ."  A s i m i l a r  preference  f o r  i n f a n t  
and pre-school c h i l d  c a r e  i n  c e n t e r s  and l i censed  family day c a r e  homes was 
found among t h e s e  pa ren t s .  53 

The 1971 survey of p a r e n t s  i n  Hennepin County found t h a t  57 percent  of women 
c u r r e n t l y  employed and using an  a l t e r n a t i v e  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangement "would use  
a day c a r e  c e n t e r  i f  i t  w e r e  a v a i l a b l e  a t  a cos t  they could a f fo rd .d4  The s tudy 
a l s o  found t h a t  39 percent  of t h e  women surveyed who were not  employed "would 
work i f  ' s a t i s f a c t o r y '  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements were ava i l ab l e . "  The most common 
c r i t e r i a  c i t e d  i n  de f in ing  ' s a t i s f a c t o r y '  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements were: "if a 
b a b y s i t t e r  could be found who would c a r e  f o r  t he  c h i l d  i n  t h e  home" (13.8%); 
" i f  an arrangement could be found which would s a t i s f y  the  c h i l d ' s  needs f o r  
i nd iv idua l i zed ,  personal  care"  (8.7%); and " i f  an  arrangement could be  found 
which would c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t h e  c h i l d ' s  growth and development by providing educa- 
t i o n a l ,  o r  growth-stimulating experiences" (5.9%).  

These and o t h e r  s t u d i e s  which we reviewed d id  not  suggest  genera l  pa ren ta l  
p reference  f o r  any one c h i l d  c a r e  arrangement over o the r s .  They d id  suggest  
s t rong  preference  by many pa ren t s  f o r  home-based c h i l d  ca re ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  t h a t  
provided i n  t h e  c h i l d ' s  own home and by r e l a t i v e s .  The s t u d i e s  a l s o  suggest  t h a t  
many pa ren t s  p r e f e r  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements which a r e  more formal,  e i t h e r  i n  a 
l i censed  family day c a r e  home o r  group cen te r .  



PART I V  -- PUBLIC POLICY ISSLIES AND CHILD CARE 

-VII. Public policy on child care is currently a subject of lively national 
df 
f . 
this debate. 

A. Much of t h e  p re sen t  c h i l d  c a r e  deba te  r e l a t e s  t o  t h e  s tandards  and o t h e r  
requirements e s t a b l i s h e d  by government f o r  day c a r e  c e n t e r s  and some family 
day c a r e  homes. 

Two a r e a s  of t h e  s tandards ,  dea l ing  wi th  ope ra t ion  of group day care 
c e n t e r s  and family day c a r e  homes, have been a t  t h  c e n t e r  of t h i s  debate: 

1. The r o l e  of t h e  f e d e r a l  government i n  r equ i r ing  adherence t o  i ts  i n t e r -  
agency day c a r e  requirements a s  a  condi t ion  of f edd ra l  funding has  been a  

-- Group day c a r e  centers--There a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t  between t h e  
number of s t a f f  persons requi red  under f e d e r a l  s t anda rds  f o r  
group day c a r e  c e n t e r s .  Federa l  s tandards  
person f o r  each: c h i l d  up t o  age s i x  
s i x  weeks and t h r e e  yea r s ;  s i x  
with Minnesota group day c a r e  
each seven c h i l d r e n  between 16 
two and a  ha l f  t o  s i x  yea r s  of age. 

mat te r  of heated controversy i n  Congress and between 
P res iden t .  

-- Family day c a r e  homes--The major d i f f e r e n c e  betdeen s t a t e  and f e d e r a l  
s tandards  f o r  family day c a r e  involves of t h e  l i c e n s a b l e  
capac i ty  f o r  homes ca r ing  f o r  The f e d e r a l  
s t anda rds  r e q u i r e  t h a t  a l l  ch i ld ren  
counted when c a l c u l a t i n g  capac i ty ;  
school  ch i ld ren  of t h e  provider  (who 
t h e  major p a r t  of t h e  day.) 

Congress and t h e  

These two con t rove r s i a l  a r e a s  of t h e  s tandards  hav now been suspended 
u n t i l  October 1, 1977 under a  compromise b i l l  adop ed by t h e  Congress during 
t h e  f i n a l  weeks of our  work. By t h a t  da t e ,  a  majo s tudy on t h e  r a t i o s  now 
being done by t h e  U.  S. Department of HEW w i l l  be  I ompleted. The b i l l  a l s o  
drops t h e  requirement now i n  t h e  t h a t  school-aged ch i ld ren  
of family day c a r e  providers  be counted i n  i n g  t h e  l i c e n s a b l e  capac- 
i t y  of family day c a r e  homes r ece iv ing  And, t h e  b i l l  appro- 
p r i a t e s  $240 m i l l i o n  t o  be used t o  he lp  c h i l d  c a r e  programs 
i n t o  compliance wi th  f e d e r a l  s tandards  o r  suspended. About 
$4.4 m i l l i o n  w i l l  go t o  Minnesota. 

The controversy over s tandards  is important s i n c e  e x i s t i n g  s tandards  
dramat ica l ly  a f f e c t  t h e  c o s t  of c h i l d  c a r e  and, a f f e c t  t h e  num- 
be r  of ch i ld ren  who can be served wi th  a  given The d i f f e r -  
ences i n  s tandards  which apply t o  d i f f e r e n t  one of t h e  
major reasons t h e  c o s t  of providing c h i l d  



The impact which t h e  s t a n d a r d s  have on t h e  number of c h i l d r e n  s e rved  w i th  
l i m i t e d  funds was made more g r aph i c  by an  example provided t h e  committee 
by a  s t a f f  member from Hennepin County. Cu r r en t l y  Hennepin County is using 
f e d e r a l  T i t l e  LXX funds t o  purchase about 1,100 c h i l d  c a r e  s l o t s  i n  f e d e r a l  
c e r t i f i e d  day c a r e  c e n t e r s .  I f  t h e  same amount of county funding were used 
t o  purchase  c h i l d  c a r e  i n  c e n t e r s  which opera ted  under s t a t e  (bu t  no t  . 
f e d e r a l )  s t a f f i n g  r a t i o  and o t h e r  s t anda rds ,  c a r e  f o r  about  1,800 c h i l d r e n  
could b e  purchased. 

I n  de f ense  of t h e  s t anda rds  we had tes t imony from s e v e r a l  d i r e c t o r s  of 
T i t l e  XX c h i l d  c a r e  programs t h a t  t h e  f e d e r a l  s t a f f i n g  r a t i o s  a r e  e s s e n t i a l  
t o  t h e i r  e f f o r t s  t o  d e a l  i n d i v i d u a l l y  w i th  lower income ch i l d r en .  Many of 
t h e s e  c h i l d r e n  need s p e c i a l  a t t e n t i o n ,  w e  were t o l d ,  because of l e a r n i n g  
d i s a b i l i t i e s ,  l e s s  s t a b l e  home environments,  and o t h e r  problems. A majo r i t y  
of t h e  c h i l d r e n  i n  some T i t l e  XX c e n t e r s  come from s i n g l e  paren t  f a m i l i e s .  
The s t a f f i n g  r a t i o s  were a l s o  supported because they  a r e  more l i k e l y  t o  
en su re  c o n s t a n t  s u p e r v i s i o n  f o r  c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e  event  t h a t  one s t a f f  member 
is r equ i r ed  t o  l e a v e  t h e  room temporar i ly .  

Opponents of t h e  s t a n d a r d s  a rgue  t h a t  t h e r e  is no conc lu s ive  evidence t h a t  
h ighe r  s t a f f i n g  r a t i o s  do any;hing more than  i n c r e a s e  t h e  c o s t  of c h i l d  
c a r e  programs and reduce t h e  number of c h i l d r e n  who caFtr6"served w i th  a 
given amount of funding.  The h i g h e r  s t a f f i n g  r a t @ s d 3 o  d r i v e  up c o s t s ,  we 
found, t o  t h e  p o i n t  t h a t  day c a r e  c e n t e r s  oPera<fng under t h e  s t anda rds  a r e  
a b l e  t o  a t t r a c t  ve ry  few c h i l d r e n  who g ~ e 2  a r e  pa id  e n t i r e l y  by t h e i r  
p a r e n t s .  d--'e 4 

/.' 
/ 2. P a r t i c u l a r  concerns  have M e n  r a i s e d  by c e r t a i n  of t h e  ' educa t i ona l , '  a f t e r -  

s choo l ,  and 'drop-in '  c M l d  c a r e  programs which a r e  now be ing  g r adua l l y  
r equ i r ed  t o  conform,do s t a f f i n g  r a t i o  and o t h e r  s t anda rds  which app ly  t o  
more t r a d i t i p g l  &a'y c a r e  programs. 

, 
/ 

, Much of t h e  con t roversy  r evo lve s  around t h e  c u r r e n t  e f f o r t  by t h e  Minnesota 
.4 

/' 
Department of P u b l i c  Welfare  t o  b r i n g  Montessor i  s choo l s  under t h e  s t a f f i n g  
r a t i o  and o t h e r  s t a n d a r d s  from which they have here- to-fore  been exempted. 
Controversy h a s  a l s o  a r i s e n  over  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which a f t e r - s choo l  and 'drop- 
i n '  c h i l d  c a r e  programs should  b e  sub j ec t ed  t o  t h e  same s t anda rds  r equ i r ed  
of more convent iona l  a l l -day  c h i l d  c a r e  programs. 

There  a r e  t h r e e  p r i n c i p a l  i s s u e s  involved:  First ,  should any exceptions t o  
governmentally established s ta f f ing  ra t io  standards be allowed, and, i f  so, 
under what conditions? Second, should after-school and 'drop-in' child 
care p120grams, many of which may be intended t o  be more custodial i n  
nature, be subjected t o  the same s ta f f i ng  and other requirements o f  
all-day child care programs which are intended t o  be more 'developmental?' 
And, f ina l ly ,  what i s  an after-school or 'drop-in' child care program? 
To what extent shouG the standards be enforced for after-school or s m e r  - 
park and recreational, scout, or 'Y' programs; or 'drop-in' babysit t ing 
services provided by r e t a i l  stores and bowling al leys  or during church 
services and public meetings? 



A s  we have a l ready noted, North Dakota, Massachuset s, and s e v e r a l  o the r  
s t a t e s  now have some form of r e g i s t r a t i o n  r a t h e r  t n l i cens ing  a s  t h e i r  
method of r egu la t ing  home-based c h i l d  care.  Suppo e r s  of r e g i s t r a t i o n  
argue t h a t  too few c h i l d  c a r e  providers  ge t  a t t r a c  d t o  t h e  formal c h i l d  
c a r e  support  system through l i cens ing .  It is a l s o  rgued t h a t  l i cens ing  
g ives  parents  a  f a l s e  sense of s e c u r i t y  about l i c e  ed c h i l d  c a r e  provid- 
e r s  s i n c e  t h e  s t a t e  c e r t i f i e s  t h a t  l icensed  homes e meeting c e r t a i n  
s tandards .  They poin t  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  t o  the  low n er of family day c a r e  
l i c e n s e s  which a r e  revoked, and express  concerns t r e ly ing  on a s i n g l e ,  
annual,  announced inspec t ion  by a  r ep resen ta t ive  he l i cens ing  agency. 
Reg i s t r a t ion ,  it is  argued, r e l i e s  more on parent  monitor q u a l i t y  and 
t o  r e p o r t  suspected abuses t o  the  s t a t e .  Support of t h i s  p o s i t i o n  
poin t  t o  the  e a r l y  increases  i n  North Dakota i n  b t h e  number of home- 
based c h i l d  c a r e  providers  who a r e  becoming r e g i s  d and the  number of 
complaints being issued by parents  i n  t h e i r  expande r o l e  i n  enforcing 
s tandards  . t 

3. Concern about l i cens ing  a s  a  means of r egu la t ing  
providers  has l ed  some s t a t e s  t o  i n s t i t u t e  a  prograrl 
day c a r e  r e g i s t r a t i o n .  

Licensing suppor ters  argue t h a t  t h e  s t a t e  has an i m  o r t a n t  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
t o  ensure minimal l e v e l s  of q u a l i t y  i n  c h i l d  c a r e  p ograms involving non- 
r e l a t i v e s  and ch i ld ren  from more than one family. t is  argued t h a t  an t 
inspec t ion  by a t r a i n e d  person should be required i each case p r i o r  t o  
placement of ch i ld ren  i n  t h a t  home. Although t h e  a  nua l  inspec t ion  is  a 
minimal guarantee, i t  is argued, inspec t ion  does pr  v i d e  some assurance t o  1 parents  seeking t o  p lace  t h e i r  ch i ld ren  i n  a  home-b sed c h i l d  c a r e  arrange- 
ment. This is p a r t i c u l a r l y  t r u e ,  i t  is argued f o r  a r e n t s  who don' t  know 
what t o  look f o r  i n  a  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangement o r  f e e  inh ib i t ed  when i n t e r -  
viewing a p o t e n t i a l  provider .  

horie-based ch i ld  c a r e  
of mandatory family 

Backers of both l i cens ing  and r e g i s t r a t i o n  expresse support  t o  our  
committee f o r  a  system of voluntary r e g i s t r a t i o n  f o  home-based c h i l d  ca re  
providers  who do not  now have t o  be l icensed.  This would allow persons 
who t ake  c a r e  of ch i ld ren  i n  t h e  c h i l d ' s  home, o r  o c a r e  f o r  ch i ld ren  

v i d e r s  . 
4 from j u s t  one o the r  family,  t o  g e t  plugged i n t o  t h e  information and r e fe r -  

r a l  and support system now a v a i l a b l e  only t o  l i c e n s  d family day c a r e  pro- e 
The controversy over l i cens ing  versus r e g i s t r a t i o n  r a i s e s  seve ra l  important 
i s sues :  What should be the primary purpose of home-based child 
care providers? What re la t ive  roles  should gover&nt and parents have i n  
enforcing standards? Should some means be sought bring more child care 
providers i n to  the formal support system? Should be used t o  
make referral  and support services available t o  
including those who do not now have t o  be 

B. I n  add i t ion  t o  t h e  controversy over s tandards and l i ce+ ing ,  some p a r t i c i p a n t s  
i n  t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  debate n a t i o n a l l y  a r e  arguing t h a t  ga(vernment has  no business  



Apparently i n  response t o  a well-coordinated l e t t e r  w r i t i n g  campaign, thou- 
sands of angry l e t t e r s  were received by Congressional o f f i c e s  i n  l a t e  1975 
and e a r l y  1976 claiming t h a t  t h e  proposed Mondale-Brademas "Child and Family 
Services  Act" would remove c h i l d  ca re  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  from parents  and 
weaken d i s c i p l i n e  i n  f ami l i e s .  The l e t t e r s  appear t o  have been s t imula ted  
by a widely and anonymously c i r c u l a t e d  f l y e r  d i s t r i b u t e d  i n  Minnesota and a 
number of o t h e r  s t a t e s .  The charges made i n  t h e  f l y e r  have been vigorously 
denied by suppor te rs  of t he  Mondale-Brademas b i l l .  Even opponents of t he  
l e g i s l a t i o n  have expressed concern over t h e  inaccuracy of t h e  f l y e r  and f e a r  
t h a t  i t  may s e r v e  t o  d i s c r e d i t  more f a c t u a l l y  based opposi t ion.  

Regardless of t h e  accuracy of t h e  charges being made, i t  is apparent  t h a t  
many Americans b e l i e v e  t h e  primary c h i l d  c a r e  i s s u e  is whether government - 
should encourage non-family and p a r t i c u l a r l y  center-based c h i l d  care .  
Tied c lose ly  t o  t h i s  deba te  a r e  emotional d i f f e r ences  of op in ion  over t h e  
r o l e  which pa ren t s ,  and p a r t i c u l a r l y  mothers, should play i n  c h i l d  ca re .  

Some a r e  arguing t h a t  governmentally encouraged c h i l d  c a r e  programs w i l l  
weaken t h e  family and encourage what they view a s  an  unwise exodus of mothers 
of young c h i l d r e n  from t h e  home and i n t o  t h e  work fo rce .  Strong and equal ly  
emotional vo ices  a r e  r a i s e d  on t h e  o the r  s i d e  which argue t h a t  governmental- 
l y  encouraged ch i ld  c a r e  programs a r e  e s s e n t i a l  t o  g iv ing  women t h e  kind of 
d i s c r e t i o n  i n  choosing and pursuing a ca ree r  o u t s i d e  t h e  home which they,  
here-to-fore,  have not  had. Some a r e  arguing t h a t  a s t rong  governmental 
r o l e  i n  c h i l d  c a r e  w i l l  reduce wel fare  r o l e s  by allowing more low income 
mothers on pub l i c  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  become employed. 

This deba te  r a i s e s  s e v e r a l  fundamental i s s u e s  : I s  chi Zd care the essential  
variable, e i ther  i n  determining the health and s t a b i l i t y  of the family, or 
i n  encouraging the employment of women? What impact have governmental 
child care programs had on families which have used them? What about the 
mill ions of women who have successfully sought and held jobs while using 

A 

informal, unsubsidized child care arrangements? What other important factors, 
unrelated t o  child care are influencing trends which we have observed i n  
families and among women? 

C. Proposals  f o r  major i nc reases  i n  governmental funding f o r  c h i l d  ca re  have 
r a i s e d  fundamental i s s u e s  of p r i o r i t y :  t h e  p r i o r i t y  which c h i l d  c a r e  
should have i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  o t h e r  programs needing funding. 

Much of t h e  oppos i t ion  t o  a s t ronge r  governmental r o l e  i n  c h i l d  c a r e  has 
come on f i s c a l  o r  budgetary grounds. Congress is f ac ing  seve re  pressures  
t o  more c l o s e l y  match f e d e r a l  revenues and expenditures .  A l l  new programs 
a r e  r ece iv ing  t h e  most s eve re  s c ru t iny .  The same types of budgetary 
p re s su res  and response a r e  ev ident  i n  s t a t e  and l o c a l  governments. 

Some po in t  t o  t h e  growing need f o r  non-family c h i l d  c a r e  and t h e  l a r g e  gap 
between t h e  numbers of c h i l d r e n  needing c a r e  and t h e  number of l i censed  
' s l o t s '  f o r  ch i ld ren  i n  day c a r e  c e n t e r s  and family day c a r e  homes. Others 
may favor  governmental funding f o r  c h i l d  ca re  on p r i n c i p l e  but  do not  s e e  
a s  h igh  a p r i o r i t y  f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  as f o r  o t h e r  programs needing funding. 



The key i s s u e s ,  then, a r e :  What, prec ise ly ,  is t h e  ch care problem? 
What are i t s  dimensions? How should c h i l d  care rank i w i t h  0-i;h.e~ 
public  needs seeking public  funds? 

D. The i s s u e  of p r i o r i t i e s  a l s o  g e t s  r a i sed  when a v a i l a b l e  
a r e  divided between d i f f e r e n t  types of c h i l d  ca re  

Broadly speaking, governmental funding programs f r c h i l d  ca re  f a l l  i n t o  
two genera l  ca tegor ies :  O 

funds f o r  chc-l~l ca re  
programs, and betwee2 

d i r e c t  provis ion  of c h i l d  ca re  se rv ices  and i n d i r e c t  
through f inancing  of information,  r e f e r r a l ,  support 

-- Programs which d i s t r i b u t e  funds t o  providers 04 c h i l d  ca re ,  and 

s . ~ p p o r t  f o r  ch i ld  c-are 
axd education se rv ices .  

-- Programs which d i s t r i b u t e  funds t o  consumers od c h i l d  ca re .  

I n  1975, approximately 75 percent  of a l l  f e d e r a l  dhi ld  ca re  d o l l a r s  were 
i n  programs i n  which e s s e n t i a l l y  a l l  funds go t o  rov iders  of c h i l d  care.  
The l a r g e s t  f e d e r a l  ch i ld  ca re  funding program is  P T i t l e  XX, which a l s o  
funds a number of o the r  s o c i a l  s e rv ices .  Other f  d e r a l  programs which 
fund pr imar i ly  c h i l d  ca re  providers  include Bead d t a r t ,  t h e  Work Incent ive  
Program (WIN), and t h e  Child Care Food Program i n i s t e r e d  by t h e  U.  S. 
Department of Agr icul ture  (USDA). 

The remaining 25 percent (of f e d e r a l  c h i l d  ca re  do l a r s  i n  1975 went d i r ec t -  
l y  o r  i n d i r e c t l y  t o  consumers of c h i l d  ca re  throu h AFDC and f e d e r a l  in- 
come t ax  deductions. A t  l e a s t  some funds a r e  a l s  going d i r e c t l y  t o  
parents  under job t r a i n i n g  programs funded by t h e  Comprehensive Employment 
Training Act (CETA). 

Other than matching funds f o r  t h e  AFDC program, t e only s t a t e  o r  l o c a l  
t ax  d o l l a r s  i n  Minnesota going d i r e c t l y  t o  consum rs of c h i l d  ca re  t o  use 

deduct ion  program. 

! 
on a d i sc re t iona ry  b a s i s  flow through t h e  s t a t e ' s  l imi t ed  income t a x  

The importance of t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between program$ which fund c h i l d  ca re  
providers  and those which fund consumers of c h i 1  a r e  is  t h a t ,  wi th  
l imi t ed  exceptions,  t h e  governmental programs wh fund providers  r equ i re  
t h a t  r e c i p i e n t s  be l icensed.  When funds go d i r e  t o  parent/consumers, 
more d i s c r e t i o n  is o f t e n  a v a i l a b l e  i n  choosing f among the  v a r i e t y  
of c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements. For example, AFDC g s can be spent  t o  
purchase v i r t u a l l y  any type of l e g a l l y  opera t ing  Id  c a r e  except t h a t  
provided by r e l a t i v e s .  The same is  t r u e  f o r  i n c  t a x  deductions. We 
were t o l d  t h a t  t h e  l imi t ed  funds a v a i l a b l e  i n  so TA job t r a i n i n g  pro- 
grams f o r  support s e rv ices  including c h i l d  ca re  e spent  t o  purchase 
c h i l d  ca re  from r e l a t i v e s ,  neighbors,  o r  o the r  nsed providers .  



The focus of pub l i c  funding f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  on d i r e c t  purchase of l i censed  
' s l o t s '  has  both defenders  and c r i t i c s .  

Some would argue t h a t  government has a l e g i t i m a t e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  s e t  
s tandards  f o r  programs a f f e c t i n g  t h e  h e a l t h  and s a f e t y  of small  ch i ld ren ,  
and p a r t i c u l a r l y ,  t o  r e q u i r e  t h a t  publ ic ly  funded c h i l d  c a r e  programs be 
operated i n  conformance wi th  those  s tandards .  

Others would argue t h a t  pa ren t s  should be given maximum~discretion i n  choos- 
ing  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangement which they f e e l  is  b e s t  f o r  t h e i r  
ch i ld ren ,  and t h a t  pub l i c  po l icy  ought not  i n t e r f e r e  with those  choices .  

A t h i r d  p o s i t i o n  i n  t h i s  deba te  is  t h a t  government should a s su re  minimal 
h e a l t h  and s a f e t y  s tandards ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  f o r  group c h i l d  c a r e  programs, 
but  t h a t  c h i l d  c a r e  s e r v i c e s  should focus more on information and r e f e r r a l ,  
t r a i n i n g  and o the r  suppor t ive  s e r v i c e s  f o r  pa ren t s  and c h i l d  c a r e  providers .  

The 1975 n a t i o n a l  parent  survey done f o r  HEW which we c i t e d  e a r l i e r  found 
t h a t  pa ren t s  interviewed ranked a s  f i r s t  p r i o r i t y  f o r  pub l i c  expenditures ,  
11 r e f e r r a l  s e r v i c e s  t o  g e t  information about screened and q u a l i f i e d  people 
and agencies  t o  provide c h i l d  care ."  Next i n  p r i o r i t y  were "summer programs" 
and " t r a i n i n g  programs f o r  careg ivers .  "55 

A number of important i s s u e s  g e t  r a i s e d  i n  t h i s  debate: Should public funds 
continue to  be used primarily t o  purchase ' s lo ts '  for children i n  licensed 
child care programs? O r  should a higher priority be given to  support pro- 
grams, information and referral services, and training, with additional public 
do ZZars channeled directly to  parents to  purchase the child care arrangements 
which they prefer, whether licensed or not, center or home-based, relative or 
other provider? 

2. Where government has had d i s c r e t i o n  i n  a l l o c a t i n g  c h i l d  c a r e  funds, we found - 
i t  has tended t o  focus a v a i l a b l e  pub l i c  d o l l a r s  on d i r e c t  purchase of f u l l -  
t ime center-based c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements. There have been some except ions.  

Technica l ly ,  both family day c a r e  homes and group day c a r e  c e n t e r s  a r e  e l i g i b l e  
f o r  T i t l e  XX, W I N ,  S t a t e  Child Care F a c i l i t i e s ,  and Minneapolis Community 
Development Block Grant funding. Most support  s e r v i c e s  a r e  a l s o  e l i g i b l e .  
These a r e  t h e  major programs i n  which s t a t e ,  county and municipal governments 
have d i s c r e t i o n  i n  purchasing c h i l d  ca re  form providers .  A l l  p roviders  must 
be l i censed ,  however. 

I n  1975 o r  1976, depending on t h e  program, t h e  fol lowing breakdown i n  govern- 
mental expenditures  f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  were repor ted  t o  t h e  committee: 

-- ~ e n n e ~ i n  County repor ted  t h a t ,  i n  1976, i t  is  purchasing c h i l d  c a r e  wi th  
f e d e r a l ,  s t a t e  and county funds t o t a l i n g  $5,645,000. 56 Of t h i s  amount, t h e  
county est imated t h a t  90 percent  went t o  purchase ' s l o t s '  i n  l i censed  day 
c a r e  cen te r s .  Seven percent  went t o  l i censed  family day c a r e  providers ,  
and t h r e e  percent  t o  informal ,  unl icensed providers .  The unl icensed c a r e  
was probably purchased by pa ren t s  through AFDC, we were t o l d .  



-- The S t a t e  Child Care F a c i l i t i e s  program reported , of i t s  g ran t s  made 
i n  1975-76, 85-90 percent  went t o  day c a r e  d 10-15 percent  t o  
family day c a r e  providers .57 The sha re  
be increas ing ,  however. In f i s c a l  year  19 percent  of 
t h e  s t a t e  Child Care F a c i l i t i e s  Act 
l icensed  family day care .  

I n  Minnesota bout 57.3 percent  of a l l  l i censed  ful l -day i l d  c a r e  ' s l o t s '  a r e  
i n  family day c a r e  homes. This percentage is  47.2 i n  Hennepin County 
and 44.2 percent  i n  Minneapolis. Family day ca re  t o  be rece iv ing  between 
10 and 15 percent  of money which government uses c a r e  from l i censed ,  
ful l -day c h i l d  c a r e  providers .  Support s e r v i c e s  even l e s s .  

-- I n  t h e  f i r s t  year  of t h e  Minneapolis Community 
program, (1975-76), $700,000 was a l loca ted  f o r  c h i l d  
about fou r  percent  went d i r e c t l y  t o  family day c a r e  
censed day c a r e  cen te r s .  Nine percent  went t o  suppo:rtive 
which 45 percent  went t o  family day care  provider  
about 18  percent  of t h e  s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e  program 
program went t o  l i censed  family day care .  The sha re  
going t o  family day c a r e  appears t o  be increas ing  i n  
operat ion.  

A major exception t o  t h i s  f ind ing  is represented i n  t h e  uch l a r g e r  use being 
made of l i censed  family day c a r e  i n  Ramsey County. For xample, i n  1976 Ramsey 
County is  p lac ing  about 38 percent  of i t s  T i t l e  XX ch i ld ren  i n  day ca re  
cen te r s .  About 43 percent  a r e  i n  l i censed  fami l  e homes and 19 percent  
a r e  being taken ca re  of i n  t h e  c h i l d ' s  own home. x9 

Development Block Grant 
care .  58 Of t h i s  amount, 

and 80 percent  t o  li- 
s e r v i c e s ,  of 

su-?port s e rv ices .  Also, 
fi-lanced under t h e  CDBG 

of t h i s  y e a r ' s  funding 
t h e  second year  of i ts 

programs on fu l l - t ime c h i l d  care .  

3.  I n  add i t ion  t o  t h i s  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of funds between center-.based 
c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements, we a l s o  found heavy emphasis i n  

and home-based 
c h i l d  c a r e  funding 

The emphasis on fu l l - t ime c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements is a l s  ev ident  i n  t h e  T i t l e  
XX po l i cy  of funding c a r e  f o r  ch i ld ren  i n  cen te r s  o f f e r i  g c a r e  f i v e  days per  
week and a t  l e a s t  f i v e  hours per  day. We were t o l d  t h a t  t h i s  pol icy  r e l a t e s  t o  
t h e  emphasis i n  T i t l e  XX on encouraging more economic i n  ependence f o r  lower 
income fami l i e s ,  many of whom a r e  headed by one parent .  

This p r i o r i t y  f o r  fu l l - t ime c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements 
i n t e n t  of Congress and s t a t e  and l o c a l  pol icy  bodies t h a t  
people become employed i n  fu l l - t ime jobs. This theme is 
statement  on c h i l d  c a r e  adopted i n  December 1975 by t h e  
Funding p r i o r i t i e s  e s t ab l i shed  f o r  t h e  Minneapolis Commuriity 
Grant program f o r  c h i l d  ca re  a r e  cons i s t en t  with t h i s  
a r e :  1 )  ful l -day programs; 2) half-day programs f o r  
( including phys ica l ly ,  mentally and emotionally handicap-led 
key programs; 4) o the r  half-day programs. 6 0 

A f i n a l  example of t h e  emphasis on fu l l - t ime c h i l d  found i n  t h e  
s t a t e  income t a x  deduction f o r  c h i l d  care .  t h i s  deduction, 
both parents  (o r  t h e  only parent )  must be 

apparent ly r e f l e c t s  t h e  
c h i l d  ca re  should he lp  

very evident  i n  a pol icy  
Minneapolis City Council. 

Development, Block 
PO:-icy. The p r i o r i t i e s  
ch:.ldren with s p e c i a l  needs 

ch i ld ren ) ;  3) la tch-  



E. The admin i s t r a t i on  of c h i l d  c a r e  programs is a major i s s u e  being debated l o c a l l y  
and n a t i o n a l l y .  I s sues  involve  who should have r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  administer ing 

t h e  adminis te r ing  agency maintain accoun tab i l i t y  f o r  expenditure  of pub l i c  funds. 

1. A s  publ ic  i n t e r e s t  i n  c h i l d  c a r e  has  increased ,  concerns have been expressed 
about t h e  r o l e  of we l f a re  departments i n  c h i l d  c a r e  and coord ina t ion  of 
c h i l d  c a r e  s e r v i c e s  among var ious  governmental agencies .  

We found t h a t  s t a t e  and county we l f a re  departments have t r a d i t i o n a l l y  been 
r e spons ib l e  f o r  funding and r egu la t ion  of pub l i c ly  supported c h i l d  c a r e  
programs. A number of o t h e r  s t a t e  departments a l s o  d e a l  w i th  a spec t s  of 
ch i ld  c a r e  programs i n  Minnesota, however. They include:  h e a l t h ,  educat ion,  
employment s e r v i c e s ,  s t a t e  planning and t h e  o f f i c e  of t h e  governor. 

Two s e t s  of concerns have a r i s e n  out  of t h i s  p a t t e r n  of adminis t ra t ion .  One 
involves t h e  so-cal led 'wel fa re  stigma' which some claim d r i v e s  persons 
away from programs funded o r  regula ted  by we l f a re  agencies .  The second in-  
volves concerns about coord ina t ion  o r  s e r v i c e s  being aimed a t  ch i ld ren  and 
f a m i l i e s  among t h e  l a r g e  number of agencies  which a r e  planning and d e l i v e r i n g  
those  s e r v i c e s .  

One approach being taken t o  d e a l  wi th  t h e s e  concerns involves admin i s t r a t i ve  
reorganiza t ion .  I n  Massachusetts,  f o r  example, a  ' S t a t e  Of f i ce  f o r  Children '  
has  been e s t ab l i shed  which p l ans ,  funds and d e l i v e r s  c h i l d  c a r e  and o t h e r  
c h i l d  and fami ly- re la ted  s e r v i c e s .  I n  Minnesota, a  ' c o a l i t i o n '  of govern- 
mental agencies  is now cons ider ing  recommendations t o  e s t a b l i s h  an i n t e r -  
agency t a s k  f o r c e  which would seek t o  b e t t e r  coord ina te  c h i l d  and family 
s e r v i c e s  i n  t h e  s t a t e .  - 
A second approach involves e f f o r t s  t o  b e t t e r  i n t e g r a t e  t h e  planning, funding, 
and de l ive ry  of 'human s e r v i c e s '  genera l ly .  A t  both t h e  s t a t e  and county - 
l e v e l  i n  Minnesota, e f f o r t s  a r e  being made t o  broaden and i n t e g r a t e  wel fare  
and o t h e r  s e r v i c e s  under human s e r v i c e s  boards o r  departments. 

A number of i s s u e s  g e t  r a i s e d  i n  t h i s  d i scuss ion:  To what extent i s . t h e  
'welfare stigma ' a problem i n  getting home-based child care providers li- 
censed or registered? Should the administration of child care programs be 
handled i n  a more specialized basis? O r  should child care programs be 
bet ter  integrated and coordinated with other 'hwnan services?' 

The Mondale-Brademas proposal  has  surfaced s e r i o u s  d i f f e r ences  of opinion 

Some of t h e  most voca l  c r i t i c s  t o  t h e  Mondale-Brademas proposa l  have been 
organized teachers  groups and o t h e r  educa t iona l  organiza t ions  who s t rong ly  
support  f e d e r a l  funding f o r  ch i ld  c a r e  but  b e l i e v e  i t  should be channeled 
exc lus ive ly  through l o c a l  pub l i c  school  systems. The Mondale-Brademas 
b i l l  would l eave  t o  s t a t e  and l o c a l i t i e s  des igna t ion  of a  prime sponsor f o r  
c h i l d  c a r e  programs i n  each a rea .  School systems could be s o  des igna ted ,  
however. 



The American Federa t ion  of Teachers (AFT), i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  has  argued t h a t  
s choo l s  a r e  b e t t e r  equipped t o  admin i s t e r  a l a r g e  f e d e r a l  day c a r e  program 
than  a r e  t h e  v a r i e t y  of p u b l i c  and p r i v a t e  agenc ies  t h a t  c u r r e n t l y  a r e  
a c t i v e  i n  day ca r e .  The AFT has been p a r t i c u l a r l y  c r i t i c a l  of t h e  r o l e  of 
f o r - p r o f i t  c h i l d  c a r e  programs. Other  groups which have expressed  suppor t  
f o r  a s t r o n g  p u b l i c  s choo l  r o l e  i n  admin i s t e r i ng  c h i l d  c a r e  programs have 
inc luded  t h e  AFL-CIO, Na t i ona l  Educat ion Assoc i a t i on  and American Congress 
o f  P a r e n t s  and Teachers.  

The AFT has  argued t h a t  school-run day c a r e  programs could b e  b e t t e r  i n t e -  
g r a t e d  w i th  k inde rga r t en  and e lementary s choo l  programs, and t h a t  s choo l  
systems would b e  more r e spons ive  t o  p a r e n t s  through l o c a l l y  e l e c t e d  school  
boards .  The AFT has  been h igh ly  c r i t i c a l  of t h e  p r e s e n t l y  d i spe r s ed  c h i l d  
c a r e  d e l i v e r y  system, c la iming  t h a t  i t  s u f f e r s  from o rgan i za t i on  fragmen- 
t a t i o n  which was tes  money and l e s s e n s  t h e  impact which c h i l d  c a r e  could have 
on t h e  e a r l y  development of c h i l d r e n .  Not u n r e l a t e d  t o  i ts i n t e r e s t  i n  day 
c a r e ,  t h e  AFT has  s a i d ,  are t h e  l a r g e  numbers of c u r r e n t l y  unemployed 
t e a c h e r s  and unde r -u t i l i z ed  s choo l  f a c i l i t i e s .  

I 1  Albe r t  Shanker, p r e s i d e n t  of t h e  AFT, h a s  s a i d  t h a t  a t r u l y  comprehensive 
program of day c a r e  and e a r l y  chi ldhood educa t i on  is a program t h a t  would 
exceed $20 b i l l i o n  of new revenue pe r  year."61 Such a program, he  a rgues ,  
should b e  f r e e  and u n i v e r s a l l y  a v a i l a b l e .  S ince  s choo l s  a r e  a l r e a d y  i n  
p l a c e  i n  every community, Shanker a rgues ,  they  are t h e  most l o g i c a l  d e l i v e r y  
system f o r  such a p u b l i c  s e r v i c e .  

Opponents of p u b l i c  s choo l  c o n t r o l  have responded t h a t  s t a t e  and l o c a l  
d i s c r e t i o n  should b e  a l lowed i n  naming prime sponsors  f o r  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  of 
f e d e r a l l y  supported c h i l d  c a r e  programs. They have argued t h a t  d i v e r s i t y  
of c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements--home-based, c e n t e r s ,  part-day, fu l l -day ,  parent-  
coops,  e tc . - - i s  impor tan t  s i n c e  p a r e n t a l  a t t i t u d e s  and p r e f e r ences  vary  
s o  g r e a t l y .  Under t h e  Mondale-Brademas b i l l ,  t h i s  d i v e r s i t y  could i nc lude  
f o r - p r o f i t  c h i l d  c a r e  programs. 

Some opponents of p u b l i c  s choo l  c o n t r o l  have a l s o  argued t h a t  t e ache r s  
a r e n ' t  n e c e s s a r i l y  equipped o r  t r a i n e d  t o  d e a l  w i t h  ve ry  young c h i l d r e n ,  and 
t h a t ,  d e s p i t e  e l e c t e d  s choo l  boards ,  s choo l s  would be  less respons ive  t o  
p a r e n t s  t han  day care programs r u n  by p a r e n t s  themselves  o r  by church o r  
o t h e r  community-based groups.  

h e  deba t e  over  t h e  r o l e  of p u b l i c  s choo l s  i n  c h i l d  c a r e  r a i s e s  s e v e r a l  
important  i s s u e s :  To what ex tent  should public policy encourage d ivers i t y  
i n  child care arrangements? should t h i s  d ivers i t y  include for-prof i t  
programs? Should chi ld  care be a universal ,  free public service? I f  day 
care i s  going t o  be a universal ,  free public service,  then should it be- 
come a function of the public school system? 

Concerns have a l s o  been expressed  about  t h e  impact which r e p o r t i n g  r equ i r e -  
ments and o t h e r  procedures  may be  having on t h e  l e v e l  of d i s c r e t i o n  given 
P a r e n t s  i n  choosing p u b l i c l y  suppor ted  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements.  



Both day c a r e  c e n t e r s  and family day c a r e  homes a r e  gene ra l ly  e l i g i b l e  t o  
r ece ive  pub l i c  funds under T i t l e  XX and o ther  governmental funding programs 
i f  they meet t h e  proper l i c e n s i n g  requirements.  Because of t he  app l i ca t ion ,  
con t r ac t ing  and r epor t ing  requirements and procedures e s t ab l i shed  f o r  many 
of t hese  programs, however, more soph i s t i ca t ed  programs with l a r g e r  numbers 
of c h i l d r e n  appear more l i k e l y  t o  seek and r ece ive  funds. 

Hennepin County, f o r  example, c u r r e n t l y  purchases fewer than t en  percent  of 
i t s  T i t l e  XX day c a r e  ' s l o t s '  i n  l i censed  family day c a r e  homes. Those 
family day c a r e  s l o t s  which - a r e  being purchased a r e  a f f i l i a t e d  with day ca re  
c e n t e r s  which a c t  a s  f i s c a l  and admin i s t r a t i ve  agent  f o r  t h e  homes. 

The major reason f o r  t h i s  p a t t e r n ,  w e  were t o l d ,  is t h a t  admin i s t r a t i ve  
and con t r ac t ing  procedures used by Hennepin County t o  purchase s o c i a l  s e r v i c e s  
would become extremely expensive and burdensome i f  day ca re  ' s l o t s '  w e r e  
being purchased from s e v e r a l  hundred ind iv idua l  family day c a r e  homes. 
Administrat ive c o s t s  a r e  much less, on t h e  o the r  hand, when the  same number 
of s l o t s  a r e  being purchased from s e v e r a l  dozen day c a r e  cen te r s .  

Appl ica t ion  procedures and r epor t ing  requirements a r e  a l s o  respons ib le ,  
we were t o l d ,  f o r  t h e  r e l a t i v e l y  smal l  percentage of Community Development 
Block Grant and S t a t e  Child Care F a c i l i t i e s  Act funding which i s  going t o  
family day care .  The procedures a r e  used by t h e  funding agencies  i n  an 
e f f o r t  t o  maintain accoun tab i l i t y  f o r  t h e  expenditure  of publ ic  funds. W e  
w e r e  a l s o  t o l d  t h a t  family day ca re  providers  tend t o  be  very independent 
and many of them do no t  d e s i r e  t o  become involved i n  pub l i c ly  funded 
programs. 

One approach t o  d e a l  with t h e  concerns about b a r r i e r s  t o  publ ic  funding of 
family day c a r e  has  been a r e l a t i v e l y  simple, one-page con t r ac t  used 
by Ramsey County t o  purchase T i t l e  XX ' s l o t s '  i n  i nd iv idua l  family day c a r e  
homes. Of t h e  T i t l e  XX ' s l o t s '  being purchased by Ramsey County, almost 
two-thirds a r e  i n  family day ca re  homes o r  i n  t h e  c h i l d ' s  own home. This  
compares wi th  l e s s  than  t e n  percent  i n  Hennepin County, which r equ i r e s  a 
formal T i t l e  XX purchase agreement con t r ac t  f o r  a l l  c h i l d  ca re  being purchased. 

A second approach being taken,  a s  noted above, involves  t h e  formal a f f i l i -  
a t i o n  of family day ca re  homes with day ca re  cen te r s .  These c e n t e r s  then 
a c t  a s  t h e  f i s c a l  agent  f o r  t h e  homes i n  administer ing T i t l e  XX funds. 

~., 

Some Community Development Block Grant and S t a t e  Child Care F a c i l i t i e s  
Act funds a r e  a l s o  being set a s i d e  s p e c i f i c a l l y  f o r  smal l  g ran t s  t o  
i nd iv idua l  family day c a r e  homes. These g r a n t s  a r e  being used t o  purchase 
equipment o r  make phys ica l  renovat ions necessary f o r  l i cens ing .  Some funds 
a r e  a l s o  going t o  t h e  family day c a r e  a s s o c i a t i o n s  f o r  toy lending l i b r a r i e s  
i n  both Hennepin and Ramsey Counties and s t a f f i n g  and r e n t  f o r  t he  associa-  
t ions .  

The i s s u e s ,  then,  r e l a t e  c l o s e l y  t o  s e v e r a l  of t he  approaches being t r i e d :  
How might achinis trat ive  or procedural obstacles t o  the use of licensed 
family day care homes be eliminated? What role  might day care centers,  
family day care associations, or other supportive organizations play i n  
acting as the f i scal  agent for family day care, redis tr ibut ing funds t o  
individual family day care h~mes  on a l e s s  formal basis? 



F. E l i g i b i l i t y  f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  subs id i e s  has  a l s o  a r i s e n  a s  a  major i s s u e ,  par t icu-  

more f ami l i e s  . 

Famil ies  wi th  incomes qua l i fy ing  f o r  AFDC and o the r  income support  programs 
gene ra l ly  a l s o  q u a l i f y  f o r  c h i l d  ca re  programs funded through t h e  l a r g e s t  
f e d e r a l  c h i l d  c a r e  funding program, T i t l e  XX. I n  add i t i on ,  f ami l i e s  wi th  
incomes a t  o r  below 60 percent  (ad jus ted  f o r  family s i z e )  of t h e  s t a t e ' s  
median income a l s o  q u a l i f y  f o r  f r e e  c h i l d  c a r e  s e r v i c e s  under T i t l e  XX. 
Famil ies  who r ece ive  c h i l d  c a r e  b e n e f i t s  through income support ,  job t r a i n i n g ,  
and work incen t ive  programs must meet t h e  income e l i g i b i l i t y  requirements of 
those  programs. 

One of t h e  major changes i n  T i t l e  XX (which replaced t h e  former T i t l e  IV-A 
s o c i a l  s e r v i c e s  funding program i n  l a t e  1975) was a  provis ion  which ~ o w s  
funds t o  be spent  t o  f i nance  a  portion of t h e  cos t  of c h i l d  c a r e  and o the r  
s o c i a l  s e r v i c e s  f o r  f a m i l i e s  which earn  more than  t h e  income l i m i t s  which 
q u a l i f y  them f o r  totaZZy subsidized se rv i ces .  For f a m i l i e s  earning up t o  115 
percent  of t h e  s t a t e ' s  median income, a  po r t ion  of t h e  c o s t  of c h i l d  c a r e  t o  
t h e  family can now be subsidized on a  ' s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e . '  

A s  a  p r a c t i c a l  mat te r  i n  Minnesota, however, t h e  ' s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e '  op t ion  
f o r  T i t l e  XX c h i l d  c a r e  funding has  not been ava i l ab l e .  Minnesota is  one of 
s e v e r a l  s t a t e s  which was a l r eady  spending f o r  s o c i a l  s e r v i c e s  a t  o r  above the  
c e i l i n g  f o r  T i t l e  XX appropr i a t ions  which was e s t ab l i shed  by Congress i n  1972. 
A s  a  r e s u l t ,  near ly  a l l  T i t l e  XX funds i n  Minnesota a r e  being used t o  contin- 
ue provis ion  of f r e e  s e r v i c e s  t o  persons who a r e  rece iv ing  AFDC o r  a r e  earn- 
ing  l e s s  than  60 percent  of t h e  s t a t e ' s  median income. 

Unlike t h e  f e d e r a l  programs, t h e  S t a t e  Child Care F a c i l i t i e s  Act and,Minneapolis 
Community Development Revenue Sharing programs do no t  neces sa r i l y  have t o  fund 
programs which have income e l i g i b i l i t y  requirements.  The f e d e r a l  and s t a t e  
governments and c i t y  of Minneapolis have e s t ab l i shed  c r i t e r i a  f o r  a l l o c a t i n g  
funds, however, which inc lude  t h e  income and employment c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of 
persons t o  be  served by app l i can t  programs. Since the  Child Care F a c i l i t i e s  
funds need not  be spent  on f e d e r a l l y  c e r t i f i e d  programs, t h e  funds a r e  being 
used t o  i n i t i a t e  o r  expand programs which have f e e  paying parents .  The same is 
t r u e  f o r  t h e  Minneapolis Community Development Block Grant funded program. I n  
Minneapolis and suburban Hennepin County, some funds from these  two programs 
a r e  being used t o  fund a  po r t ion  of t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  c o s t s  of parents  with 
incomes above t h e  T i t l e  XX e l i g i b i l i t y  l i m i t s .  

a  p a r t i a l  subsidy of c h i l d  c a r e  c o s t s  of f a m i l i e s  wi th  incomes above t h e  
cu r r en t  e l i g i b i l i t y  l i m i t  f o r  ' f r e e '  care .  The s i z e  of t h e  subsidy would 
be  determined by a  ' s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e . '  



A s  a way of providing a t  l e a s t  some f i n a n c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  parents  j u s t  
above t h e  income e l i g i b i l i t y  limits f o r  ' f r e e '  c h i l d  c a r e ,  many c h i l d  c a r e  
advocates a r e  now proposing t h a t  a a d i t i o n a l  pub l i c  funds be appropriated f o r  
p a r t i a l  subsidy ' s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e '  programs. 

Several  kinds of s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e s  a r e  being used or  proposed. Some, f o r  
example, r e q u i r e  pa ren t s  t o  pay t h e  c o s t  of c h i l d  c a r e  up t o  a maximum f e e ,  
dependent on p a r e n t a l  income. The subsidy would then pay t h e  remainder of 
t h e  c o s t  of providing t h e  c a r e ,  whatever t h e  c o s t  is. A second approach 
would e s t a b l i s h  a maximum subsidy,  aga in  based on p a r e n t a l  income, w i th  
pa ren t s  requi red  t o  pay t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  subsidy and t h e  t o t a l  
c o s t  of t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangement used. A t h i r d  type  of s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e  
combines t h e  f i r s t  two. It  r e q u i r e s  pa ren t s  t o  pay a p a r t  of t h e  c o s t  of 
c h i l d  care ,  depending on income, but  a l s o  p laces  a l i m i t  on t h e  subsidy f o r  
each child.  

The d i f f e r ences  i n  t h e  types of s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e s  being proposed have a 
major p o t e n t i a l  impact on c o s t  and on t h e  types of ca re  used. The more 
open-ended programs g i v e  pa ren t s  maximum choice bu t  provide l i t t l e  i ncen t ive  
t o  pa ren t s  t o  choose a lower-cost arrangement. The t o t a l  c o s t  of such a 
program is very d i f f i c u l t  t o  p r o j e c t  o r  budget f o r .  The maximum subsidy pro- 
grams, on t h e  o the r  hand, may l i m i t  choices  of pa ren t s  i f  t h e  maximum sub- 
s i d y  is  geared t o  f e e s  charged by a p a r t i c u l a r  type  of c h i l d  c a r e  arrangement 
(such a s  family day ca re ,  f o r  example.) 

Small s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e  programs a r e  c u r r e n t l y  being operated by Ramsey and 
Olmstead Counties w i th  l o c a l  funding, and by t h e  Greater  Minneapolis Day 
Care Associat ion wi th  s t a t e  and f e d e r a l  funds. A s  t h e  programs have been 
set up s o  f a r ,  t he  p a r t i a l  subsidy t o  pa ren t s  has  gene ra l ly  been a v a i l a b l e  
t o  spend on whatever l i censed  ch i ld  c a r e  arrangement t h e  parent  chooses. 

Day c a r e  advocates proposed t o  both t h e  1975 and 1976 se s s ions  of t h e  Minnesota 
Leg i s l a tu re  t h a t  a s t a t e  financed s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e  program b e  authorized and 
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funded. S l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e  s e r v i c e s  would a l s o  be  au thor ized  under t h e  f e d e r a l  
'Child and Family Serv ices  ~ c t '  proposed by Sepator  Mondale and Representat ive 
Brademas. 

Under t h e  proposal  considered by t h e  Minnesota Leg i s l a tu re  i n  1976, s t a t e  
funds would have t o  have been matched wi th  l o c a l  funds. Although language 
au tho r i z ing  t h e  s t a t e  t o  f i nance  a s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e  program was adopted i n  
1976, no funds were appropr ia ted .  Get t ing  funds appropr ia ted  f o r  a s l i d i n g  
fee s c a l e  program now appears  t o  b e  t h e  number one l e g i s l a t i v e  p r i o r i t y  f o r  
t h e  Minnesota Chi ldren ' s  Lobby and o t h e r  day c a r e  advocacy organiza t ions .  

Supporters  of s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e  programs have argued t h a t  they a r e  a way of 
spreading a v a i l a b l e  c h i l d  c a r e  resources  f u r t h e r ,  t o  s e rve  more f ami l i e s  
and more ch i ld ren .  It is  argued t h a t ,  without  s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e  programs, 
Parents  whose incomes a r e  a t  o r  near  t h e  e l i g i b i l i t y  l i n e  f o r  ' f r e e '  c h i l d  
c a r e  may have a nega t ive  incen t ive  t o  seek o r  accept  a promotion o r  r a i s e ,  
r a t h e r  than  loose  t h e i r  e l i g i b i l i t y  f o r  T i t l e  XX c h i l d  ca re .  Others e l i g i b l e  



f o r  T i t l e  XX because they a r e  on AFDC may choose t o  s t a y  on publ ic  a s s i s t a n c e ,  
it i s  argued, because they would not  be a b l e  t o  pay t h e  f u l l  cos t  of a 
l icensed  c h i l d  ca re  ' s l o t '  i f  they went of f  AFDC and become i n e l i g i b l e  f o r  
T i t l e  XX funded c h i l d  care .  

S l id ing  f e e  s c a l e  suppor ters  a r e  a l s o  arguing t h a t  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of p a r t i a l  
subs id i e s  t o  moderate income parents  would help t o  economically i n t e g r a t e  
T i t l e  XX c h i l d  c a r e  programs which, because of t h e i r  cos t ,  a r e  now almost 
exc lus ive ly  l imi t ed  t o  lower income ch i ld ren  whose parents  q u a l i f y  f o r  ' f r e e '  
care .  

While s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e  programs a r e  widely supported by c h i l d  ca re  advocates,  
a number of concerns have been r a i s e d  r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e i r  p o t e n t i a l  cos t  and 
l i m i t a t i o n  which they may impose on pa ren ta l  choice. 

One concern r e l a t e s  t o  t h e  l ack  of p r e c i s e  da ta  which would s u b s t a n t i a t e  
t h e  'problem' which s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e s  a r e  meant t o  address .  We were *ley 
i n  our s tudy,  t o  determine through a v a i l a b l e  da ta  o r  s t u d i e s  what a c t d y  
is  happening t o  f ami l i e s  a t  o r  near  the  cu r ren t  income e l i g i b i l i t y  l i m i t s  - 
f o r  ' f r e e '  c h i l d  care .  We do not  know, f o r  example, how many persons a r e  
g iv ing  up r a i s e s  o r  q u i t t i n g  t h e i r  jobs i n  order  t o  keep t h e i r  ch i ld ren  in 
' f r e e '  c h i l d  c a r e  programs. Neither  were we a b l e  t o  l o c a t e  any d a t a  on 
t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements being used by persons j u s t  above t h e  income 
l i m i t s ,  o r  what is  'wrong' wi th  those  arrangements which a r e  being made. 

Another concern which has been expressed r e l a t i v e  t o  s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e  
programs is  t h e  unce r t a in ty  of t h e i r  long-term cos t .  A 1975 study conducted 
by Hennepin County noted t h a t ,  a s  family income l i m i t s  r i s e  beyond the  
cu r ren t  income cut-off l i n e s  f o r  f r e e  c h i l d  ca re ,  t h e  number of e l i g i b l e  
ch i ld ren  rises very quickly.62 It est imated t h a t  4,500 a d d i t i o n a l  ch i ld ren  
would q u a l i f y  i f  t h e  l i m i t  was r a i sed  from 60 t o  80 percent .  This would repre- 
s e n t  an inc rease  of 130 percent  i n  t h e  number of ch i ld ren  e l i g i b l e .  Depend- 
ing  on t h e  l e v e l  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and c o s t  of ca re  provided, t h e  1975 study 
found t h a t  a s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e  program i n  Hennepin County could range widely 
i n  c o s t ,  perhaps a s  high a s  $20.0 mi l l i on  per  year .  

F i n a l l y ,  concerns have been expressed t h a t  s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e  programs would 
only se rve  t o  continue and expand a pub l i c  pol icy  which l i m i t s  pa ren ta l  
choice t o  l i censed  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements, r a t h e r  than providing more 
gene ra l  support  t o  parents  t o  a s s i s t  them choose and f inance  any l e g a l l y  
opera t ing  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements. 

I n  add i t ion  t o  support ing funding of a ' s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e , '  some day ca re  advo- 
c a t e s  i n  Minnesota a r e  now a l s o  arguing t h a t  t h e  e l i g i b i l i t y  c e i l i n g  f o r  t o t a l l y  
subs id ized  c a r e  a l s o  be increased,  from 60 t o  65 percent  of s t a t e  median income. 
Beyond the  f i n a n c i a l  needs of f ami l i e s  i n  t h a t  income, one a d d i t i o n a l  reason 
f o r  t he  proposal  c i t e d  by the  Greater  Minneapolis Day Care Associat ion is a 
cu r ren t  dec l ine  i n  enrollments i n  T i t l e  XX day ca re  cen te r s  which has l e f t  those 
c e n t e r s  wi th  c o s t s  which a r e  not  being met by reimbursements f o r  t h e  purchase 
of subsidized care.  

Discussion about s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e  programs r a i s e s  s e v e r a l  important i ssues :  
Should the concept of sZid::nn fee scales be extended dowward as well as up 
from the current income cut-off  l ines  for free child care, requiring additional 



parents t o  pay a t  least  a portion of the cost? Should subsidies t o  parents 
under sl iding fee scale programs be limited t o  the purchase of  licensed care? 
O r  should informal arrangements also be subsidized under s l id ing fee scale 
programs? Because of the large number of fami l i e s  e Zigible and uncertainty 
as t o  the  level  of participation which w i l l  take place, w i l l  s l id ing fee 
scale programs be e i ther  very cost ly  or unable t o  serve a l l  those requesting 
assistance? 

3 .  Increased income t a x  c r e d i t s  a r e  a l s o  being viewed a s  a way of channel ing 
a d d i t i o n a l  pub l i c  funds t o  a s s i s t  parents  f inance  t h e  purchase of c h i l d  care .  

Although they a r e  not always thought of a s  ch i ld  ca re  funding programs per  
s e ,  f e d e r a l  and s t a t e  income t a x  deductions a r e  a l ready among t h e  l a r g e s t  
sources of publ ic  funding f o r  c h i l d  care.  Unlike near ly  a l l  o ther  govermen- 
t a l  ch i ld  c a r e  funding programs, funds received through income t a x  deductions 
may a l s o  be used t o  purchase informal ,  unlicensed c h i l d  care .  

A number of aspec ts  of t hese  programs have r a i s e d  concerns, however: 

-- Since t h e  t a x  b e n e f i t  has been a v a i l a b l e  only t o  persons who i temize  t h e i r  
deduct ions,  t h e  l a r g e  major i ty  of lower income persons who take  a s tandard 
deduction do not  qua l i fy  f o r  t h i s  program. 

-- Limits on t h e  income of persons e l i g i b l e  f o r  t h e  deduction on the  Minnesota 
r e t u r n  ($6,900 f o r  a family with 2 o r  more ch i ld ren )  have excluded middle 
and upper income persons from the  program, persons most l i k e l y  t o  i temize  
deductions. 

-- I n  order  t o  q u a l i f y  f o r  a deduction, both parents  (o r  t he  only parent )  have 
had t o  be employed ful l - t ime.  

-- Deductions have been excluded f o r  pa ren t s  who a r e  s tuden t s .  

-- Child c a r e  provided by r e l a t i v e s  has not  q u a l i f i e d  f o r  deductions. 

-- The maximum deduction allowed on the  Minnesota income t ax  r e t u r n  ($600 o r  
$900 depending on t h e  number of ch i ld ren )  has been viewed a s  being so  low 
a s  t o  be of very l i t t l e  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  lower income persons. 

Changes i n  f e d e r a l  income t a x  law a l l e v i a t i n g  these  problems were recent ly  
enacted by t h e  U.  S. Congress. S imi lar  changes were considered i n  t h e  1976 
ses s ion  of t h e  Minnesota Leg i s l a tu re  but  were not  enacted. The maximum c r e d i t  
allowed under t h e  f e d e r a l  l e g i s l a t i o n  would be 20 percent  of ch i ld  ca re  cos ts  
up t o  a maximum c r e d i t  of $800 per  year  f o r  two o r  more chi ldren .  The c r e d i t  
under t h e  s t a t e  proposal would be an a d d i t i o n a l  t en  percent  of ch i ld  c a r e  c o s t s  
up t o  a maximum of $300 f o r  two o r  more ch i ld ren ;  The new f e d e r a l  law and 
s t a t e  proposal  al low part-time working parents  t o  be e l i g i b l e  f o r  t h e  c r e d i t ,  
and allow c r e d i t s  t o  be  received i f  c h i l d  care  payments a r e  made t o  r e l a t i v e s .  

Supporters of t hese  changes argue t h a t  they a r e  needed a s  a way of 



recognizing t h a t  chi ld  care  is  a work-related expense f o r  many parents ,  which 
should not  be taxed. The t a x  benef i t  should be allowed through a t a x  c r e d i t  
r a t h e r  than a deduction, i t  is argued, s ince  most lower income persons who 
use chi ld  ca re  don't i temize deductions. Others have supported making a ch i ld  
ca re  c r e d i t  ava i l ab le  t o  persons who take  t h e  standard deduction. Changes i n  
Minnesota t a x  law have been supported because of what many have viewed a s  
unreasonably low income limits and maximum deductions allowed. 

Income t a x  c r e d i t s  f o r  ch i ld  ca re  have been supported by some because they 
allow maximum parenta l  d i sc re t ion ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i f  proposed changes recogniz- 
ing care  provided by r e l a t i v e s  were made i n  present law. Use of t h e  income 
tax  system t o  channel public funds t o  parents  f o r  ch i ld  c a r e  would a l s o  cos t  
very l i t t l e  t o  administer,  i t  is argued. 

Many of t h e  concerns about using t h e  income t a x  system t o  f inance ch i ld  care  
are not  unl ike  arguments used agains t  o the r  t a x  benef i t s  o r  'loopholes.' 

Some argue, f o r  example, t h a t  the  income t a x  system is already too complicated, 
and t h a t  i t  shouldn't  be used t o  t r y  t o  influence behavior o r  d i s t r i b u t e  
public funds f o r  s p e c i f i c  programs. Others argue t h a t ,  i f  add i t iona l  public 
funds are t o  be provided t o  purchase ch i ld  care  services ,  they should be 
provided i n  a way which b e t t e r  holds government accountable f o r  expenditure 
of the  funds. 

Many ch i ld  ca re  advocates, while supporting income t a x  c r e d i t s  i n  concept, 
f e e l  t h a t  they have a l imi ted  r o l e  t o  play i n  f inancing ch i ld  care. For 
one thing,  t h e  funds might not be ava i l ab le  t o  parents  u n t i l  many months a f t e r  
they have been spent. I f  t h e  income t a x  system were used as the  s o l e  way of 
channeling public funds f o r  c h i l d  care,  it ' is argued, some parents  and chi ld  
c a r e  providers would have 'cash flow' problems. 

Other l a r g e  i s sues  a r e  a l s o  involved: Should the income tax system be made 
even more complex through the increased use of credits and reductions t o  
influence behavior or dis tr ibute public funds? To what extent should income 
tax credi ts  or deductions be considered a public child care funding program? 
Or are tax credits for child care simply a way of providing tax equity for work- 
ing parents similar t o  the other expenses which may be deducted because they 
are a necessary part of being employed? Should fedgral dollars spent on child 
care under T i t l e  X X  have t o  be spent on programs which conform to  federal stand- 
ards when federal dollars channeled direct ly  t o  parents through the income tax 
system can be spent on informal, unlicensed child care arrangements? What role 
might income tax credits play i n  using public funding programs to  promote mar- 
h u m  parents discretion i n  choosing from among the alternative child care arrange- 
ments available? I f  both sliding fee scale programs and income taa: credits are 
used t o  subsaize  a portion of the child care expenses of parents, should they - 
be integrated or coordinated? I f  so, how? 

. G. The i s s u e  of the  r e l a t i v e  r o l e  t o  be played i n  ch i ld  care by working parents  them- 
se lves  is  being ra i sed  a s  t h e  f e d e r a l  government and some s t a t e s  consider l eg i s l a -  
t i o n  which would encourage more f l e x i b l e  work schedule options. 

As w e  have noted e a r l i e r ,  not  a l l  e f f o r t s  t o  meet t h e  ch i ld  care  needs of parents 
a r e  being d i rec ted  toward ch i ld  ca re  provided by persons o ther  than parents .  



Increas ing  a t t e n t i o n  is being given t o  a l t e r n a t i v e  ways of a r ranging  
parents '  work schedules  s o  t h a t  they might assume a d d i t i o n a l  c h i l d  ca re  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  themselves. 

Much of t h e  i n i t i a t i v e  i n  o f f e r i n g  parents  work schedule opt ions  i s  com- 
i n g  from p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  employers. Some e f f o r t s  are a l s o  being made i n  
t h e  pub l i c  s e c t o r  t o  encourage more work schedule opt ions.  

For example, l e g i s l a t i o n  is now under cons idera t ion  i n  Congress which 
would r e q u i r e  t h a t  a c e r t a i n  percentage of persons employed by f e d e r a l  
agencies  b e  o f fe red  part-time o r  f l e x i b l e  hours opt ions.  S t a t e  l e g i s l a -  
t i o n  encouraging part-time employment has a l ready been adopted i n  
Wisconsin and Massachussetts.  The r ecen t ly  c rea t ed  Minnesota Advisory 
Council and t h e  Economic S t a t u s  of Women has ind ica t ed  t h a t  a l t e r n a t i v e  
work schedule arrangements may be on its agenda f o r  study. 

I Where a l t e r n a t i v e  work scheduling has  been t r i e d ,  i t  does appear t o  have 
a p o s i t i v e  impact on meeting t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  needs of parents .  Cautions 
have been expressed,  however, about r e ly ing  too heavi ly  on a l t e r n a t i v e  
work schedules  as ' t h e  s o l u t i o n '  t o  t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  needs of parents .  
Fac tors  c i t e d  include:  

-- The use  of a l t e r n a t i v e  work schedule arrangements may b e  l imi t ed  due 
t o  f e a r s  of some employers of added c o s t s  f o r  t r a i n i n g ,  superv is ion  
and f r i n g e  b e n e f i t s .  

-- The use  of part-time jobs w i l l  be  l imi t ed  because some fami l i e s  need 
two fu l l - t ime incomes and o the r s  need t h e  only income t o  be  ful l - t ime.  

-- Another l i m i t a t i o n  t o  t h e  use  of a l i e r n a t i v e  schedules  may r e s u l t  from 
concerns of some labor  organiza t ions  t h a t  b e n e f i t s ,  reduced h o u r s o r  
over-time pay might be l o s t  under c e r t a i n  of t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  work 
schedule arrangements being discussed.  

On t h e  o t h e r  hand, proponents of a l t e r n a t i v e  work scheduling argue t h a t  
increased p roduc t iv i ty  and reduced c o s t s  r e s u l t  from giv ing  employees more 
choices i n  organizing t h e i r  t i m e  at work. One of t h e  more p o s i t i v e  out- 
comes of increased  work schedule f l e x i b i l i t y ,  i t  is argued, may be  an  
increased  r o l e  f o r  f a t h e r s  i n  c h i l d  care.  Proponents poin t  t o  t h e  s t u d i e s  
which have been done on t h e  importance of pa ren t s  t o  e a r l y  childhood, 
r ega rd le s s  of t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangement being used, and urge maximum 
e f f o r t  t o  inc rease  t h e  amount of p a r e n t a l  t i m e  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  c h i l d  care .  

Whichever p o s i t i o n  p r e v a i l s ,  t h e  r e l a t i v e  long-term r o l e  of working parents  
i n  c h i l d  c a r e  does appear t o  be of s i g n i f i c a n c e  t o  debate about more 
conventional  approaches t o  meeting t h e  needs of pa ren t s  f o r  c h i l d  care.  

I f ,  f o r  example, more pa ren t s  are working part-time, t h e r e  would appear t o  * 

be a need f o r  more part-time c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements. The need f o r  before- 
and af te r -school  c h i l d  c a r e  might be  dramat ica l ly  reduced i f  l a r g e  numbers 
of pa ren t s  w e r e  working f l e x i b l e  work hours.  I f ,  on t h e  o the r  hand, few 
pa ren t s  have work schedule opt ions  a v a i l a b l e  t o  them, more fu l l - t ime,  non- 
p a r e n t a l  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements would appear t o  be needed. 



A number of important issues are raised by this discussion: To uhat extent 
should public policy focus on e f for t s  t o  ass i s t  working paqents t o  handle 
more o f  their  child care arrangements themselves? I f  large nwnbem of 
children ere being taken care of by their  working parents for a t  least 
part o f  the day, should more attention be focused on providing part-time 
child care? I f  children are with their  parents for p a r t  of the duy, should 
public policy be less  concerned about seeking t o  guarantee more than safe, 
custodial caxe for the remainder of the day? What  impact would Zarge- 
scale use of f lexible hours have on the need for before- and after-sehool 
child erne? I f  the future ro le  of working pa~ents  i n  child care i s  unce~ ta in  
a t  t h i s  time, should caution be exercised i n  making substantial nm cononit- 
men-ts t o  full-time developmental child eare f ac i l i t i e s  and personnel? O r  
should mmimwn f l e x i b i l i t y  t o  adapt t o  ch&ng child erne needs o f  parents 
be a primary ingredient i n  public and private e f f o r t s  t o  deal with the exist-  
ing demand for child care seruices? 
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CONCLUS I OMS 

I. The growing child care needs of parents demand and justify a realistic 
and positive public response. 

A. Society--in both  i ts governmental and non-governmental aspects--has an important 
and l e g i t i m a t e  r o l e  t o  p lay  i n  c h i l d  care .  The i s s u e  of s o c i e t a l  involvement 
i n  c h i l d  c a r e  is no longer  'whether' bu t  'how' and ' t o  what ex t en t .  ' 
The prospect  of m i l l i o n s  of small c h i l d r e n  being taken c a r e  of by persons o the r  
than  t h e i r  pa ren t s  stirs deep emotions wi th in  many Americans. Some argue  aga ins t  
t h e  massive movement i n t o  t h e  l abo r  f o r c e  w e  a r e  now see ing  among mothers w i th  
small ch i ld ren ,  c i t i n g  t h e  i n t e n s e  pressures  a l ready  f ac ing  American f a m i l i e s  and 
t h e  need f o r  an even s t ronge r  r o l e  f o r  parents  i n  c h i l d  r ea r ing .  Others  f e a r  
excess ive  governmental i n t r u s i o n  i n t o  parent ing  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  which they f e e l  
could l e a d  t o  delinquency, l a c k  of r e spec t ,  and seve re  d i s c i p l i n e  problems among 
American ch i ld ren .  

While we share t h i s  very real concern for the future of the family as a child 
rearing ins t i tu t ion ,  we have concluded that  society has no choice but t o  respond 
i n  a r e a l i s t i c  and positive manner t o  the growing needs of parents for assistance 
i n  meeting the ir  child care responsibi l i t ies .  

Child c a r e  provided on a r e g u l a r  b a s i s  by persons o t h e r  than pa ren t s  is a l ready  
a f a c t  of l i f e  f o r  n e a r l y  40 percent  of American f a m i l i e s  w i th  pre-school 
ch i ld ren .  For most of t hese  f a m i l i e s ,  t h e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of bo th  pa ren t s  (or  t h e  
only parent )  i n  t h e  work f o r c e  is  an economic neces s i ty .  For o t h e r s ,  c h i l d  c a r e  
is e s s e n t i a l  t o  a l low pa ren t s  a choice of working i n  o r  ou t  of t h e  home. Govern- 
mental po l i cy  has  even encouraged t h e  use  of c h i l d  c a r e  t o  assist pa ren t s  f i n d  
employment r a t h e r  than cont inuing  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  pub l i c  a s s i s t a n c e  programs. 
Unlike p a s t  genera t ions ,  most f a m i l i e s  a r e  no longer  a b l e  t o  t u r n  t o  in-house 
r e l a t i v e s  f o r  assumption of c h i l d  c a r e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  on a r egu la r  b a s i s .  

A s  a r e s u l t  of t h e s e  changes i n  l i f e  s t y l e ,  l abo r  f o r c e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and 
government po l i cy ,  c h i l d  c a r e  today is  inc reas ing ly  being provided by non-re la t ives ,  
i n  l o c a t i o n s  away from t h e  c h i l d ' s  home and under compensated arrangements. A s  
t h e  demand f o r  and pub l i c  support  of c h i l d  c a r e  have grown, a much l a r g e r  
p u b l i c  i n t e r e s t  i n  c h i l d  c a r e  has  emerged which r e q u i r e s  a s o c i e t a l  response. 

We s t rong ly  b e l i e v e  t h a t  pub l i c  deba te  and a c t i o n  on c h i l d  c a r e  must be  responsive 
t o  t hese  changed s o c i a l  circumstances ... and not  u n r e a l i s t i c a l y  seek t o  
r eve r se  t r ends  which appear t o  be i r r e v e r s i b l e .  The c h i l d  c a r e  debate  should 
focus much less on 'whether' s o c i e t y  should respond t o  t hese  new circumstances 
and much more on 'how' and ' t o  what ex tens '  t h a t  response should b e  made. This  
deba te  must focus  no t  only on t h e  app ropr i a t e  r o l e  of government, bu t  a l s o  on t h e  
non-governmental a spec t s  of c h i l d  c a r e  which cont inue t o  dominate t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  
d e l i v e r y  system. 

B. Soc ie ty ' s  response t o  t h e  growing demand f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  must be  r e a l i s t i c  i n  its 
expec ta t ions  about t h e  r o l e  which c h i l d  c a r e  may p lay  i n  address ing  much l a r g e r  
i s s u e s  involving acces s  of women t o  t h e  work fo rce  and t h e  economic independence 
of f ami l i e s  w i th  s m a l l  ch i ldren .  



We have found t h a t  c h i l d  ca re  i s  one of many f a c t o r s  which con t r ibu te  t o  the  
a b i l i t y  of parents  with small chi ldren  t o  success fu l ly  seek and hold jobs. 
P a r t i c u l a r l y  f o r  s i n g l e  parent  f ami l i e s ,  some type of s a t i s f a c t o r y  c h i l d  c a r e  
arrangement must be  made before most parents  of young chi ldren  w i l l  t ake  a job 
ou t s ide  the  home. 

The a v a i l a b i l i t y  of jobs and possession of marketable s k i l l s  and t r a i n i n g  appear - 
t o  have a much l a r g e r  impact on employability of parents ,  however. Regardless of 
the  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of s a t i s f a c t o r y  ch i ld  c a r e  arrangements, these  more fundamental 
b a r r i e r s  must be overcome when parents  a r e  seeking employment. 

Therefore, while we agree  with the  goal  of permit t ing women a choice of working 
i n  or out  of t h e  home, we do not be l i eve  t h a t  soc ie ty  should expect t h a t  a major 
governmental r o l e  i n  c h i l d  c a r e  w i l l  automatical ly make t h a t  choice a v a i l a b l e  t o  
a l l  mothers with small  ch i ldren .  Neither w i l l  c h i l d  ca re ,  a lone ,  reduce welfare 
r o l l s  o r  increase  economic independence of lower income fami l i e s .  

Publ ic  pol icy  on c h i l d  c a r e  must be r e a l i s t i c  i n  i ts  expectat ions.  I ts purpose 
must be put i n  perspect ive.  

Child care--broadly defined--is an e s s e n t i a l  and d e s i r a b l e  human serv ice .  Demand 
f o r  ch i ld  c a r e  is  growing. A p o s i t i v e  publ ic  response i s  j u s t i f i e d .  But, 
ch i ld  c a r e  alone ought not be r e l i e d  upon t o  so lve  more fundamental problems in- 
volving access  of women t o  t h e  work fo rce  o r  t h e  economic independence of fami- 
l i e s  with small  ch i ldren .  

Significant progress has been made in addressing the child care needs 
of parents in Minnesota. Public support should now be broadened to 
include a wider diversity ot child care arrangements, both formal and 

A s  we have noted, publ ic  support f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  has grown s i g n i f i c a n t l y  i n  Minnesota 
over t h e  pas t  t en  years .  A major expansion has taken p lace  i n  the  capaci ty  of group - 
day c a r e  cen te r s .  Family day c a r e  has  grown s u b s t a n t i a l l y  and has  begun t o  be view- 
ed a s  a 'profession.  ' A number of successfu l  e f f o r t s  have been made t o  l i c e n s e ,  
t r a i n ,  and support home-based ch i ld  c a r e  providers .  Child ca re  subs id ies  t o  lower 
income fami l i e s  have been s i g n i f i c a n t l y  enlarged. The publ ic  is much more aware of 
the  growing c h i l d  ca re  needs of parents .  

Much of t h e  c r e d i t  f o r  these  advancements must go t o  t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  coordinat ing 
and advocacy organiza t ions  which have come i n t o  exis tence  over the  pas t  t en  years .  
Minnesota, during t h i s  period, has come t o  be known a s  a leader  na t iona l ly  i n  many 
a r e a s  of support f o r  ch i ld  care.  Much of the  c r e d i t  f o r  t h i s  leadership  r i g h t f u l l y  
belongs with l o c a l  ch i ld  care  coordinat ing organizat ions,  family day ca re  associa- 
t i o n s  and enl ighted l eade r s  i n  both government and the  p r i v a t e  sec to r .  

We be l i eve  t h a t  Minnesota's pas t  leadership  i n  providing publ ic  support f o r  ch i ld  
c a r e  now needs t o  be expanded t o  include more of t h e  wide d i v e r s i t y  of c h i l d  c a r e  
arrangements used and prefer red  by parents .  . 
A. Public  pol icy  on ch i ld  c a r e  should be responsive t o  the  wide d i v e r s i t y  of c h i l d  

c a r e  arrangements cu r ren t ly  a v a i l a b l e  and being used, and t h e  d i v e r s i t y  i n  
parent  preferences about which ch i ld  ca re  arrangements a r e  ' bes t '  f o r  t h e i r  
ch i ldren .  



Although the  precise  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of chi ldren is not  known, it  is c l e a r  t h a t  a 
g rea t  va r i e ty  of ch i ld  ca re  arrangements a r e  being used by parents .  The 
arrangements vary by locat ion (home-based, center-based); by length and f re-  
quency of use (drop-in, after-school, half-day, full-day); by administrat ion 
(pr ivate  home-based, parent coop, non-profit, for -prof i t ,  public agency); and 
by degree of soph i s t i ca t ion  and cos t  (informal b a r t e r  t o  formally s t ructured,  
higher cos t  programs.) 

This va r ie ty  of ch i ld  ca re  arrangements appears t o  have evolved p a r t l y  because 
theneedsof  parents  f o r  ch i ld  ca re  vary s o  great ly .  Some parents  need ch i ld  
ca re  only occasionally; some need it part-day; some all-day; some f o r  only 
p a r t  of t h e  year. The age of chi ldren a l s o  influences the  va r ie ty  of arrange- 
ments being used. In fan t s  and toddlers  a r e  o f t en  placed i n  homes, while 
school-age chi ldren have need f o r  ca re  f o r  only p a r t  of the  day and year. 

A very important reason f o r  t h e  d i v e r s i t y  of ch i ld  ca re  arrangements appears 
t o  us t o  be the  d i v e r s i t y  of parenta l  a t t i t u d e s  and preferences about which type 
of ca re  is  'bes t '  f o r  t h e i r  children.  Almost no subject  stirs deeper emotions. 
Nearly every parent is an 'expert. '  The opinions range from 'only mathers 
should take ca re  of small children'  t o  'center-based chi ld  ca re  is e s s e n t i a l  t o  
e a r l y  childhood growth and development.' 

Although the  da ta  is less than adequate, it  is c l e a r  t o  us t h a t  many parents  
p r e f e r  informal ch i ld  ca re  arrangements provided i n  homes, p a r t i c u l a r l y  when 
provided by r e l a t i v e s .  Many parents  a l s o  express a s trong preference f o r  more 
formal ch i ld  ca re  arrangements, such a s  those provided i n  l icensed group 
centers .  

Our f indings about parent  a t t i t u d e s  have l ed  us t o  conclude t h a t  public policy 
should recognize, support and re inforce  the  d i v e r s i t y  of ch i ld  care  arrange- 
ments which have evolved. An important pa r t  of such a policy should involve 
e f f o r t s  t o  make a l t e r n a t i v e  ch i ld  ca re  arrangements ava i l ab le  t o  a l l  parents ,  
regardless  of t h e i r  income, place of residence o r  employment. 

B. Public awareness and concern about ch i ld  ca re  has been too narrowly f,ocused. 
The 'chi ld  ca re  problem' has been too narrowly defined. 

A s  w e  have noted, t h e  ' chi ld  ca re  problem' has t r a d i t i o n a l l y  been defined a s  t h e  
v a s t  d i f ference  between t h e  number of young chi ldren with working mothers and 
t h e  number of ' s l o t s '  ava i l ab le  i n  l icensed day ca re  centers  and homes. The 
'solut ion'  suggested by defining the  problem i n  t h i s  manner is almost always a 
g rea t ly  expanded e f f o r t  t o  c r e a t e  more l icensed ' s l o t s .  ' / 
W e  be l ieve  t h a t  t h i s  t r a d i t i o n a l  way of de f in ing ' the  ' chi ld  ca re  problem' is 
inadequate. I t i g n o r e s t h e  f a c t  t h a t  many young chi ldren i n  unlicensed ch i ld  
ca re  arrangements a r e  ac tua l ly  being taken ca re  of by t h e i r  f a t h e r s  o r  by other 
r e l a t i v e s  o r  neighbors. Such ch i ld  ca re  arrangements do not  have t o  be licensed. 
Many parents  p re fe r  t h i s  type of ch i ld  ca re  even when they can afford (or a r e  
e l i g i b l e  t o  receive  on a subsidized bas is )  more formal arrangements. 

The t r a d i t i o n a l  way of defining t h e  'chi ld  ca re  problem' is a l s o  inadequate 
because it la rge ly ignores  the  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  improving chi ld  ca re  by support ing 
informal ch i ld  ca re  arrangements and parents  who use them. Instead,  it  focuses 
almost t o t a l l y  on e f f o r t s  t o  reduce the  number of chi ldren taken care  of informal- 
l y  by increasing t h e  number of l icensed ch i ld  ca re  ' s l o t s '  which a r e  avai lable .  



These are two very different ways of looking at the child care problem and 
its solution. The traditional approach envisions the eventual transition of 
the child care delivery system from one which is largely informal to one which 
is largely formal, through a major increase in the number of licensed child 
care ' slots. ' The second approach envisions continued heavy reliance on 
informal child care arrangements, with a major effort to improve those arrange- 
ments through support and referral services, and parent education. 

In being somewhat critical of the traditional way of viewing the child care 
problem, we do not mean to downgrade the essential role of formal child care 
arrangements in the larger child care delivery system. We believe that formal 
child care arrangements are desirable for many families and should be support- 
ed. 

But, we also believe the informal arrangements--in the child's own home or in the 
home of a relative or neighbor--are desirable for many other families. They could 
be made even more desirable through the addition of needed support and referral 
services and parent education. 

C. A new, broader understanding of 'child care' is needed which includes recognition 
of the essential role played by informal child care arrangements. Child care 
coordinating organizations should take the lead in expanding public understanding 
of the importance of informal arrangements to the child care delivery system. 
The analysis and use of child care data should be broadened to include informal 
as well as formal child care arrangements. 

While not ignoring the essential role played by more formal child care arrange- 
ments, we believe that public understanding and support for child care should be 
broadened to place a much higher priority on support for informal, home-based 
child care arrangements. We believe that much could be done to improve the quali- 
ty and availability of child care, without eliminating the largely informal, very " 

decentralized child care delivery system which has evolved. 

This is not to say that the sole emphasis of public support for child care should 
be on informal arrangements. We believe that continued recognition and support 
should be given formal child care arrangements in group centers and licensed 
family day care homes. However, we do believe that 'child care' needs to be 
defined much more broadly in the mind. All legally operating child care 
arrangements used by parents should be included within this definition. 

To broaden public understanding of the 'child care problem,' we believe much 
greater attention should be given to collection and analysis of data about all 
types of child care arrangements, both formal and informal. Reliable, localized 
information is needed on the nature of child care arrangements being used, costs, 
preferences and satisfaction levels of parents, their impacts on children, and 
problems which parents are having in making or financing satisfactory child care 
arrangements. Attention should be paid to the needs of parents for part-time 
child care to match alternative work schedule arrangements and fo the supply of 
part-time child care arrangements available. 

With only slight modifications, surveys already conducted by the Census Bureau, . ' 
Bureau of Labor Statistics and other state and federal data collection agencies 
appear important sources of information on child care needs of parents. These 



agencies should be more s e n s i t i v e  t o  the  need f o r  b e t t e r ,  more local ized  da ta  
on ch i ld  care  when they a r e  c o l l e c t i n g  information on employment and o ther  more 
general  subjec ts .  

E f f o r t s  should a l s o  be made t o  evaluate the  performance of t h e  ex i s t ing  ch i ld  
ca re  de l ivery  system i n  l i g h t  of what is learned about parent a t t i t u d e s  and 
s a t i s f a c t i o n  l eve l s .  A l l  ch i ld  care  arrangements should be included i n  such an 
evaluation: l icensed and unlicensed, ful l-and part-time, center-based and home- 
based. P a r t i c u l a r  a t t e n t i o n  should be given t o  t h e  na ture  of a s s i s t ance  and 
support needed by parents  and by informal, home-based chi ld  ca re  providers. 

Because of the  broad nature  of the  information needed, w e  be l ieve  respons ib i l i ty  
f o r  t h i s  type of da ta  co l l ec t ion ,  ana lys i s  and advocacy should be vested i n  a 
public  o r  p r i v a t e  e n t i t y  which is i d e n t i f i e d  with a l l  types of c h i l d  c a r e  arrange- 
ments, regardless  of income, users ,  na ture  of arrangements used o r  method of 
financing. 

The ex i s t ing  ch i ld  ca re  coordinat ing organizat ions appear t o  be t h e  most 
l o g i c a l  place t o  focus t h i s  da ta  co l l ec t ion ,  ana lys i s  and advocacy. The 
coordinating organizat ions a r e  i n  a unique pos i t ion  t o  exerc ise  leadership  i n  
broadening soc ie ty ' s  view of the  importance of informal ch i ld  c a r e  arrangements 
t o  the  l a r g e r  c h i l d  ca re  de l ivery  system. 

They should be as a ~UULL, ,,, 

A. Public  pol icy  on c h i l d  ca re  should r e f l e c t  t h e  r i g h t  of parents  t o  r e t a i n  respon- 
s i b i l i t y  f o r  c h i l d  ca re  f o r  themselves, even when parents  d e s i r e  t o  work outs ide  
the  home. 

While'a growing number of parents  with small  chi ldren  a r e  seeking, t r a in ing  f o r  
and holding jobs outs ide  the  home, i t  seems imperative not  t o  s t r u c t u r e  public  
policy on ch i ld  ca re  i n  ways which ignore those parents  who wish t o  r e t a i n  a p a r t -  
o r  ful l- t ime c h i l d  car ing  respons ib i l i ty  i n  the  home. 

We were p a r t i c u l a r l y  in t r igued by our f indings  on a l t e r n a t i v e  work schedules 
which some parents  a r e  using t o  allow them t o  combine ch i ld  car ing  responsib i l i -  
ties with work outs ide  t h e  home. P a r t  of t h i s  i n t e r e s t  stems from our apprecia- 
t i o n  f o r  the  tremendous ' q u a l i t a t i v e '  impact which parents  and the  home environ- 
ment have on young children.  

These f indings  have l ed  us t o  conclude t h a t  public  policy on c h i l d  care  ought not 
l i m i t  opt ions f o r  some parents  t o  maintain a t  l e a s t  part-time c h i l d  caring 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  i n  t h e  home a s  i t  seeks t o  make more oppor tuni t ies  and choices 
ava i l ab le  f o r  o the r s  t o  work outs ide  t h e  home. Public  policy should recognize 
and support the  important r o l e  of homemaking and parenting t o  society.  And, 
public  policy on ch i ld  care  should include, a s  a high p r i o r i t y ,  components 
which recognize and seek t o  u t i l i z e  more e f f e c t i v e l y  t h e  important ch i ld  care  
resource represented i n  working parents .  



B. The important p o t e n t i a l  f o r  expanding t h e  r o l e  of working pa ren t s  i n  c h i l d  
c a r e  is not  being r ea l i zed .  To the  g r e a t e s t  ex ten t  poss ib le ,  cur rent  b a r r i e r s  
t o  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  c h i l d  ca re  by working parents  should be el iminated.  

We have found t h a t  t h e  c l e a r  focus of s o c i e t y ' s  response t o  t h e  growing demand 
f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  has been on providing s u b s t i t u t e  arrangements f o r  ch i ld ren  
dur ing  t h e  day. The ' ch i ld  c a r e  problem,' from t h i s  perspec t ive ,  has come t o  
be regarded a s  s o c i e t y ' s  f a i l u r e  t o  provide enough (or  good enough o r  cheap 
enough) c h i l d  c a r e  t o  accomodate t h e  increas ing  non-family demands on t h e  time 
of parents .  

We have concluded that a very central p a r t  of the 'child care problem' i s  the 
failure of society to  ass is t  parents to  organize work schedules and other dernands 
on their  time so that they, themselves, can continue t o  play a major role i n  
child care a t  the same time that they are pursuing a career outside the home. 

From t h i s  perspec t ive ,  one aspec t  of t he  ' ch i ld  c a r e  problem' f o r  school-aged 
ch i ld ren  is t h e  d i f f e r e n t  s t a r t i n g  and ending time f o r  school and parents '  work, 
j u s t  a s  freeway congest ion l a r g e l y  r e s u l t s  from too  many people s t a r t i n g  and 
ending work a t  t he  same time. But, most parents  do no t  have t h e  opt ion  of 
a l t e r i n g  t h e  s t a r t i n g  and ending times of t h e i r  work day t o  match t h e i r  ch i ld ren ' s  
school  schedules .  We a l s o  found t h a t  most pa ren t s  do not  have t h e  opt ion  of 
working part-time. 

While l imi t ed  progress  has been made i n  permi t t ing  women t h e  opt ion  of combining 
c h i l d  r e a r i n g  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  wi th  a job ou t s ide  t h e  home, such an opt ion  is  
very  seldom a v a i l a b l e  t o  o r  used by men. We s t rong ly  be l i eve  t h a t  work schedule 
opt ions  should be  a v a i l a b l e  t o  both mothers and f a t h e r s  wi th  young ch i ld ren .  

We found t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  many b a r r i e r s  t o  be  overcome i n  making more careerlwork 
schedule opt ions  a v a i l a b l e  t o  parents  wi th  small chi ldren .  Among the  most 
obvious a r e  a t t i t u d e s  about work, p a r t i c u l a r l y  those  on t h e  r o l e  of men a s  the  + 

primary source of income f o r  fami l ies .  Another s e t  of b a r r i e r s  is adminis t ra t ive .  
They involve management of work under more f l e x i b l e  time schedules ,  and compensa- 
t i o n ,  promotion and f r i n g e  b e n e f i t s  f o r  persons working d i f f e r e n t  lengths  of 
time a t  t he  same job. 

We s t rongly  be l i eve  t h a t  soc ie ty  should work t o  overcome these  and o t h e r  b a r r i e r s  
t o  combining c h i l d  r ea r ing  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  wi th  work ou t s ide  t h e  home. Much 
of t h i s  e f f o r t  w i l l  have t o  concent ra te  on the  p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  s i n c e  most pa ren t s  
a r e  employed i n  non-governmental jobs. Government is a major employer i t s e l f ,  
however, and should be looked t o  f o r  l eade r sh ip  i n  making careerlwork schedule 
optgons a v a i l a b l e  t o  i t s  employees. Government may a l s o  need t o  encourage p r i v a t e  
employers t o  experiment wi th  work schedule opt ions.  

We a r e  aware t h a t  a l t e r i n g  work schedules  w i l l  no t  so lve  t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  problems 
of a l l  parents .  F l ex ib le  work hours o r  o the r  work schedule opt ions  may b e  of 
l e s s  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  s i n g l e  pa ren t s ,  f o r  example. We a r e  a l s o  aware t h a t  c h i l d  
c a r e  is  only one f a c t o r  t o  be considered i n  arranging work schedules  of . 
employees. Much of what we have heard suggests  t h a t  support  f o r  work schedule 
opt ions  can be j u s t i f i e d  by both employers and employees on o t h e r  grounds, however. 



IV. Parents  i n  a l l  income groups have c h i l d  ca re  needs. Publ ic  po l i cy  
S ou 
now given t o  meeting t h e  c h i l d  ca re  needs of low and moderate income 
parents  who a r e  n o t  e l i g i b l e  f o r  assis tance. .  

A .  A l eg i t ima te  r o l e  e x i s t s  f o r  both government and t h e  p r iva te  sec to r  t o  a s s i s t  
lower income famil ies  t o  f inance the  cos t s  of ch i ld  care. 

Many famil ies  appear a b l e  t o  make ch i ld  ca re  arrangements with r e l a t i v e s  o r  
neighbors e i t h e r  f r e e  o r  i n  exchange f o r  ch i ld  ca re  o r  o the r  services .  However, 
depending on t h e  type of arrangements used, ch i ld  ca re  can be a very l a r g e  item 
i n  a lower income family's budget. The cos t ,  even f o r  unlicensed family day 
care ,  can e a s i l y  range t o  $1,300 per  ch i ld  per  year.  

I n  many ins tances  a p a r t i a l  o r  t o t a l  ch i ld  ca re  subsidy t o  lower income famil ies  
i s  required. Through its general  r o l e  i n  subsidizing e s s e n t i a l  se rv ices  f o r  
lower income individuals  and fami l i e s ,  w e  be l ieve  government has a l eg i t ima te  
r o l e  t o  play i n  a s s i s t i n g  lower income parents  t o  f inance ch i ld  care  cos ts .  
The same is t r u e  f o r  p r i v a t e  s o c i a l  se rv ice  agencies, churches and o the r  source 
of non-governmental funding of programs f o r  the  economically disadvantaged. I n  
coming t o  t h i s  conclusion, we  would not  wish t o  preclude t h e  eventual  channelin 
of funds t o  lower income famil ies  through a system of more general  income suppo 

B. Public  support f o r  ch i ld  ca re  should not  focus only on low income famil ies .  Most 
o r  a l l  of t h e  d i r e c t  c h i l d  ca re  expenses of middle and upper income famil ies  
should be borne by those parents  themselves. 

Unlike some s o c i a l  se rv ices ,  ch i ld  ca re  i s  needed and used by famil ies  a t  a l l  
income l eve l s .  The ch i ld  ca re  needs of parents  i n  d i f f e r e n t  income groups do 
vary, however. For a l l  income ca tegor ies  of parents ,  a need e x i s t s  f o r  b e t t e r  
information about the  c h i l d  ca re  reso6rces which a r e  avai lable .  The importance 
of improving t h e  a b i l i t y  of parents  themselves t o  play a l a r g e  r o l e  i n  ch i ld  
c a r e  a l s o  does not vary by income group. 

Middle o r  upper income parents  should be ab le  t o  pay a l l  o r  a major p a r t  of t h e  
d i r e c t  expense of ch i ld  ca re  se rv ices  themselves, however. We do not be l ieve  
t h a t  ch i ld  ca re  should be a f r e e ,  universa l ly  ava i l ab le  publ ic  se rv ice  t o t a l l y  
supported by publ ic  t ax  do l l a r s .  We found t h a t  many parents  d e s i r e  t o  r e t a i n  a 
o r  a p a r t  of ch i ld  c a r e  r e spons ib i l i ty  f o r  themselves o r  f o r  a r e l a t i v e  o r  othe 
t rus ted  c h i l d  ca re  provider. It would be  unfa i r  t o  those parents  and t o  tax- 
payers i n  general  t o  t o t a l l y  subs id ize  t h e  expenses of o ther  parents  who must 
pay someone t o  take  ca re  of t h e i r  chi ldren but  who can a f fo rd  t o  pay a t  l e a s t  a 
por t ion  of those expenses themselves. 

We recognize t h a t  lower income parents  @need t o  have t h e i r  ch i ld  ca re  expense 
subsidized. But, while w e  be l ieve  t h a t  t h e  highest  p r i o r i t y  f o r  publ ic  subs id i  
should go t o  lower income famil ies ,  w e  do not be l ieve  t h a t  ch i ld  ca re  subs id ies  
should be ava i l ab le  & a t  the  lowest income l eve l s .  I n  a l l  cases,  subs id ies  
should be phased out gradually a s  income rises, so t h a t  they do not r e s t r i c t  
choices of parents  who want t o  work outs ide  t h e  home o r  a r e  attempting t o  advanc 
i n  t h e i r  careers .  



C .  Because of t h e  way publ ic  subsidy programs have been s t ruc tu red ,  many pa ren t s  
who may need f i n a n c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  a r e  not  now e l i g i b l e  f o r  t h a t  
a s s i s t ance .  Higher p r i o r i t y  should be given t o  meeting the  needs of these  
p a r e n t s  through p a r t i a l  c h i l d  c a r e  subs id ies .  

The l a r g e s t  pub l i c  subsidy program f o r  c h i l d  ca re ,  T i t l e  XX, now allows p a r t i a l  
, subs id i e s  t o  be provided t o  parents  whose incomes are j u s t  above t h e  cut-off 
l i n e  f o r  ' f r e e '  c h i l d  care .  A s  a  p r a c t i c a l  mat te r  i n  Minnesota, v i r t u a l l y  a l l  
T i t l e  XX funds a r e  being used t o  provide t o t a l l y  subsidized c a r e  f o r  ch i ld ren  
whose parents '  income qua l i fy .  This  is because Minnesota has been a t  i ts 
T i t l e  XX funding c e i l i n g  s i n c e  t h a t  c e i l i n g  went i n t o  e f f e c t  i n  1972. 

V i r t u a l l y  no T i t l e  XX funds a r e  a v a i l a b l e  t o  subs id i ze  t h e  c h i l d  ca re  c o s t s  of 
f ami l i e s  who a r e  not  e l i g i b l e  f o r  T i t l e  XX subs id i e s  but  who would need a  subsidy 
t o  purchase c h i l d  c a r e  a t  r a t e s  which l icensed  c e n t e r s  and family day ca re  homes 
must charge. The op t ions  a v a i l a b l e  t o  these  parents  a r e  t o  use  l e s s  c o s t l y  
c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements which they can a f fo rd ,  o r  t o  somehow reduce t h e i r  incomes 
u n t i l  they q u a l i f y  f o r  t o t a l l y  subsidized care .  

E s s e n t i a l  t o  e f f o r t s  t o  d e a l  w i th  t h e  c h i l d  ca re  needs of t hese  f ami l i e s  is 
b e t t e r  information on the  ex ten t  t o  which persons a r e  a r t i f i c a l l y  maintaining lower 
incomes e l i g i b l e  f o r  ' f r e e '  c h i l d  ca re ,  o r  a r e  using unsa t i s f ac to ry  arrangements 
because they don' t  q u a l i f y  f o r  t o t a l l y  subsidized care .  

Once the  p r e c i s e  c h i l d  ca re  needs of t hese  pa ren t s  have been i d e n t i f i e d ,  cu r ren t  
subsidy programs should be  a l t e r e d  t o  r e l a t e  subs id i e s  more c l o s e l y  t o  income 
and t o  phase out  t he  subs id i e s  more gradual ly a s  income r i s e s .  

One approach being proposed t o  d e a l  wi th  t h e  ch i ld  ca re  problems of parents  
whose incomes a r e  j u s t  above cu r ren t  e l i g i b i l i t y  l i m i t s  f o r  ' f r e e '  c h i l d  ca re  
is  an  expansion of subsidy programs on a  ' s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e . '  We be l i eve  such 
a proposal  has  mer i t .  I n  enact ing a  s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e  program on a l a r g e  s c a l e ,  
a  number of i s s u e s  w i l l  need t o  be faced,  however. 

We would l i k e  t o  see  a  s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e  program used t o  maximize p a r e n t a l  choice. 
Legally opera t ing ,  informal  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements should q u a l i f y  f o r  subs id ies .  
And, pa ren t s  should have equal  access  t o  home-based and center-based c h i l d  ca re  
arrangements. 

D. A second major publ ic  subsidy program--through income t a x  deductions--also has 
been s t r u c t u r e d  i n  such a  way t h a t  many parents  who may need a subsidy a r e  not  
e l i g i b l e .  Those i n e q u i t i e s  should be  el iminated.  

The major problem wi th  t h e  cu r ren t  system has been its requirement t h a t  parents  
i temize  deduct ions on t h e i r  income t ax  r e tu rns .  Most lower income persons do 
not  i temize  deductions and have been, i n  e f f e c t ,  i n e l i g i b l e  f o r  a  subsidy. 
Pa ren t s  seeking an  income t a x  deduction f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  have a l s o  had t o  be 
employed ful l - t ime.  And payments made t o  r e l a t i v e s  have been i n e l i g i b l e  f o r  a 
deduction. . 
Minnesota's income t a x  deduction f o r  c h i l d  ca re  is  of p a r t i c u l a r  concern s i n c e  
i t  has an  income l i m i t  f o r  v i r t u a l l y  a l l  pa ren t s  of $6,900. Very few fami l i e s  
i n  Minnesota who earn  l e s s  than $6,900 i temize t h e i r  deductions a s  evidenced by 
t h e  r e l a t i v e l y  smal l  number of f ami l i e s  claiming t h i s  deduction. Most of t hese  
f ami l i e s  would probably qua l i fy  f o r  T i t l e  XX o r  some o the r  publ ic  subsidy pro- 
gram. , 



Income t ax  deductions do have t h e  advantage of maximizing pa ren ta l  d i s c r e t i o n  
and p lac ing  funds i n  t h e  hand of parents  t o  spend a s  they choose, however. 
A number of t he  i n e q u i t i e s  we i d e n t i f i e d  were el iminated i n  t h e  Tax Reform Act 
passed by Congress during t h e  f i n a l  weeks of our s tudy.  The i n e q u i t i e s  i n  t h e  
Minnesota t a x  law remain, however. 

We do not  be l i eve ,  f o r  example, t h a t  persons who do not  i temize  deductions 
should be i n e l i g i b l e  f o r  a c h i l d  c a r e  subsidy through the  income t a x  system. 
Neither  do we be l i eve  t h a t  part-time ch i ld  c a r e  o r  c h i l d  c a r e  provided by any 
l e g a l l y  opera t ing  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangement ( inc luding  r e l a t i v e s )  should be denied 
such a subsidy. 

I n  genera l ,  we be l i eve  t h a t  t h e  primary i n t e n t  of such changes should be t o  
promote t a x  equ i ty  and not  t o  f inance  c h i l d  care .  A t  the  same time, we be l i eve  
t h a t  programs which do f inance  c h i l d  c a r e  should be s t ruc tu red  s o  t h a t  account 
is  taken of t h e  major amount of publ ic  funding which - i s  going t o  parents  f o r  
c h i l d  c a r e  through t h e  income t a x  system. 

Our major concerns wi th  r e ly ing  on t h e  income t a x  system t o  channel subs id i e s  
a r e  pr imar i ly  phi losophica l .  We a r e  not  e n t i r e l y  comfortable wi th  a po l i cy  of 
making t h e  income t a x  system even more complex by using i t  t o  f inance  publ ic  
programs o r  promote c e r t a i n  types of expenditures .  Child c a r e  is only one of 
many income t a x  c r e d i t s  being proposed, suggest ing t h a t  caut ion  should be  used 
i n  determining the  ex ten t  t o  which t h a t  approach should be  used and promoted. 

V. While we agree t h a t  s tandards f o r  home-based c h i l d  care  arrangements 
should be s e t  by government, we be l i eve  t h a t  parents  should b -- - e glven 
mucn g r ea t e r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  - enforcement of those s tandards.  

A. Too much r e l i a n c e  has been placed on l i cens ing  i n  t h e  enforcement of s tandards 
f o r  home-based ch i ld  c a r e  providers .  Licensing has served t o  l i m i t  access  of 
p a r e n t s  and many c h i l d  c a r e  providers  t o  needed information,  r e f e r r a l  and 
support s e rv ices .  

We be l i eve  t h a t  government has  a l e g i t i m a t e  r o l e  t o  play i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  s tandafds - 
f o r  home-based c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements. We s e e  no reason f o r  changing t h e  p res  n t  
po l i cy  of not r equ i r ing  enforcement of s tandards  f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  provided i n  t h e  
c h i l d ' s  own home, o r  c a r e  provided by a r e l a t i v e  o r  o the r  person taking c a r e  of 
ch i ld ren  from only one o the r  family. i 
We bel ieve ,  however, t h a t  the  present  r e l i a n c e  on l i cens ing  t o  enforce s tandard 
f o r  home-based c h i l d  c a r e  providers  has not  done a good enough job of suppor t in  
those pa ren t s  who d e s i r e  t o  u s e  home-based c h i l d  care .  Too few home-based 
c h i l d  c a r e  providers  have been a t t r a c t e d  t o  the  information,  r e f e r r a l  and supp 
systems which a r e  a v a i l a b l e  only t o  l icensed  c h i l d  c a r e  providers .  Many 
unl icensed c h i l d  c a r e  providers  do not  h a v e ' t o  be l icensed  but  a r e  s t i l l  no t  
e l i g i b l e  f o r  needed information,  r e f e r r a l  and support  s e rv ices .  

A s  a r e s u l t ,  t h e  80 o r  more percent  of pa ren t s  who use informal  c h i l d  c a r e  arra-lge- 
ments have been l e f t  e s s e n t i a l l y  on t h e i r  own i n  making those  arrangements. We 
do not  b e l i e v e  t h a t  word of mouth, want ads  and laundromat b u l l e t i n  boards she 
be the  primary source of c h i l d  c a r e  information a v a i l a b l e  t o  such a high percenir- 
age of pa ren t s  needing t o  make c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements. Avai lab le  surveys of 
parents  po in t  t o  l a c k  of adequate information on a l t e r n a t i v e  c h i l d  c a r e  arranges- 
ments a s  t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  problem of g r e a t e s t  pa ren ta l  concern. 

.Id 



Perhaps part of the problem is the fact that licensing has come to be viewed by 
many as adequate 'quality control' for home-based child care. So much emphasis 
has been placed on the desirability of licensed child care that we may have 
lulled ourselves into a false sense of security about what licensing really means. - 

We found that very few,family day care licenses are ever revoked. And, we are 
particularly concerned about the adequacy of relying on a single, annual, 
announced inspection by a licensing consultant as the major means of enforcing 
standards once a license is awarded. 

In being somewhat critical of the current regulation of home-based child care 
providers, we do not mean to be critical of the existing Minnesota state family 
day care standards. From our limited exposure to those standards, they appear 
to be a reasonable statement of what should be expected of persons engaged in 
child care as a business. 

Rather, our concern is over the enforcement of the standards. We do not believe 
that licensing is the most effective way of regulating home-based child care 
and bringing large numbers of home-based providers into the child care referral 
and support system. We believe that alternatives to licensing should be develop- 
ed which would give parents much more responsibility for monitoring compliance 
with standards for home-based child care. 

B. Alternatives to family day care licensing should be developed and tested in 
Minnesota which would draw more in-home child care providers into the referral 
and support system now evolving for licensed family day care. 

We believe that alternatives to the present licensing system in Minnesota for 
home-based child care should be developed, tested and thoroughly evaluated. 
Such alternatives should place much greater responsibility on parents for monitor- 
ing enforcement of standards agreed to by home-based child care providers. 

In designing an improved regulatory system for home-based child care in 
~innesota, we believe the following general principles should be followed : 

-- All providers, except those caring for children in the child's own home and 
those caring for relatives or children from one other family, should be 
required to meet standards established by the state. 

-- Others should be allowed to voluntarily agree to meet the standards. 
-- All home-based child care providers who agree to meet the standards should 

have access to a publicly supported and recognized information and referral 
sys tem . 

-- Existing state family day care standards in Minnesota should be used as the 
general basis for the standards established. Procedures should be established - 
to effectively prevent persons from registering who have a history of child 
abuse or other personal characteristics which are harmful to children. 

-- On the one major difference between state andthecurrently suspended federal 
standards for home-based child care, we believe that the state regulations 
should have precedence. This difference is over the inclusion of school-aged 
children of family day care providers in determining the allowable capacity 
for family day care homes receiving federal funds. We believe that only those 



children likely to be in the home during the entire day should be counted in 
determining allowable capacity for federally funded family day care homes. 

-- Procedures should exist for spot checking of participating homes and providers 
by the administering agency. All parents being referred should be given 
easily understood information on how they can file complaints and request 
inspections of child care providers which they believe are not operating in 
compliance with the standards. 

A. An important corollary to a public child care policy of maximizing parental 
discretion is the availability of reliable information and educational materials 
with which parents can make choices from among the variety of child care arrange- 
ments available. 

It is essential to recognize that the heavy reliance which we feel should be 
placed on parents for enforcement of child care standards and making child care 
arrangements requires a high degree of 'consumer sophistication.' In order for 
such sophistication to exist, parents must have readily accessible, accurate 
information on available legally operating child care arrangements, regardless 
of the nature of those arrangements. Parents must also know what to look for in 
a child care arrangement so that their expectations will be met by the arrange- 
ment which they select. And, parents must have self confidence and support when 
evaluating providers. 

But, as we have noted, only a small percentage of home-based child care providers 
have been eligible for publicly supported and recognized information and referral 
services. And, most parents have not been well enough equipped to choose from 
among the alternative arrangements which are available. 

Even for those licensed child care arrangements which qualify for referral 
services, problems exist. 

One of the biggest problems appears to be the fragmented and confusing referral 
system which exists for licensed child care arrangements. There is no one place 
to which parents can turn for information on licensed child care arrangements 
which are available. Not only is information on licensed child care arrangements 
organized on a county-by-coupty basis, it tends to be divided among several 
sources within each county. For example, in Hennepin and Ramsey Counties, refer- 
ral of licensed child care is done by the county welfare departments, United 
Way referral agencies, and child care coordinating organizations. 

As a result, parents may have to call more than one place in order to get infor- 
mation on different types of licensed child care. And, even then, we were told 
that it is almost impossible to keep information on openings in licensed centers 
and homes up to date. 

B. A public policy which relies heavily on home-based child care should also include 
a system of support services for all legally operating child care providers. 



A s  we  have noted,  support  s e r v i c & s  f o r  in-home c h i l d  c a r e  providers  a r e  gradual ly  
being made a v a i l a b l e .  Such support  s e r v i c e s  inc lude  toy  lending l i b r a r i e s ,  
t r a i n i n g  programs, s t a r t -up  g r a n t s ,  f i e l d  t r i p s ,  group insurance,  e t c .  However, 
wi th  l imi t ed  except ions ,  acces s  t o  t hese  types of s e r v i c e s  has  been l i m i t e d  t o  
l i censed  c h i l d  c a r e  providers .  

C 1  

One of t h e  reasons c i t e d  f o r  t h i s  l i m i t a t i o n  is a shor tage  of funding and t h e  
need t o  e s t a b l i s h  p r i o r i t i e s  i n  t h e  expenditure  of a v a i l a b l e  funds. Licensed 
c a r e  has  been given h ighes t  p r i o r i t y  i n  t h i s  a l l o c a t i o n .  

Another reason c i t e d  involves  requirements t h a t  funds a v a i l a b l e  f o r  support  s e r -  
v i c e s  through T i t l e  XX, S t a t e  Child Care F a c i l i t i e s  Act, and o the r  funding 
sources be  used only f o r  l i censed  c h i l d  care .  

The support  s e r v i c e s  which - a r e  a v a i l a b l e  t o  unl icensed c h i l d  c a r e  providers  do 
not  appear t o  u s  t o  be considered a n  i n t e g r a l  enough p a r t  of t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  
support  system. Such s e r v i c e s  inc lude  Red Cross b a b y s i t t i n g  t r a i n i n g  programs, 
b a b y s i t t i n g  r e f e r r a l  s e r v i c e s ,  and t h e  range of parent ing  and pre-parent ing 
educat ion programs now becoming s o  popular.  One major except ion has  been t h e  
neighborhood c h i l d  c a r e  resource  cen te r s ,  which have rece ived  l o c a l ,  s t a t e ,  and 
f e d e r a l  c h i l d  c a r e  funding t o  provide suppor t  s e r v i c e s  t o  a l l  types  of c h i l d  
c a r e  providers  i nc lud ingun l i censed  persons and parents .  Another is Joyce House, 
a  South Minneapolis ou t reach  program f o r  unl icensed day c a r e  providers .  

Even f o r  l i censed ,  home-based c h i l d  c a r e  providers ,  support  s e r v i c e s  a r e  no t  
r e a d i l y  a v a i l a b l e  t o  a l l  those  who need them. We found t h a t  support  s e r v i c e s  
have gene ra l ly  ranked q u i t e  low i n  t h e  a l l o c a t i o n  of pub l i c  c h i l d  c a r e  funds 
when compared wi th  d i r e c t  purchase of c h i l d  ca re  ' s l o t s '  i n  l i censed  group c e n t e r s  
and family day ca re  homes. 

C. Cons is ten t  wi th  the  important r o l e  which we f e e l  pa ren t s  should play i n  enforc- 
ing  home-based c h i l d  c a r e  s t anda rds ,  we b e l i e v e  a  major new e f f o r t  should be 
made t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e  s o p h i s t i c a t i o n  of pa ren t s  a s  c h i l d  c a r e  consumers. 

An important p a r t  of t h a t  e f f o r t  should be an improved and expanded r e f e r r a l  
system f o r  both center-based and home-based c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements. Licensed 
c h i l d  c a r e  c e n t e r s  and a l l  home-based providers  who agree  t o  meet s t anda rds  
e s t a b l i s h e d  by t h e  s t a t e  should be e l i g i b l e  f o r  t h e  r e f e r r a l  system. The system 
should provide reasonable assurances t h a t  pa ren t s  w i l l  no t  be  r e f e r r e d  t o  persons 
wi th  a  h i s t o r y  o fech i ld  abuse o r  o t h e r  personal  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  which a r e  harmful 
t o  ch i ldren .  

A second major i ng red ien t  i n  t h e  e f f o r t  t o  improve t h e  s o p h i s t i c a t i o n  of c h i l d  
c a r e  consumers involves parent  education. Parents  who a r e  r e f e r r e d  t o  c h i l d  c a r e  
providers  should be  given information on what is r equ i r ed  of home-based and center -  
based c h i l d  c a r e  providers  under s t a t e  law. They should be advised on what t o  
look f o r  i n  a  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangement and t h e  advantages and disadvantages of 
a l t e r n a t i v e  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements which a r e  ava i l ab l e .  

D. Support s e r v i c e s  f o r  home-based c h i l d  c a r e  providers  should be given much h igher  
p r i o r i t y  i n  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of pub l i c  and p r i v a t e  funding f o r  c h i l d  care .  
Support s e r v i c e s  should be neighborhood based and a v a i l a b l e  t o  a s s i s t  a l l  types 



We be l i eve  t h a t  a network of neighborhood based c h i l d  ca re  resource  cen te r s  should 
be  the  focus of a v a s t l y  improved support system f o r  home-based c h i l d  ca re  provid- 
e r s .  A l l  l e g a l l y  opera t ing  home-based ch i ld  ca re  providers  should have access  t o  
such resource cen te r s .  

Depending on the c h i l d  c a r e  needs of pa ren t s  i n  each z rea ,  s e r v i c e s  a v a i l a b l e  
through such c e n t e r s  could vary considerably.  They might inc lude  t r a i n i n g  and 
peer  support  f o r  c h i l d  ca re  providers ;  parent  educat ion programs; t oys ,  books 
and equipment t o  loan  o r  r e n t ;  spec i a l i zed  s e r v i c e s  t o  ch i ld ren  such a s  coordin- 
a t i o n  of f i e l d  t r i p s  and h e a l t h  screening;  a s s i s t a n c e  with n u t r i t i o n  planning 
f o r  providers ;  play-groups; drop-in ca re ;  coord ina t ion  of s i c k  ca re ;  group 
insurance;  news le t t e r s ;  o r  any number of o the r  s e r v i c e s .  

Neighborhood resource c e n t e r s  w i l l  probably need ' f ront-end '  f inanc ing  bu t  they a l l  
need no t  be permanently subs id ized .  Eventually some resource  c e n t e r s  might be a t  
l e a s t  p a r t i a l l y  supported by parent  f e e s  o r  memberships. Some of t he  s e r v i c e s  
could be subs id ized  while  o t h e r s  would be a v a i l a b l e  on a f e e  b a s i s .  Lower income 
pa ren t s  r ece iv ing  c h i l d  c a r e  subs id i e s  through T i t l e  XX o r  o the r  programs should be 
a b l e  t o  use those  s u b s i d i e s  t o  purchase s e r v i c e s  from t h e  resource cen te r s .  

We be l i eve  t h a t  neighborhood c h i l d  ca re  resource  cen te r s  hold s u b s t a n t i a l  p o t e n t i a l  
f o r  enr ich ing  and improving t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  provided l a r g e  numbers of ch i ld ren .  We 
be l i eve  t h a t ,  t o  t h e  ex t en t  t h a t  pub l i c  s u b s i d i e s  a r e  requi red ,  such c e n t e r s  should 
be given h igh  p r i o r i t y  i n  t h e  a l l o c a t i o n  of a v a i l a b l e  pub l i c  and p r i v a t e  c h i l d  ca re  
funding . 

Existing regulatory and funding programs for child care should be altered 
to maximize parental choice in making child care arrangements and reduce 
the economic segregation in existing federally funded child care programs. 

A. While some day ca re  c e n t e r  s tandards  can be j u s t i f i e d ,  o t h e r s  have served t o  un- 
n e c e s s a r i l y  reduce t h e  number of f a m i l i e s  rece iv ing  c h i l d  c a r e  subs id i e s ,  l imi t ed  
p a r e n t a l  choice i n  making center-based c h i l d  ca re  arrangements and helped t o  Pro- 
p. 
A s  c h i l d  c a r e  has  extended beyond t h e  family and home, i t  has  begun t o  t ake  on 
c e r t a i n  a spec t s  of o the r  human s e r v i c e s  e n t e r p r i s e s  regula ted  by government. This  
is  p a r t i c u l a r l y  t r u e  i n  center-based c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements involving monetary 
compensation, spec i a l i zed  o r  converted phys i ca l  f a c i l i t i e s ,  food s e r v i c e  and s t a f f  
who a r e  no t  known by t h e  pa ren t s  and c h i l d r e n  involved i n  t h e  program. 

A s  a r e s u l t ,  we be l i eve  government has  a l e g i t i m a t e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  ensure the  
h e a l t h  and s a f e t y  of small  ch i ld ren  taken c a r e  of i n  group day ca re  centers .  
P a r t i c u l a r l y  where pub l i c  funding is  involved, government may a l s o  have a l e g i t i -  
mate r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  ensure minimal 'developmental' s tandards .  The number and 
t r a i n i n g  of s t a f f  almost c e r t a i n l y  con t r ibu te s  t o  t h e  ' q u a l i t a t i v e '  a spec t s  of 
center-based c h i l d  c a r e  programs. A s  such, s t a f f i n g  r a t i o s  - do belong i n  any s e t  of 
s tandards  requi red  of l i censed  day c a r e  cen te r s .  

However, we s h a r e  a number of t h e  concerns about t h e  e x i s t i n g  f e d e r a l  s t a f f i n g  
r a t i o s  which have been ev ident  i n  Congress and i n  t h e  n a t i o n a l  adminis t ra t ion .  

One important concern we have wi th  t h e  r a t i o s  is  t h e  dramatic  impact which they 
have on t h e  cos t  of c h i l d  c a r e  programs. I n d i r e c t l y ,  t h e  higher  cos t  per  c h i l d  
means t h a t  fewer ch i ld ren  a r e  being served.  The c o s t  of c h i l d  ca re  i n  s t a t e  



c e r t i f i e d  c e n t e r s  i n  Minnesota ranges from $30-35 per  week while  t h e  c o s t  per  
week i n  a cen te r  meeting t h e  f e d e r a l  s t a f f i n g  r a t i o  s tandards  averages $45-55 
per  c h i l d  per  week. For very young ch i ld ren  i t  ranges even h igher .  

A second major concern is t h e  impact which t h e  f e d e r a l  s t a f f i n g  r a t i o s  have had 
on t h e  economic mix of ch i ld ren  i n  f e d e r a l l y  funded day c a r e  programs. We have, 
i n  e f f e c t ,  a two-tiered system of c h i l d  care:  one wi th  a predominance of lower 
income ch i ld ren  who q u a l i f y  f o r  ' f r e e '  c a r e  i n  f e d e r a l l y  c e r t i f i e d  c e n t e r s ;  and 
another  very  l a r g e l y  f o r  middle and upper income pa ren t s  who can a f fo rd  t o  pay 
t h e  lower f e e s  charged by s t a t e  c e r t i f i e d  cen te r s .  

And f i n a l l y ,  t h e  s tandards  have served t o  l i m i t  t h e  choices  of pa ren t s  who a r e  
e l i g i b l e  f o r  T i t l e  XX and a r e  seeking t o  make center-based c h i l d  c a r e  arrange- 
ments. These programs a r e  l i m i t e d  t o  p lac ing  t h e i r  ch i ld ren  i n  c e n t e r s  which a r e  
f e d e r a l l y  c e r t i f i e d .  I n  t h e  Twin C i t i e s  a r e a ,  t h i s  e l imina te s  more than  three-  
q u a r t e r s  of t h e  fu l l - t ime day c a r e  c e n t e r s  which a r e  l icensed  and operat ing.  

B .  Because of t hese  concerns,  w e  support  t h e  r ecen t  Congressional a c t i o n  de l ay ing  
implementation of t h e  f e d e r a l  inter-agency s t a f f i n g  r a t i o s  u n t i l  more is known 
about t h e  impact which s t a f f i n g  r a t i o s  have on ch i ld ren  i n  c h i l d  ca re  programs. 

We support  t h e  r ecen t  a c t i o n  i n  Congress delaying implimentation of t h e  f e d e r a l  
inter-agency s t a f f i n g  r a t i o s  u n t i l  October 1, 1977. This w i l l  a l low completion 
of a three-year s tudy  now being done by t h e  U. S. Department of HEW on t h e  

. impact which d i f f e r e n t  s t a f f i n g  r a t i o s  have on ch i ld ren  i n  group day c a r e  cen te r  
1 

programs. 

I n  t h e  in t e r im ,  we be l i eve  t h a t  t h e  s t a f f i n g  r a t i o s  e s t ab l i shed  by t h e  S t a t e  of 
Minnesota provide adequate safeguards f o r  t h e  h e a l t h  and s a f e t y  of small  ch i ld ren  
i n  day c a r e  cen te r s .  Careful  monitoring should be done of t h e  impact which t h e  
lower s t a t e  s t a f f i n g  r a t i o s  have on ch i ld ren  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  programs wi th  l a r g e  
numbers of lower income chi ldren .  . 
I n  suppor t ing  a t  l e a s t  temporary r e l i a n c e  on s t a t e  s t a f f i n g  r a t i o s  i n  Minnesota, 
w e  a r e  not  endorsing t h e  much lower s t a f f i n g  r a t i o s ,  i n  e f f e c t  i n  some o t h e r  
s t a t e s .  Those o t h e r  s t a t e s  should consider  re-evaluat ing t h e  adequacy :of t h e i r  - 
s t a f f i n g  r a t i o s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  f o r  c e n t e r s  where lower income ch i ld ren  a r e  heavi ly  
en ro l l ed .  

We b e l i e v e  t h a t  s t a t e  and f e d e r a l  governments should a l s o  work t o  e s t a b l i s h  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  t h e  p re sen t  ' input  o r i en t ed '  s tandards  a s  a means of holding 
themselves accountable  f o r  t h e  expenditure  of publ ic  funds f o r  c h i l d  care .  We 
s t r o n g l y  be l i eve  t h a t  a t t i t u d e s ,  p references  and s a t i s f a c t i o n  l e v e l s  of parents  
should be a n  important measure of accoun tab i l i t y  t o  taxpayers  f o r  publ ic  c h i l d  
c a r e  funding programs. 

C. Child c a r e  subs id i e s  should be provided i n  ways which have a more n e u t r a l  impact 
on t h e  arrangements s e l e c t e d  by parents .  Pa ren t s  should be a b l e  t o  more f r e e l y  
choose from among t h e  broad range of c h i l d  c a r e  opt ions  ava i l ab l e .  

We found t h a t  t h e  l a r g e  publ ic  subsidy programs f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  a r e  focused dispro-  
p o r t i o n a t e l y  on t h e  purchase of c h i l d  c a r e  i n  l icensed  day c a r e  cen te r s .  There 
a r e  some except ions t o  t h i s  genera l  f i nd ing  which need t o  be noted. For example, 
i n  Ramsey County much more of t h e  funding a v a i l a b l e  f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  through T i t l e  



XX has gone t o  l icensed  family day c a r e  homes and providers  i n  t h e  c h i l d ' s  own 
home. And pub l i c  funds f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  made a v a i l a b l e  t o  parencs through AFDC 
and income t a x  deductions may be spent  t o  purchase informal c h i l d  c a r e  arrange- 
ments provided by persons o the r  than r e l a t i v e s .  

But, we found t h a t  t h e  l a r g e r  subsidy programs have tended t o  l i m i t  pa ren ta l  
choice by favoring c e r t a i n  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements over o the r s .  I n  genera l ,  
center-based c a r e  has been favored over in-home care.  Where f e d e r a l  funds have 
been used, c e n t e r s  with h igher  s t a f f i n g  r a t i o s  have been favored. 

We be l i eve  t h e  p o l i c i e s ,  admin i s t r a t ive  procedures and o the r  b a r r i e r s  t o  parents  
i n  choosing home-based c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements should be minimized i n  e x i s t i n g  
c h i l d  c a r e  f inancing  programs. Providers  and use r s  of a l l  types  of c h i l d  care-- 
both formal and informal--should be consul ted i n  the  a l l o c a t i o n  of publ ic  and 
p r i v a t e  c h i l d  c a r e  funding. I n  s o  f a r  a s  poss ib le ,  t h e  subs id i e s  should be 
d i r e c t e d  t o  parents ,  wi th  maximum d i s c r e t i o n  as t o  which providers  a r e  se l ec t ed .  

W e  would not  l i k e  t o  s e e  a l l  governmental funding f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  channeled 
through any one set of i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  such a s  t h e  pub l i c  schools.  This  is  not 
t o  say t h a t  pub l i c  schools  should havq no r o l e  i n  c h i l d  care .  There may be  
s u b s t a n t i a l  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  using school  f a c i l i t i e s  and personnel f o r  ' latch-key'  
programs, f o r  example. Where dec l in ing  enrol lments  have crea ted  excess capaci ty  
i n  school bui ld ings ,  t h a t  space should be considered f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  programs. 
W e  be l i eve  i t  des i r ab le ,  however, t o  maintain a broad d i v e r s i t y  of supp l i e r s  of 
c h i l d  c a r e  s e r v i c e s  a v a i l a b l e  t o  parents:  home-based and center-based; p r o f i t  
and non-profit;  and programs administered by churches, community groups, parent  
cooperat ives and o the r  types of organiza t ions  including l o c a l  school  d i s t r i c t s .  



RECOMMENDATIONS 

BROADEN AND ENLARGE SOCIETY'S RESPONSE TO THE GROWING CHILD CARE NEEDS OF 
PARENTS BY: 

-- Recognizing t h e  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  improving c h i l d  c a r e  by suppo r t i ng  a wide d i v e r s i t y  of 
c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements ,  bo th  fo rmal  and in formal ,  center-based and home-based. 

-- Recognizing t h e  p o t e n t i a l  r o l e  of working p a r e n t s  i n  s h a r i n g  c h i l d  c a r e  r e s p o n s i b i l i -  
t i e s .  ---- 

-- Expanding t h e  r o l e  of p a r e n t s  i n  moni to r ing  s t a n d a r d s  f o r  home-based c h i l d  c a r e .  

-- Expanding suppo r t  f o r  home-based c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements and p a r e n t s  who u se  them. 

-- Provid ing  p a r t i a l  s u b s i d i e s  t o  persons  who need h e l p  i n  f i nanc ing  c h i l d  c a r e  b u t  who 
d o n ' t  now q u a l i f y  f o r  a s s i s t a n c e .  

-- El imina t i ng  c u r r e n t  b a r r i e r s  t o  informed p a r e n t a l  cho ice  i n  making c h i l d  care arrange-  
ments. 

MORE SPECIFICALLY: 

I. We urge the child care coordinating and advocacy organizations in the 
Twin Cities area to take the lead in broadening public awareness of 
fa1 
and informal. 

A.  We urge  t h e  Twin C i t i e s  c h i l d  c a r e  community t o  e n l a r g e  i ts  p re sen t  e f f o r t s  t o  . 
recognize  and suppor t  t h e  important  r o l e  of l e g a l l y  o p e r a t i n g  informal, home- 
based c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements.  

A new, b roader  d e f i n i t i o n  of ' c h i l d  c a r e '  should b e  recognized,  one which i n c l u d e s '  
a l l  l e g a l l y  o p e r a t i n g  arrangements  by which young c h i l d r e n  are cared  f o r .  Support  
f o r  in formal ,  home-based c h i l d  c a r e  should be  viewed as an  e s s e n t i a l  p a r t  of soc i -  
e t y ' s  response  t o  t h e  growing c h i l d  c a r e  needs of p a r e n t s .  

C e n t r a l  t o  e f f o r t s  t o  suppo r t  in formal  c h i l d  c a r e  should  be  a t t emp t s  by t h e  c h i l d  
c a r e  community t o  b e t t e r  document and d e f i n e  t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  needs of p a r e n t s  
u s ing  home-based arrangements .  We urge  s t a t e ,  l o c a l  and p r i v a t e  funding agenc ies  
f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  i n  Minnesota t o  suppor t  e f f o r t s  of t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  community t o  
b e t t e r  d e f i n e  and document t h e s e  needs.  We a l s o  u rge  t h e  Census Bureau, Bureau 
of Labor S t a t i s t i c s ,  and o t h e r  governmental  and p r i v a t e  d a t a  c o l l e c t i o n  agenc i e s  
t o  more e f f e c t i v e l y  moni tor  t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  needs  of p a r e n t s  a s  p a r t  of t h e i r  broad- 
e r  e f f o r t s  t o  moni tor  employment o r  o t h e r  t r e n d s .  

B. a 
formal c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements  a v a i l a b l e  t o  p a r e n t s  p r e f e r r i n g  t h o s e  t ypes  of 
arrangements .  

Planning f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  should focus  i n c r e a s i n g l y  on a l o c a l i z e d  l e v e l  t o  make 
more formal  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements  a v a i l a b l e  wherever t hey  a r e  needed and p r e f e r -  



red by pa ren t s .  B e t t e r  eva lua t ion  should be  done on t h e  performance of both 
formal and informal  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements i n  meeting pa ren t  needs. And, more 
long-term o r  l o n g i t u d i n a l  research  should be done on t h e  impact of d i f f e r e n t  
types  of c h i l d  c a r e  on c h i l d r e n  over a  per iod  of t i m e .  

11. We urge public and private employers and employee organizations in the 
Twin Cities area to take the lead in efforts to make work schedule * 1 I 
ilexibility a more central part of efforts to meet the child care needs I 
of parents. 

A. We urge  p r i v a t e  employer and employee o rgan iza t ions  i n  t h e  Twin Cities a r e a  t o  
recognize t h e  p o t e n t i a l  of us ing  g r e a t e r  work schedule  f l e x i b i l i t y  t o  h e l p  meet 
t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  needs of working pa ren t s .  

One way t o  begin t h i s  important t a s k  would be f o r  t h e  major chambers of commerce 
and c e n t r a l  l abo r  o rgan iza t ions  i n  t h e  a r e a  t o  j o i n t l y  sponsor e f f o r t s  t o  pro- 
mote work schedule  f l e x i b i l i t y  among t h e i r  members. W e  u rge  t h a t  such a  j o i n t  
e f f o r t  work t o  overcome e x i s t i n g  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  and a t t i t u d i n a l  b a r r i e r s  t o  broad- 
er a v a i l a b i l i t y  of par t - t ime and shared jobs ,  f l e x i b l e  hours  and o t h e r  work 
schedule  op t ions .  

B. We urge  t h e  1977 Minnesota L e g i s l a t u r e  t o  i n i t i a t e  a  s tudy  of cu r r en t  o b s t a c l e s  
t o  t h e  broader  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of work schedule  op t ions  f o r  working pa ren t s  i n  pub l i c  

The r e c e n t l y  e s t a b l i s h e d  S t a t e  Advisory Council on t h e  Economic S t a t u s  of Women 
might be a  very l o g i c a l  p l ace  t o  focus such a  s tudy ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  s i n c e  t h e  
Council  appears  t o  b e  cons ider ing  a  broader  range of i s s u e s  involv ing  t h e  family.  
This  s tudy  should recommend changes i n  s t a t e  o r  f e d e r a l  l a w s  o r  admin i s t r a t i ve  
procedures  needed t o  overcome o b s t a c l e s  t o  g r e a t e r  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of work schedule  
op t ions  t o  pa ren t s  and t o  o t h e r  workers. . 
We urge t h e  S t a t e  of Minnesota and o t h e r  pub l i c  employers i n  Minnesota t o  experi-  
ment wi th  va r ious  work schedule  op t ions  i n  a wide v a r i e t y  of p o s i t i o n s  a t  a l l  
c a r e e r  l e v e l s .  h e  way of encouraging experimentat ion might be  t o  r e q u i r e  depart-  
ments t o  cons ider  c r e a t i n g  par t - t ime p o s i t i o n s  when new jobs  a r e  added. 

We urge t h e  Minnesota Department of Employment Se rv i ce s  t o  i n i t i a t e  a  r epo r t i ng  
program t o  monitor t r e n d s  i n  t h e  number of pub l i c  and p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  jobs  i n  
Minnesota which involve  work schedule  f l e x i b i l i t y .  Ca tegor ies  of such jobs moni- 
to red  might i nc lude  par t - t ime jobs ,  jobs  wi th  f l e x i b l e  work hours  op t ions ,  
shared jobs,  jobs  w i th  t h r e e  o r  f o u r  day weeks, e t c .  

111. We urge the 1977 Minnesota Legislature to initiate a pilot 'registration' 
program for home-based child care providers, tied to a major expansion 
in support, referral, information and education services for home-based 
child care ~roviders and Darents who use them. 

A. We urge t h e  1977 Minnesota L e g i s l a t u r e  t o  d i r e c t  t h e  S t a t e  Department of Pub l i c  . 
Welfare t o  test and thoroughly e v a l u a t e  a  system of ' r e g i s t r a t i o n '  f o r  home-based 
c h i l d  c a r e  providers .  

We b e l i e v e  i t  would be  reasonable  t o  test such a  system i n  s e v e r a l  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  
coun t i e s  i n  t h e  state over a per iod  of s e v e r a l  years .  The r e g i s t r a t i o n  systems 
t e s t e d  should: 



1. Require  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  by t h o s e  home-based c h i l d  c a r e  p rov ide r s  who now must 
be  l i c e n s e d  and a l low vo lun t a ry  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  f o r  t hose  who d o n ' t .  I n  
c o u n t i e s  t e s t i n g  mandatory r e g i s t r a t i o n ,  l i c e n s i n g  of fami ly  day c a r e  provid- 
e r s  would b e  suspended. 

2. Employ s t anda rds  based on t h o s e  c u r r e n t l y  set f o r  l i c e n s e d  fami ly  day c a r e  
p rov ide r s  i n  Minnesota. 

3. Ensure t h a t  ' r e g i s t e r e d '  home-based c h i l d  c a r e  p rov ide r s  would be  e l i g i b l e  
t o  r e c e i v e  reimbursement from f e d e r a l  funds.  

4 .  Require  c h i l d  c a r e  p rov ide r s  who become r e g i s t e r e d  t o  swear t h a t  they  w i l l  
meet t h e  s t anda rds .  

5. Screen o u t  p o t e n t i a l  c h i l d  c a r e  p rov iders  w i t h  a  h i s t o r y  of c h i l d  abuse  o r  
o t h e r  pe r sona l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  which are harmful  t o  c h i l d r e n .  

6 .  Provide  e a s i l y  unders tood in format ion  t o  a l l  p a r e n t s  r e f e r r e d  t o  r e g i s t e r e d  
c h i l d  c a r e  p rov ide r s  on t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  s t anda rds  which t h e  p rov ide r s  have 
agreed t o  meet and t h e  important  r o l e  which p a r e n t s  have i n  enforcement of 
t hose  s t anda rds  . 

7. Contain procedures  f o r  s p o t  checking r e g i s t e r e d  homes and p rov ide r s  t o  en su re  
compliance w i th  t h e  s t anda rds .  

8. Provide  in format ion  t o  p a r e n t s  on how they can f i l e  complaints  and r e q u e s t  
i n s p e c t i o n s  of r e g i s t e r e d  homes and p rov ide r s  i f  they b e l i e v e  t h e  s t anda rds  
a r e  be ing  v i o l a t e d .  

W e  u rge  t h e  Department of Pub l i c  Welfare t o  thoroughly e v a l u a t e  t h e  experiments 
w i t h  r e g i s t r a t i o n  t o :  1 )  compare l e v e l s  of compliance w i th  fami ly  day c a r e  
s t anda rds  b e f o r e  and a f t e r  r e g i s t r a t i o n  is imposed; 2 )  compare t h e  r e l a t i v e  
succe s s  of l i c e n s i n g  and r e g i s t r a t i o n  i n  a t t r a c t i n g  home-based p rov ide r s  t o  t h e  
c h i l d  c a r e  suppor t  system; and 3) determine what o t h e r  b a r r i e r s  might e x i s t  t o  
drawing home-based p rov ide r s  i h t o  t h e  suppor t  system,  such a s  a  nega t i ve  'we l f a r e  
s t igma '  a t t a c h e d  t o  l i c e n s i n g  o r  r e g i s t r a t i o n  o r  concerns  about  becoming s u b j e c t  
t o  income t a x e s  through l i c e n s i n g  o r  r e g i s t r a t i o n .  

Assuming r e g i s t r a t i 0 n . i ~  s u c c e s s f u l  i n  i n c r e a s i n g  compliance w i t h  home-based 
c h i l d  c a r e  s t anda rds ,  and drawing more home-based p rov ide r s  i n t o  t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  
suppo r t  system,  we b e l i e v e  it should  be extended s t a t e w i d e  by t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e  a t  
t h e  end of t h e  p i l o t  program. 

B. We urge  t h e  1977 Minnesota L e g i s l a t u r e  t o  f i nance  a  p i l o t  program of s t a r t - u p  
funding s p e c i f i c a l l y  a l l o c a t e d  t o  neighborhood based c h i l d  c a r e  resource  c e n t e r s  
i n  t h o s e  c o u n t i e s  which a r e  t e s t i n g  home-based c h i l d  c a r e  ' r e g i s t r a t i o n .  ' 
W e  u rge  churches ,  community o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  e x i s t i n g  day c a r e  c e n t e r s  and p r i v a t e  
bus ine s se s  t o  a c t i v e l y  s eek  funds from t h i s  o r  o t h e r  sou rce s  f o r  t h e  e s t a b l i s h -  
ment of neighborhood based c h i l d  c a r e  r e sou rce s  c e n t e r s .  I n  a l l o c a t i n g  funds f o r  
c h i l d  c a r e ,  we u rge  l o c a l  p r i v a t e  funding sou rce s  t o  g i v e  a  h igh  p r i o r i t y  t o  t h e  
e s t ab l i shmen t  and suppor t  of such r e sou rce  c e n t e r s .  



IV. 

W e  would l i k e  t o  see neighborhood based c h i l d  c a r e  resource  c e n t e r s  s t a r t e d  
wherever p u b l i c  o r  p r i v a t e  funds can be  made a v a i l a b l e .  W e  would l i k e  t o  see 
t h e  S t a t e  of Minnesota focus i ts  resources  i n i t i a l l y  on t h e  coun t i e s  t e s t i n g  
r e g i s t r a t i o n ,  because of t h e  important  r e l a t i o n s h i p  which w e  b e l i e v e  should 
e x i s t  between support  s e r v i c e s  and a major dependence on home-based c h i l d  c a r e  
providers .  

I n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  p i l o t  c h i l d  c a r e  r e sou rce  c e n t e r s ,  we urge  experimentat ion wi th  
va r ious  models of support  s e r v i c e s  f o r  c h i l d  c a r e ,  and t e s t i n g  of a l t e r n a t i v e  
methods of f i nanc ing  support  s e r v i c e s ,  based on t h e  a b i l i t y  of i nd iv idua l  pro- 
v i d e r s  and p a r e n t s  t o  pay. 

Such s e r v i c e s  might i nc lude  t r a i n i n g  and peer  support  f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  p rov ide r s ;  
pa ren t ing  educat ion;  play-groups; drop-in care ;  coord ina t ion  of s i c k  ca re ;  
group insurance ;  n e w s l e t t e r s ;  t oys ,  books and equipment t o  l oan  o r  r e n t ;  s p e c i a l -  
i z ed  s e r v i c e s  t o  c h i l d r e n  such a s  coord ina t ion  of f i e l d  t r i p s  and h e a l t h  sc reen ing ,  
a s s i s t a n c e  w i th  n u t r i t i o n  planning f o r  p roviders ;  o r  any number of o t h e r  s e r v i c e s .  

W e  urge t h a t  some r e sou rce  c e n t e r s  be  set up on a t o t a l l y  subs id ized  b a s i s ,  wi th  
o t h e r s  set up t o  experiment w i th  va r ious  methods of p a r t i a l  u s e r  support  includ- 
i ng  memberships, subsc r ip t i ons  o r  r e n t a l .  

c a r e  ' r e g i s t r a t i o n . '  

W e  urge t h e  Minnesota Department of Pub l i c  Welfare t o  implement t h i s  program 
through a s i n g l e ,  broadly r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  agency i n  each county. This  group 
should be  r e spons ib l e  f o r  development and coord ina t ion  of t h e  expanded informat ion ,  - 
r e f e r r a l  and paren t  educa t ion  programs. . 
A l l  r e g i s t e r e d  c h i l d  c a r e  p rov ide r s  i n  t h e s e  count ies  should have access  t o  t h e  
p u b l i c l y  supported information and r e f e r r a l  system. Other a s p e c t s  of r e f e r r a l  
f o r  c h i l d  care--such a s  newspaper want ads ,  te lephone yel low pages,  county 
we l f a r e  departments  and human resources  planning organizations--should a l s o  be  
involved i n  t h i s  program. 

W e  u rge  t h e  news media, employers, unions,  schools ,  paren t  groups and o t h e r  
community o rgan iza t ions  i n  t h e  p i l o t  coun t i e s  t o  a s s i s t  i n  implementing t h e  expand- 
ed information and paren t  educat ion program. 

Again, we b e l i e v e  t h a t  in format ion ,  r e f e r r a l  and educat ion programs f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  
should be  gene ra l l y  expanded. We would l i k e  t o  see i n i t i a l  e f f o r t s  focused on t h e  
coun t i e s  t e s t i n g  r e g i s t r a t i o n  because of t h e  importance we a t t a c h  t o  b e t t e r  equip- 
ping pa ren t s  a s  ' c h i l d  c a r e  consumers' under a system which r e l i e s  heav i ly  on 
pa ren t s  f o r  enforcement of c h i l d  c a r e  s tandards .  

We urge  t h e  U .  S. Congress and Minnesota Leg i s l a tu re  t o  expand pub l i c  
dy programs f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  t o  inc lude  p a r t i a l  support  f o r  persons 

who a r e  now j u s t  above t h e  income e l i g i b i l i t y  l i n e  f o r  t o t a l l y  subs id iz  
c a r e .  - 



A. We urge the  Minnesota Department of Publ ic  Welfare t o  prepare and submit t o  t h e  
1977 Leg i s l a tu re  a  p a r t i a l  subsidy--sliding f e e  scale--program f o r  c h i l d  care .  

We urge t h a t  f inanc ing  f o r  t h i s  program be provided e i t h e r  through a v a i l a b l e  - f e d e r a l  funds o r  a  new s t a t e  appropr ia t ion .  To t h e  maximum ex ten t  poss ib le ,  a l l  
l e g a l l y  ope ra t ing  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements should be  e l i g i b l e  f o r  subsidy. 

B. We urge t h e  Minnesota Leg i s l a tu re  t o  amend s t a t e  income t a x  laws t o  provide a  
p a r t i a l  income t a x  c r e d i t  t o  pa ren t s  who must use  c h i l d  c- 
f o r  o r  hold a  job. 

I 

We urge t h a t  t h e  cu r r en t  s t a t e  income t a x  deduction f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  be changed t o  
an  income t a x  c r e d i t ,  a v a i l a b l e  t o  a l l  parents  f i l i n g  a  s t a t e  income t a x  r e t u r n .  
We urge t h a t  par t- t ime employed pa ren t s  be e l i g i b l e  t o  r ece ive  an  income t a x  
c r e d i t  f o r  c h i l d  ca re  expenses r e l a t e d  t o  employment, and t h a t  a l l  l e g a l l y  opera- 
t i n g  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements be e l i g i b l e  f o r  t h e  c r e d i t ,  inc luding  c h i l d  c a r e  
provided by r e l a t i v e s .  These changes would p a r a l l e l  those made r ecen t ly  by 
Congress i n  t h e  f e d e r a l  income t a x  system. 

We urge  t h e  U.  S. Congress and Minnesota L e g i s l a t u r e  t o  ensure t h a t  f e d e r a l  and 
s t a t e  income t a x  c r e d i t s  f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  be  i n t e g r a t e d  with each o the r  and wi th  
s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e  o r  o t h e r  p a r t i a l  subsidy programs which a r e  e s t ab l i shed .  

V. We urge the U, S. Congress and Minnesota Legislature to alter existing 
regulatory and subsidy programs for child care to expand parental choice 
in making child care arrangements. 

1 
A. We urge  t h e  U. S. Congress and Minnesota Leg i s l a tu re  t o  undertake a  major re-  

eva lua t ion  of e x i s t i n g  subsidy programs f o r  c h i l d  ca re ,  with t h e  goa l  of estab-  
l i s h i n g  a  c l e a r  and c o n s i s t e n t  po l i cy  on which c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements a r e  
e l i g i b l e  f o r  pub l i c  subsidy,  and who t h e  r e c i p i e n t s  of those subs id i e s  should 
be. 

Such a po l i cy  should ensure  t h a t  a l l  l e g a l l y  opera t ing  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements 
a r e  e l i g i b l e  f o r  pub l i c  subsidy. To t h e  g r e a t e s t  e x t e n t  poss ib l e ,  we be l i eve  
subs id i e s  should be channeled t o  providers  through parents .  

B. W e g e n c i e s  t o  work t o  
e l imina te  procedures o r  requirements which favor  c e r t a i n  l e g a l  c h i l d  ca re  arrange- 
ments over o t h e r s .  

Examples of such procedures o r  requirements inc lude  those  favor ing  c e r t a i n  l i censed  
cen te r s  over o the r s ;  c e n t e r s  over family day c a r e  homes; l i censed  c h i l d  ca re  
arrangements over those  which a r e  l e g a l l y  unl icensed;  and fu l l - t ime c h i l d  c a r e  
arrangements over those  which a r e  par t- t ime.  

C.  
which have encouraged development of a  wide d i v e r s i t y  of c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements. 

We urge the  congress and Leg i s l a tu re  t o  r e f r a i n  from plac ing  t o t a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
f o r  admin i s t r a t i on  o r  funding of c h i l d  c a r e  programs wi th  any one i n s t i t u t i o n  
o r  s e t  of i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  such a s  t h e  pub l i c  schools .  



DISCUSS I ON OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

Do you b e l i e v e  a  higher  funding p r i o r i t y  should go t o  c h i l d  c a r e  i n  the  o v e r a l l  
a l l o c a t i o n  of pub l i c  and p r i v a t e  resources? 

We a r e  not unaware t h a t  a  genera l  i nc rease  i n  pub l i c  funding f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  is  a  
goal  of many persons i n  t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  community. This poin t  of view argues t h a t  
c h i l d  c a r e  programs should be given much higher  p r i o r i t y  i n  the  a l l o c a t i o n  of 
pub l i c  resources because of a  very l a rge ,  unmet c h i l d  c a r e  need, because of t h e  
genera l  importance of ch i ld ren  t o  s o c i e t y ,  and because of t h e  gene ra l ly  low l e v e l  
of compensation f o r  persons providing c h i l d  care.  

We have not  recommended e i t h e r  f o r  o r  aga ins t  a genera l  i nc rease  i n  publ ic  funding 
f o r  c h i l d  care.  We d id  no t  f e e l  q u a l i f i e d  t o  weigh t h e  f i n a n c i a l  needs f o r  c h i l d  
c a r e  aga ins t  o the r  competing needs which we d id  not have t h e  opportuni ty t o  thorough- 
l y  analyze.  Neither  were we a b l e  t o  analyze i n  depth t h e  reasons f o r  t h e  low 
compensation l e v e l s  we found f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  providers .  We have made s e v e r a l  s p e c i f i c  
recommendations which w i l l  r e q u i r e  increased funding, however. Our recommendations 
urge a d d i t i o n a l  funding f o r  suppor t ,  information,  r e f e r r a l  and education se rv ices  
f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  and expansion of e l i g i b i l i t y  f o r  pub l i c  c h i l d  c a r e  subs id i e s  through 
a  ' s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e '  program and income t a x  c r e d i t s .  

How would you suggest  t h a t  your proposals  b e  funded? Which proposals  ~ h o u l d  have 
h ighes t  p r i o r i t y  f o r  funding? 

We be l i eve  t h a t  our recommendations r equ i r ing  a d d i t i o n a l  funds should be financed, a t  
l e a s t  p a r t i a l l y ,  out  of Minnesota's sha re  of t he  $240 m i l l i o n  r ecen t ly  appropriated 
f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  by t h e  U. S. Congress. It is  our  understanding t h a t  Minnesota w i l l  
r ece ive  about $4.4 mil l ion  from t h i s  appropr ia t ion  f o r  t h e  period ending October 1, 
1977. 

Minnesota has somewhat more f l e x i b i l i t y  i n  spending i ts  sha re  of t hese  funds s i n c e  
its c h i l d  ca re  programs a r e  a l ready i n  conformance wi th  t h e  h e a l t h  and s a f e t y  stand- 
a r d s  which t h e  funds were intended t o  he lp  meet. To t h e  ex ten t  t h a t  our recommenda- 
t i o n s  r e q u i r e  a d d i t i o n a l  funds, we be l i eve  they ought t o  be financed from genera l  
s t a t e  and l o c a l  t a x  revenues and from p r i v a t e  phi lan thropic  sources. 

I n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  p r i o r i t i e s  f o r  t h e  expenditure of funds a v a i l a b l e  f o r  c h i l d  ca re ,  we 
be l i eve  t h e  fol lowing recommendations should have h ighes t  o v e r a l l  p r i o r i t y :  
expansion of support ,  i n f o r m a t i o n , , r e f e r r a l  and education s e r v i c e s  f o r  ' p i l o t '  
coun t i e s  t e s t i n g  r e g i s t r a t i o n ;  expansion of e l i g i b i l i t y  f o r  c h i l d  ca re  subs id i e s  on 
a ' s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e ; '  conversion of t h e  present  income t a x  deduction program f o r  
c h i l d  c a r e  t o  one involving t a x  c r e d i t s ;  and expansion of support ,  information, 
r e f e r r a l  and educat ion s e r v i c e s  i n  p a r t s  of t h e  s t a t e  not  t e s t i n g  r e g i s t r a t i o n .  We 
would a t t a c h  a lower o v e r a l l  p r i o r i t y  t o  expanding t h e  number of c h i l d  c a r e  ' s l o t s '  
d i r e c t l y  purchased by government. This would no t  preclude p lac ing  a h igher  p r i o r i t y  
on s t imula t ing  a d d i t i o n a l  c h i l d  c a r e  resources i n  s p e c i f i c  under served geographic 
a r e a s ,  however. 

Why d i d n ' t  t h e  committee recommend an inc rease  i n  t h e  income e l i g i b i l i t y  l i m i t  f o r  
t o t a l l y  subsidized c h i l d  c a r e  i n  Minnesota? 

During t h e  l a t t e r  p a r t  of our study we were made aware t h a t  an e f f o r t  was being made 
by t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  community i n  Minnesota t o  inc rease  t h e  T i t l e  XX income e l i g i b i l i t y  
l i m i t  f o r  t o t a l l y  subs id ized  c h i l d  c a r e  from 60 t o  65 percent  of s t a t e  median income. 



We were t o l d  t h a t  persons i n  t h a t  income range a r e  ~ a r t i c u l a r l y  hard-pressed econom- 
i c a l l y ,  and t h a t  a  c h i l d  ca re  subsidy of t en  means t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between s t ay ing  on 
wel fare  and seeking a  job. We were a l s o  t o l d  t h a t  expanded e l i g i b i l i t y  i s  needed 
because many of t h e  T i t l e  XX funded day c a r e  c e n t e r s ,  a t  l e a s t  i n  Hennepin County 
a r e  su f fe r ing  from reduced enrol lments .  

While we d id  not  recommend e i t h e r  f o r  o r  aga ins t  t h e  s p e c i f i c  '60 t o  65 percent '  
Proposal ,  we be l i eve  t h a t  a  ' s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e '  is t h e  p re fe r r ed  way t o  extend e l<-  
g i b i l i t y  f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  subs id i e s  t o  lower middle income f a m i l i e s .  We do not  f e e l  
competent t o  say a t  what income l e v e l  t o t a l  subs id i e s  should end. We do f e e l  strong- 
l y  t h a t  subs id i e s  should end g radua l ly .  This is  our  p r i n c i p a l  reason f o r  support ing 
t h e  concept of ' s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e s . '  

We a l s o  be l i eve  t h a t  a v a i l a b l e  funds should be used t o  extend subs id i e s  t o  t h e  
l a r g e s t  number of f a m i l i e s  poss ib le .  C lea r ly ,  subs id i e s  w i l l  reach more 
f a m i l i e s  than w i l l  t o t a l  subs id i e s .  While they w i l l  have t o  pay a  po r t ion  of t h e i r  
d i r e c t  c h i l d  c a r e  c o s t s ,  f a m i l i e s  j u s t  above t h e  income cu t  o f f  l i n e  f o r  ' f r e e '  
c a r e  w i l l  s t i l l  be heav i lysubs id i zed  by a ' s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e '  program. 

F i n a l l y ,  we be l i eve  t h a t  t h e r e  is some s t r e n g t h  t o  a  ph i losoph ica l  argumebt r equ i r ing  
a t  l e a s t  a  smal l  f i n a n c i a l  commitment by a l l  but  very low income persons i n  financing 
pub l i c ly  supported s o c i a l  s e r v i c e s .  

4 .  What does t h e  committee view a s  t h e  most e s s e n t i a l  d i f f e rences  between licensing and 
r e g i s t r a t i o n  of home-based c h i l d  c a r e  providers?  

The major d i f f e rence  is  no t  over t h e  concept of governmental r egu la t ion  of home-based 
c h i l d  ca re ,  o r  t h e  goal  of using governmentally e s t ab l i shed  s tandards  t o  improve home- 
based c h i l d  care.  Rather,  t he  major d i s t i n c t i o n  is over  t h e  r e l a t i v e  r o l e s  t o  be 
played by government and parents  i n  t h e  monitoring of s tandards  f o r  home-based c h i l d  

* 

care .  We favor  the  emphasis on p a r e n t  monitoring i n  r e g i s t r a t i o n  over governmental 
monitoring which is c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of l i c e n s i n g .  Enforcement of t h e  s tandards  would - 
s t i l l  r e s t  wi th  government and it would s t i l l  be aga ins t  t h e  law t o  be out  of compli- 
ante wi th  t h e  s t anda rds  where they apply. We be l i eve  t h a t ,  because of t he  decentral-  
ized and inf0IlMl na tu re  of home-based c h i l d  care ,  a  s t rong  p a r e n t a l  r o l e  i n  enforce- 
ment w i l l  l ead  t o  increased compliance with t h e  s tandards .  We a l s o  be l i eve  r e 8 j s t r a -  
tion w i l l  a t t r a c t  more home-based providers  t o  t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  support  systems 

5. What i s s u e s  need t o  be resolved in designing a  r e g i s t r a t i o n  system f o r  horn_?-?.rfl 
c h i l d  c a r e  providers?  

One major i s s u e  involves t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  which should e x i s t  between licensing and 
r e g i s t r a t i o n :  should r e g i s t r a t i o n  r ep lace  l i cens ing  f o r  family day c a r e  providers, 
o r  should i t  supplement l i c e n s i n g  by making r e g i s t r a t i o n  v o l u n ' t a r i l ~  ava i lab le-  for  
providers  who do not  have t o  be  l i censed?  

Our t e n t a t i v e  recommendation is t h a t  r e g i s t r a t i o n  rep lace  l i c e n s i n g ,  since we be l ieve  
the r o l e  of pa ren t s  i n  monitoring s tandards  should e x i s t  f o r  a l l  home-based providers*  
We be l i eve  i t  would be unnecessar i ly  confusing t o  parents  t o  have r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  
moni tor ing  s tandards  i n  some cases (registered providers  and homes) and not  others  

- 
( l icensed  homes). We don' t  be l i eve  t h a t  most parents  would understand we l l  enough 
t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between l icensed  and r e g i s t e r e d  homes t o  know when they a r e  i n  charge 

moni tor ing  compliance with the  s tandards  and when t h e  government i s  i n  charge. 



We would l i k e  t o  s e e  some d i s t i n c t i o n  made i n  r e f e r r i n g  parents  t o  d i f f e r e n t  
ca t egor i e s  of c h i l d  ca re  providers ,  however. For example, we'd l i k e  i t  made c l e a r  
t o  parents  being r e fe r r ed  whether t h e  provider  is  mandatorily o r  v o l u n t a r i l y  reg is -  - t e r ed .  Acknowledgement should a l s o  be made of t h e  l e v e l  of t r a i n i n g  and experience 
which the  provider  has. 

- One a d d i t i o n a l  i s s u e  which w i l l  have t o  be faced r e l a t e s  t o  s tandards  o r  o the r  
requirements which w i l l  apply t o  v o l u n t a r i l y  r e g i s t e r e d  providers .  I n  genera l ,  we 
b e l i e v e  t h e  same s tandards  should apply t o  a l l  persons taking c a r e  of ch i ld ren  i n  
t h e i r  own home. Di f f e ren t  s tandards  o r  requirements w i l l  have t o  be s e t  f o r  provid- 
e r s  who work i n  the  c h i l d ' s  home, however. The primary i n t e n t  of those requirements 
should be t o  p r o t e c t  ch i ld ren  from exposure t o  persons with a h i s t o r y  of c h i l d  abuse 
o r  o t h e r  h e a l t h  o r  personal  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  harmful t o  ch i ldren .  They should not be  
used t o  discourage o the r  persons from becoming r e g i s t e r e d .  Again, t h e r e  should be a 
c a r e f u l  d i s t i n c t i o n  made between providers  whose homes a r e  r e g i s t e r e d ,  and those who 
a r e  r e g i s t e r e d  t o  do c h i l d  ca re  i n  the  c h i l d ' s  home, when r e f e r r a l s  a r e  being made. 

6 .  Why d i d  t h e  committee i n s i s t  on ty ing  together  r e g i s t r a t i o n  and improved r e f e r r a l  and 
support  s e rv ices?  

F i r s t ,  we s t rong ly  be l i eve  t h a t  any program plac ing  heavy emphasis on p a r e n t a l  choice 
and p a r e n t a l  monitoring of s tandards  should have a s t rong  parent  information and 
educat ion component. Many parents  may not know what t o  look f o r  i n  a c h i l d  c a r e  
arrangement, and may f e e l  i n h i b i t e d  when interviewing c h i l d  ca re  providers .  They 
need s t rong  support .  Second, we f e e l  t h a t  a commitment by the  s t a t e  t o  upgrading 
suppor t ,  r e f e r r a l ,  information and educat ion se rv ices  should be  accompanied by a 
new method of c h i l d  ca re  r egu la t ion  which w i l l  a t t r a c t  more persons t o  use those 
s e r v i c e s  than has l i cens ing .  And, f i n a l l y ,  we be l i eve  t h a t  any c h i l d  c a r e  program 
which r e l i e s  heavi ly  on home-based providers  should inc lude  a major expansion of 
support  s e r v i c e s  f o r  those  providers .  

7. What would t h e  committee l i k e  t o  s e e  included i n  an improved information,  r e f e r r a l  - and parent  educat ion program a s  p a r t  of a p i l o t  p r o j e c t  t e s t i n g  r e g i s t r a t i o n  of 
home-based c h i l d  ca re  providers? 

F i r s t  we would l i k e  t o  s e e  a l l  c h i l d  ca re  r e f e r r a l  s e rv ices  cen t r a l i zed  4n one p l ace  
i n  each county, and then,  decent ra l ized  through neighborhood-based c h i l d  ca re  resource  
cen te r s .  We be l i eve  t h a t  r e f e r r a l s  should be  made on t h e  b a s i s  of t h e  most up t o  d a t e  
information a v a i l a b l e  on who is r e g i s t e r e d  and who has  vacancies.  Child ca re  is such 
an  informal s e r v i c e  t h a t  i t  appears  t h e  neighborhood-based resource  c e n t e r s  may be t h e  
only way t o  keep a r e f e r r a l  system up t o  da te .  

The parent  educat ion p a r t  of t h e  program should make heavy use of meetings, personal  
con tac t ,  p r in t ed  ma te r i a l  and media adve r t i s ing .  Unions, employers, schools  and 
o t h e r  communitygroupsshould a l l  be  involved i n  t h i s  e f f o r t .  Exis t ing  parent ing  and 
pre-parenting educat ion programs run by schools  community groups, h o s p i t a l s ,  youth 
groups, t h e  Red Cross and o the r s  should a l l  be  incorporated.  Both f r e e  and paid use  
should be made of r ad io ,  t e l e v i s i o n  and newspapers. A well-published ' c h i l d  ca re  
h o t l i n e '  telephone number should be a focus of t h e  information and r e f e r r a l  program. 

The primary focus of t h e  program should be  onimproving t h e  a b i l i t y  of pa ren t s  t o  
funct ion  a s  ' c h i l d  c a r e  consumers,' i n  l oca t ing  c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements and choosing 
from among t h e  arrangements a v a i l a b l e .  I n  recogni t ion  of t h e  major impact which 
pa ren t s  have on ch i ld ren  t h e  program should a l s o  focus on improving t h e  a b i l i t y  of 

' p a r e n t s  t o  a c t  as c h i l d  c a r e  providers .  



8. Won't a sliding fee scale program just encourage more reliance on the same child 
care programs that have been funded in the past? 

Not if all legally operating child care arrangements are eligible for partial subsidy, 
and parents are given free choice of those alternatives. The precise design of a 
'sliding fee scale' program for child care in Minnesota needs to be done carefully, 

. 
however. In drafting the proposal we have recommended, we hope that the State 
Department of Public Welfare would identify the particular income categories most in 
need of assistance, the child care arrangements currently used by those persons, 
and the change in arrangement which is likely to result from a partial subsidy. 
Once a 'sliding fee scale' program is underway, it will have to be carefully monitored 
to determine its short and longer-term cost, and the impact which the program has on 
child care arrangements used and the employability of parents. 

What role should employers play in~assisting their employees meet child care needs? 

We would not like to see the role of employers limited only to subsidizing their 
emp1o)-ees direct child care costs through establishment of work site day care centers 
or by providing child care subsidies as a fringe benefit. Neither would we like to 
see such approaches ruled out. 

In general, we believe each employer should consider a wide range of alternatives 
in assisting its employees to meet their child care needs. Making work schedule 
flexibility options available to employees is one major alternative. Another 
might be providing assistance to child care coordination organizations in identify- 
ing the child care needs of employers through surveys or other means. We would 
hope that business firms, foundations and other philanthropic sources would place 
a high priority on financially assisting information, referral, support and educa- 

I tion services for parents and child care providers. . 
One child care problem which impacts heavily on employers occurs when children of 
employees become ill. Parents often stay home with sick children because they are * 

unable to send them to their usual child care arrangement and they are unable to make 
substitute arrangement on short notice. Employers thus have a particular stake in 
support.ing sick child care programs, perhaps by subsidizing participation by their 
employees in sick care programs as a kind of 'insurance policy' against tardiness and 
absenteeism. 

10. What will the committee's recommendations do to make a wider range of child care 
alternatives available and affordable to more parents? 

We are aware that our recommendations stressing 'parent choice' require that there 
be alternative child care arrangements available from which parents can choose. 
Many parents may not have access to a range of alternatives in their geographic area 
or at their income level. We believe that our recommendations will help to make 
alternative child care arrangements needed by parents more available and more 
affordable. 

First, we believe that better, more localized planning will help identify unmet t 

child care needs of parents. We have urged public and private funding agencies to 
support child care coordinating organizations in their efforts to improve child care 
planning. 

Second, we believe that improved, localized referral services like those we have 
recommended will improve the ability of parents to make satisfactory child care 



arrangements. We be l ieve  r e f e r r a l  s e r v i c e s  provided by neighborhood-based c h i l d  
c a r e  resource c e n t e r s  could be of p a r t i c u l a r  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  parents  i n  arranging 
c h i l d  care .  

Out of t h e  improved planning and r e f e r r a l  systems, we hope a b e t t e r  understanding 
of b a r r i e r s  t o  var ious  types of c h i l d  ca re  providers  i n  en te r ing  t h e  market would 
become evident .  This  information could be used t o  he lp  develop whatever incen t ives  
might be needed t o  ensure t h a t  a wide v a r i e t y  of c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements prefer red  
by pa ren t s  a r e  a v a i l a b l e  i n  a l l  geographic a reas .  

F ina l ly ,  we be l i eve  t h a t  our recommendations f o r  expanding e l i g i b i l i t y  f o r  c h i l d  
c a r e  subs id i e s  through a ' s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e '  program and increased income t a x  
b e n e f i t s  w i l l  he lp  more parents  have more choices i n  making c h i l d  ca re  arrangements 
which they may now be unable t o  a f fo rd .  

11. Could hore  s p e c i f i c  d i r e c t i o n  be given t o  publ ic  o r  p r i v a t e  emplpyers t o  encourage 
use  of work schedule opt ions? 

Some s t a t e s  have opted t o  r equ i re  t h a t  a c e r t a i n  percentage of jobs i n  s t a t e  c i v i l  
s e r v i c e  be part- t ime o r  have f l e x i b l e  work hours.  While such an  approach has some 
appeal ,  we b e l i e v e  it could a l s o  be l i m i t i n g  i n  its a f f e c t .  Minimum required l e v e l s  
o f t e n  become maximum c e i l i n g s  wi th  l i t t l e  i ncen t ive  t o  go beyond t h e  prescr ibed  l e v e l .  

Ins tead ,  we have recommended t h a t  f l e x i b l e  work schedules  be genera l ly  made more 
a v a i l a b l e  i n  jobs a t  a l l  ca ree r  l e v e l s .  We be l i eve  t h i s  s p e c i f i c  d i r e c t i o n  is  
e s s e n t i a l .  Merely urging t h a t  a c e r t a i n  percent  of jobs  i n  s t a t e  s e r v i c e  be par t -  
t i m e  could continue t o  focus those  jobs i n  lower paying c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  t r a d i t i o n a l l y  
dominated by women. We s t rong ly  be l i eve  t h a t  work schedule op t ions  should be made 
a v a i l a b l e  t o  persons i n  higher  paying p o s i t i o n s  a s  we l l ,  and p a r t i c u l a r l y ,  t o  men i n .  
more career-oriented jobs.  

F ina l ly ,  we be l i eve  it i s  e s s e n t i a l  t o  have b e t t e r  information a v a i l a b l e  on the  
ex ten t  t o  which f l e x i b l e  work schedules a r e  a v a i l a b l e  and being used, both i n  publ ic  
and p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  employment. For t h a t  reason, we have urged t h a t  such record 
keeping be i n i t i a t e d  by the  S t a t e  Department of Employment Serv ices .  Once t h a t  in-  
formation is  a v a i l a b l e ,  perhaps s p e c i f i c  percentage goals  f o r  part-time o r  o t h e r  
work schedule opt ions  could more r e a l i s t i c a l l y  be  made. 

12. How would you envis ion  neighborhood-based c h i l d  c a r e  resource c e n t e r s  r e l a t i n g  t o  
c h i l d  c a r e  coordina t ing  organiza t ions?  could resource c e n t e r s  emerge from e x i s t i n g  
day c a r e  cen te r s?  

We would hope t h a t  t h e r e  could be c l o s e  cooperat ion between c h i l d  ca re  coordinat ing 
organiza t ions  and resource cen te r s ,  and among t h e  resource c e n t e r s  serv ing  var ious  
a reas .  We would not l i k e  t o  s e e  t h e  resource cen te r s  organized a s  l o c a l  ' a f f i l i a t e s '  
o r  ' s u b s i d i a r i e s '  of county o r  city-wide coordinat ing organiza t ions ,  however. It 
appears  t o  us t h a t  t h e  resource c e n t e r s  must have s t r o n g  l o c a l  support i n  the neigh- 
borhoods they serve ,  and t h a t  they shou1.4 not  be 'imposed' from s n w  higher  l e v e l .  

. We would a l s o  not  l i k e  t o  see  c h i l d  c a r e  resource c e n t e r s  i s o l a t e d  from o the r  kinds. 
of neighborhoods-based resource c e n t e r s  o r  decent ra l ized  s o c i a l  s e r v i c e  cen te r s .  We 
a r e  aware, f o r  example, of proposals  i n  Hennepin County t o  d e c e n t r a l i z e  the  de l ive ry  
of s o c i a l  s e r v i c e s  throughout t h e  county. W e  are a l s o  aware of proposals f o r  neigh- 
borhood resource  c e n t e r s  t o  support o lde r  persons l i v i n g  a t  home. And, we a r e  aware 
of proposals  f o r  housing and home maintenance resource cen te r s .  A t  a minimum, these  
kinds of resource  cen te r s  should consider  shar ing  phys ica l  f a c i l i t i e s  and o the r  
' overhead' c o s t s  so  t h a t  unnecessary dup l i ca t ion  of resources can be avoided. 



We see  no reason t h a t  neighborhood based c h i l d  c a r e  resource cen te r s  could not  emerge 
from e x i s t i n g  f u l l  o r  part-day c h i l d  c a r e  cen te r s .  It may be t h a t  a very e f f i c i e n t  
way of geqt ing a number of resource cen te r s  s t a r t e d  would be through an enlargement 
of t h e  scope and purpose of day c a r e  cen te r s .  Such an approach would r equ i re  under- 
s tanding  by t h e  governing group of t h e  c h i l d  ca re  cen te r  of t he  importance and r o l e  
of a l l  types of c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements, however. 

One p a r t i c u l a r  i dea  which had some appeal  t o  us ,  ' s a t e l l i t e '  family day ca re  homes, 
could be an a d d i t i o n a l  s e r v i c e  organized through a combination day ca re  c e n t e r /  
resource  cen te r .  I n  those ' s a t e l l i t e '  programs now i n  opera t ion ,  personnel ,  
f a c i l i t i e s ,  t r a i n i n g  and o the r  s e r v i c e s  a v a i l a b l e  i n  a day ca re  cen te r  a r e  made 
a v a i l a b l e  t o  family day c a r e  homes which a r e  a f f i l i a t e d  wi th  t h e  cen te r .  

13. :low do the  committee's recommendations r e l a t e  t o  t h e  debate now going on about t h e  
r e l a t i v e  r o l e s  t h a t  should be played i n  adminis t ra t ion  of publ ic  c h i l d  c a r e  programs 
by wel fare  and educat ion agencies? 

We made a s p e c i f i c  recommendation aga ins t  center ing  c o n t r o l  f o r  admin i s t r a t ion  of 
c h i l d  c a r e  programs i n  any one i n s t i t u t i o n  o r  s e t  of i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  such a s  t h e  
publ ic  schools .  We do f e e l  t h a t  schools  should not  be excluded from de l ive r ing  
c h i l d  c a r e  s e r v i c e s ,  however. We found p a r t i c u l a r  needs f o r  before  and a f t e r  school 
c a r e  which schools  seem i n  a good p o s i t i o n  t o  provide. 

We sha re  some of t h e  concerns about a negat ive  'st igma' a t tached  t o  wel fare  agency 
domination of c h i l d  ca re ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  areas of pub l i c  contac t  l i k e  r egu la t ion ,  
information and r e f e r r a l .  These concerns may be a t  l e a s t  p a r t i a l l y  a l l e v i a t e d  
through a sepa ra t ion  of income support  and s o c i a l  s e r v i c e s  programs, now being 
considered a t  t h e  s t a t e  and l o c a l  l e v e l s  i n  Minnesota. 

While we do not  support  c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  of c h i l d  ca re  admin i s t r a t ion  i n  any one p lace ,  
we do be l i eve  coordina t ion  of e f f o r t s  by t h e  var ious  agencies  involved i n  c h i l d  c a r e  
i n  Minnesota is e s s e n t i a l .  The work of t h e  so-cal led ' c h i l d  c a r e  c o a l i t i o n '  t o  
improve coordGa t ion  of c h i l d  and family s e r v i c e s  a t  t h e  s t a t e  l e v e l  is  one important 
approach t o  t h i s  problem, and should be encouraged. 

14. Your r e p o r t  seems t o  be avoiding references  t o  ' q u a l i t y '  i n  c h i l d  c a r e  and t h e  needs 
of ch i ld ren  f o r  ' q u a l i t y '  care.  Why? 

We were heavi ly  inf luenced by our charge from t h e  Ci t izens  League Board of Direc tors ,  
which was t o  focus pr imar i ly  on the  needs of parents  f o r  c h i l d  care .  W e  a l s o  were 
no t  a b l e  t o  dc a d e t a i l e d  ana lys i s  of t h e  very complex and emotional arguments made 
f o r  and a g a i n s t  var ious  models of ' e a r l y  childhood education. '  A s  a r e s u l t ,  we were 
not  a b l e  t o  de f ine  ' q u a l i t y '  c h i l d  c a r e  i n  terms of outcomes we would l i k e  t o  see  i n  
the  emotional, phys ica l  o r  mental development of young chi ldren .  We p re fe r r ed ,  in- 
s t e a d ,  t o  focus  heavi ly  on parent  a t t i t u d e s  and s a t i s f a c t i o n  l e v e l s ,  be l iev ing  strong- 
l y  t h a t  pa ren t s  should be pr imar i ly  respons ib le  f o r  determining what q u a l i t a t i v e  out- 
come c h i l d  c a r e  programs used by t h e i r  ch i ld ren  should have. 

We do f e e l ,  however, t h a t  any e f f o r t  t o  meet t he  ch i ld  c a r e  needs of p a r e n t s  should 
a l s o  b e  s t ruc tu red  t o  meet t h e  c h i l d  c a r e  needs of ch i ldren .  W e  be l i eve  our 
recommendations a r e  cons i s t en t  wi th  t h a t  goal.  



E. Child c a r e  arrangements of Minneapolis Model Ci ty  working f a m i l i e s  i n  1972 
c h i l d r e n  under age s i x .  5 

In fan t  day c a r e  (family day c a r e  homes) ( .6%);  Day c a r e  c e n t e r s  and family 
c a r e  homes (16.3%) ; Baby s i t t e r  (44.4%) ; Rela t ive  (38.7%) . (Note: no 
d i s t i n c t i o n  was made on t h e  l o c a t i o n  of b a b y s i t t e r s  and r e l a t i v e s  i n  t h e  
c h i l d ' s  home o r  i n  another  home). 

F. Known c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements f o r  AFDC r e c i p i e n t s  i n  Minnesota i n  1973 by 
age  of child.' 

1&home w i t h  r e l a t i v e  
In-home with  non-relat ive 
Anuther home wi th  r e l a t i v e  
&other home wi th  non-re la t ive  
Group c e n t e r  
With parent  a t  work 
Se l f  c a r e  
Other 

Age of c h i l d  
0-3 - 3-5 - 6-11 12-14 

. G .  Estimated u s e  of c h i l d  c a r e  by working pa ren t s  i n  R$msey, Washington, and 
Dakota Counties i n  1974, f o r  c h i l d r e n  under age th i r t een . ?  

1n-home (58%) ; Another home (15%) ; Licensed home (10%) ; Center (6%) ; With 
parent  a t  work (8%); Se l f  c a r e  (3%).  

H. Child c a r e  arrangement,while mother is  working of ch i ld ren  under age s i x  i n  
Carver County i n  1975.O 

Spouse (8.7%) ; Older s i b l i n g  (1.2%) ; R e l a t i v e  (28.7%) ; Babys i t t e r  '(23.7%) ; 
Neighbor (27.5%) ; Licensed home (1.2%) ; Nursery school  (3.7%) ; Day c a r e  
c e n t e r  (5.0%) . 

I .  Licenped..Child Care Centers and Homes 

A. Trend8 i n  l i censed  c h i l d  c a r e  capac i ty  i n  t h e  seven county Twin Ci ty  area 1970- 
1 9 7 6 . ~  

1970 - 
Number Capacity 

1974 - 
Number Capacity 

Anoka 
Homes * 191 57 6 290 930 
Centers** 4 195 9 458 - Carver 
Homes - - 17 62 . Centers  1 30 2 5 9 

1976 - 
Number Capacity 

* Family day c a r e  and group family day c a r e  homes ** Full-day c e n t e r s  only 



BACKGROUND . . , 

I. Existing Child Care Arrangements 

Child ca re  arrangements a r e  not  r e g u l a r l y  monitored by t h e  Census Bureau, Bureau 
of Labor S t a t i s t i c s ,  o r  o the r  s t a t e  o r  l o c a l  d a t a  c o l l e c t i o n  agencies. The only 
source of information on c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements a r e  pe r iod ic  surveys doae of 
working pa ren t s ,  u sua l ly  by agencies respons ib le  f o r  planning, funding or advoca- 
t i n g  f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  ch i ld .  The following survey r e s u l t s  are among those  which the  
committee had access  to:  

A. Child c a r e  arrangements of fu l l - t ime working mothers i n  the  United S t a t e s  i n  
1965 f o r  ch i ld ren  under age six. 1 

In-home by f a t h e r  (10.3%); In-home by another r e l a t i v e  (18.4%); In-home by a 
non-relat ive (18.5%); Another home by a r e l a t i v e  (17.6%); ~ n o t h e r  b m e  by 
a non-relat ive (19.6%) ; Group cen te r  (7.7%) ; With mother a t  work (6-72) ; 
Self care (.3%); Other (.9%). 

B. Child caxe arrangements f o r  chi ldren  under age s i x  i n  t h e  United S t a t e  i n  1971 
by race." 

Whites Non-Whi t es 

In-home by f a t h e r  15% 
In-home by another  r e l a t i v e  17 % 
In-home by r e l a t i v e s  and non-relat ives 17% 
In-home by a non-relat ive 7% 
I n  another  home by a r e l a t i v e  4% 
In another  home by a non-relat ive 14% 
Group cen te r  8% 
With mother a t  work 7% 
By mother a f t e r  school  1% 
.Self c a r e  3 % 

. Other - 
C. Main method of ch i ld  c a r e  f o r  employed parents  i n ' t h e  United S t a t e s  i n  1975 

f o r  ch i ld ren  1 3  yea r s  and younger.5 

In-home by spouse (1.5%); In-home by another r e l a t i v e  (18.3%); In-home by a 
non-relat ive (15.8%) ; Another home by a r e l a t i v e  (23.2%) ; Another home by a 
non-relat i v e  (25. 0%) ; Group cen te r  o r  cooperat ive (14.123 ; Latch key (2.0%) ; 
With parent  a t  work ( . I%) ;  Self  c a r e  (0%)-  

D- Child c a r e  arrangements gf ch i ld ren  age 12 and under of working mothers i n  
Hennepin County i n  1971.* 

In-home wi th  f a t h e r  (11.2%); In-home with another  r e l a t i v e  (35.7%); In-home . 
with  a non-re la t ive  (16.2%); Another home with a neighbor, f r i e n d  o r  r e l a t i v e  
(25.6%); Licensed family day c a r e  home (1.2%); Day c a r e  cen te r  o r  nursery 
school  (2.8%) ; Playground ox r e c r e a t i o n  center  (. 5%) ; Self  c a r e  (7.1%) - 



1974 
Number Capaci ty  

1976 
Number Capaci ty  

Dakota 
Homes 
Cente rs  

Hennepin 
Homes 64 4 2,157 
Cente rs  49 1,720, 

Rams ey 
Homes 810 2,486 
Cente rs  1 5  643 

S c o t t  
Homes - - 
Cente rs  - - 

Washington 
Homes 63 198 
Cente rs  5 1 5 1  

7 County T o t a l  
Homes 1,794 5,697 
Cente rs  80 2,889 

,B. Curren t  c a p a c i t y  i n  l i c e n s e d  c h i l d  c a r e  programs i n  t h e  seven  county Twin C i t y  
area .10 

Number Capaci ty  Number Capac i ty  i 
Anoka 

Family day c a r e  homes 
Group f ami ly  day c a r e  
Full-day c e n t e r s  . Half-day c e n t e r s  
Head S t a r t  c e n t e r s  

Rams ey 
Faa i l y  day c a r e  homes 
Group fami ly  day c a r e  
Full-day c e n t e r s  
Hal$-day c e n t e r s  
~ e a d  S t a r t  c e n t e r s  

Carver S c o t t  ! 
~ a m i i y  day c a r e  homes 
~ r o u ~ '  fami ly  day c a r e  
~ u l l - d a y  c e n t e r s  
Half-day c e n t e r s  
Head S t a r t  c e n t e r s  

Family day c a r e  homes 
Group fami ly  d a y  c a r e  
Full-day c e n t e r s  
Half-day c e n t e r s  
Head S t a r t  c e n t e r s  

Dakota 
Family day c a r e  homes 260 
Group fami ly  day c a r e  9 
Full-day c a r e  14  
Half-day c a r e  19  
Head S t a r t  c e n t e r s  - 

Washington 
Family day c a r e  homes 124 
Group f a n i l y  day c a r e  5 
Full-day c e n t e r s  5 
Half-day c e n t e r s  1 8  
Head S t a r t  c e n t e r s  - 

Hennepin 
Family day c a r e  homes 881  
Group f ami ly  day c a r e  55 
Full-day c a r e  111 
Half -day c a r e  141  
Head S t a r t  c e n t e r s  3 

7 County To t a l  
Family day c a r e  homes2,540 
Group family  day c a r e  109 
Full-day cen t e r s  19 1 
Half-day c e n t e r s  259 
Head S t a r t  c e n t e r s  16 





IV. Services Provided by Child Care Resource Centers 

A wide v a r i e t y  of support  s e r v i c e s  f o r  c h i l d  ca re  providers ,  pa ren t s  and ch i ld ren  
a r e  o f f e red  by c h i l d  c a r e  resource  cen te r s .  One of t h e  resource  cen te r s  opera t ing  
i n  t h e  Twin Cities i s  t h e  South S ide  Child Care Resource Center and Library,  loca ted  - i n  the  Field-Regina neighborhood of south  Minneapolis. This resource  cen te r  was 
s t a r t e d  by neighborhood r e s i d e n t s  i n  1972. It is now funded l a r g e l y  out  of S t a t e  
Child Care F a c i l i t i e s  Act and Minneapolis Community Development Block Grant funding. 
It  runs on an annual budget of about $35,000. 

The following a r e  some of t h e  support  s e r v i c e s  provided by t h e  South Side Child Care 
Resource Center and Library:  

** Technical  a s s i s t a n c e  i s  made a v a i l a b l e  t o  family day c a r e  providers  and cent.er 
s t a f f s  i n  w r i t i n g  proposals  f o r  s t a t e  and f e d e r a l  funding. 

** A bi-monthly newsle t te r  s e n t  t o  over 1,300 pa ren t s ,  day c a r e  providers  and 
o the r s .  

** I n  concert  wi th  o the r  groups, a  d i r e c t o r y  of c h i l d  c a r e  resources  i n  South 
Minneapolis was prepared. 

** Refe r r a l s  a r e  provided pa ren t s  seeking c h i l d  c a r e  arrangements. 

** Technical  a s s i s t a n c e  i s  provided family day c a r e  providers  i n  becoming l icensed .  

** The Center provides space f o r  playgroups, g iv ing  parents  experience i n  organiz- 
i ng  and opera t ing  a l t e r n a t i v e  c h i l d  r ea r ing  models. 

** The Center maintains  a  lending l i b r a r y  with information on a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  
c h i l d r e n ,  s a f e  toys ,  e t c .  The l i b r a r y  con ta ins  books, pamphlets, c a s s e t t e s  and 
f i l m s t r i p s .  Mater ia l s  i nc lude  those f o r  both parents  and c h i l d  c a r e  providers ,  
a s  w e l l  a s  some c h i l d r e n ' s  books. 

** O f f i c e  space is  provided f o r  t h e  s t a f f  person f o r  t h e  South Side Child Care 
Committ,ee, a  community-based c h i l d  c a r e  planding and advocacy group. 

** The Center provides speakers  f o r  workshops and conferences and has  a  f i l e  of 
suggested speakers  f o r  r e f e r r a l .  

** A d i sp l ay  i s  a v a i l a b l e  of inexpensive and hand-made toys and c h i l d  c a r e  equip- 
ment. Toy making workshops a r e  conducted. A model play a r e a  i s  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  
use.  

** Neighborhood parents  u se  t h e  drop-in cen te r  t o  meet and t a l k  w i th  o the r  parents  
about c h i l d  c a r e  needs. 

** The Center s t a f f  conducts workshops and providers  in -serv ice  t r a in ing .  

** During t h e  summer, art c l a s s e s  a r e  he ld  f o r  ch i ld ren .  F i e l d  t r i p s ,  p a r t i e s  
and s p e c i a l  enter tainment  a r e  provided neighborhood ch i ld ren .  Af te r  school 
a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  a v a i l a b l e  two days a  week. 



V .  S l i d i n g  Fee  S c a l e s  

S l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e s  g e n e r a l l y  r e f e r  t o  subs idy  programs f o r  c h i l d  c a r e  o r  o t h e r  
s e r v i c e s  under which a p o r t i o n  of t h e  c o s t  of t h e  s e r v i c e  is  pa id  by t h e  u s e r  and 
a p o r t i o n  is  subs id i zed .  The r e l a t i v e  s i z e  of t h e  u s e r  f e e  and subsidy v a r i e s  
depending on t h e  income of t h e  u se r .  Family s i z e  is a l s o  u s u a l l y  f a c t o r e d  i n .  - 
Following are s e v e r a l  examples of how a s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e  works. The income l e v e l s  
and maximum f e e  a l lowed are f o r  t h e  P a r e n t s  Ass i s t ance  Fund s l i d i n g  f e e  s c a l e ,  
admin is te red  by t h e  G r e a t e r  Minneapolis Day Care Assoc ia t ion .  The program involves  
a minimum pa ren t  f e e  which p a r e n t s  a r e  r e q u i r e d  t o  pay. The ba lance  of t h e  c o s t  of 
c h i l d  c a r e  f o r  t h a t  f ami ly  is  then  subs id i zed  a s  shown i n  t h e  fo l lowing  examples. 
Assumptions are made t h a t  fami ly  day c a r e  c o s t s  $30 pe r  week, t h a t  s tate c e r t i f i e d  
c e n t e r s  c o s t  $35 p e r  week, and t h a t  f e d e r a l l y  c e r t i f i e d  c e n t e r s  c o s t  $50 pe r  week. 

A. S i n g l e  pa r en t  family  w i t h  two c h i l d r e n  

S i z e  of Subsidy 

Gross Annual Monthly Family S t a t e  L ic .  Fed. L i c .  
Income Pa ren t  Fee Day Care Center  Center 

------ T o t a l l y  s u b s i d i z e d  u n d e r  t h e  T i t l e  XX p rog ram- - - -  
$15 $45 $55 $85 

2 0  4  0  50 80 
26 3  4  44 7 4  
33 2 7 3  7 6 7  
4  2  18  2  8  5  8  
52 8  18  4  8  
62 - 8  38 
7  5  - - 25 
99 

- - - 1 

B. Dual pa r en t  f ami ly  w i th  one c h i l d  

$0-75 16 ------ T o t a l l y  s u b s i d i z e d  u n d e r  t h e  T i t l e  X X  p rogram-- - -  
7516-8000 $15 $15 $20 $35 
8001-8500 20 10 15 30 
8501-9000 2  6  4  9  2 4  
9001-9500 33 - 2  17 
9501-10,000 4  2  - - 8  

C.  S i n g l e  pa r en t  fami ly  w i t h  t h r e e  c h i l d r e n  

------ T o t a l l y  s u b s i d i z e d  u n d e r  t h e  T i t l e  X X  p rog ram- - - -  
$15 $75 $90 $135 

2  0  7  0  85 130 
2 6  6  4  7  9  124 
33 5  7  7  2  117 
4  1 49 66 109 
5  0  4  0  5  5  100 
6  0  3  0  4  5  9  0  
7  1 19 34 79 
8  2  8  2 3  68 



C.' S ing le  parent  family e t c . ,  cont .  S i ze  of Subsidy 

Gross Annual Monthly Family S t a t e  Lic .  Fed. Lic .  
Income Parent  Fee Day Care Center Center 

D. Dual parent  family wi th  two ch i ld ren  

------ Tota l lv  subsidized under t h e  T i t l e  XX program ---- 
$15 $45 $55 $85 

20 40 50 80 
2 6 3 4 4 4 74 
33 2 7 3 7 67 
4 1 19 29 5 9 
50 10 2 0 50 
60 - 10 40 
7 1 - - 29 
82 - - 18  
95 - - 5 

VI. . Public Funding Programs for Child Care and Early Childhood Education 
in Minnesota 

We were not  a b l e  t o  i d e n t i f y ,  i n  our s tudy ,  any s i n g l e ,  uniform source of cu r r en t  
information on c h i l d  c a r e  and e a r l y  childhood educat ion funding programs i n  
Minnesota. We did  at tempt  t o  compile a l i s t i n g  of those  programs ourse lves  i n  an  
e f f o r t  t o  e s t ima te  t he  t o t a l  cu r r en t  pub l i c  funding l e v e l  f o r  c h i l d  ca re  and e a r l y  
childhood educat ion i n  t h e  s t a t e .  Unfortunately,  t h e  f i s c a l  yea r s  f o r  which informa- 
t i o n  w a s  a v a i l a b l e  were no t  t h e  same f o r  t h e  programs surveyed. The fol lowing each 
r ep resen t s  a s i n g l e  y e a r ' s  funding i n  e i t h e r  1975 o r  1976. 

T i t l e  XX 
Head S t a r t  

',,Tax l o s s  from f e d e r a l  income t a x  deduct ions 
Tax l o s s  from state income t a x  deduct ions 
Minnesota Child Care F a c i l i t i e s  Act 
Minneapolis Community Development Block Grant 
Minnesota Ear ly  Childhood P i l o t  Program 
AFDC g r a n t s  
Work Incen t ive  Program (WIN) 

To ta l  $33,321,000 

It should be noted t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  s e v e r a l  o the r  pub l i c  funding programs f o r  c h i l d  
c a r e  which a r e  not  included i n  t h i s  l i s t i n g .  They inc lude  c h i l d  ca re  supplements 
a v a i l a b l e  t o  some p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  job t r a i n i n g  programs funded under t h e  Comprehen- 
s i v e  Employment Tra in ing  Act (CETA) ; t h e  U. S. Department of ~ g r i c u l t u r e ' s  Child 
Care Food Program which subs id i zes  t h e  c o s t  of food f o r  l i censed  day c a r e  programs; 
f e d e r a l l y  funded e a r l y  childhood programs administered by p u b l i c  school  d i s t r i c t s ;  
and admin i s t r a t i ve  c o s t s  of l i c e n s i n g ,  t r a i n i n g ,  information and r e f e r r a l  vrograms 
a t  t h e  s t a t e  and county l e v e l s  which a r e  not  financed under T i t l e  XX o r  o the r  
programs l i s t e d  above. 



VII . 

VIII . 

Thus, it does not appear unreasonable to estimate that the current annual public 
tax commitment to child care and early childhood education in Minnesota is in 
excess of $34.0 million. = 

Licensing and Funding 

The committee found there is no clear public policy linking public funding for child 
care to standards or licensing. Some funding programs require licensing. Others do 
not. And, different sets of standards apply. The following is offered as a short 
hand reference relating the major public funding programs to the standards which 
apply v 

Title =--Federal interagency day care requirements must be met by licensed centers 
and family day care homes except the staffing ratio requirements, which have been 
suspended until October 1, 1977. Care provided in the child's home must be by a 
'certified provider' who meets age and other health requirements and has taken a 
prescribed amount of training. 

Tax credits or deductions--May be applied to expenditures for all formal and in- 
foral child care arrangements except relatives. Under changes in the federal 
credit adopted recently, payments to relatives now also qualify. 

AFDC grants--General practice allows a payment to any child care provider other 
than a relative. 

Work Incentive Program (WIN)--Only payments to licensed providers are eligible. 
Where the funds are going to the provider, the same federal requirements apply 
as are noted above for Title XX. . 
Minneapolis Community Development Block Grant and Minnesota Child Care Facilities 
Act programs--These programs generally fund only licensed providers or parents 
purchasing care from licensed providers. Some funds do go for support services, - 
however. Some support services are available to parents and unlicensed providers. 

Glossary of Child Care Terms 

Following are brief explanations of a number of child care terms frequently used: 

FORMAL CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENT: In this report, generally refers to a licensed child 
care program, involving specially trained personnel and facilities meeting required 
standards. 

INFORMAL CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENT: Generally refers to child care provided in the 
child's home or in another home by a family member, relative, neighbor, or other 
provider not required to be licensed. 

HOME-BASED CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENT: In this report includes both informal arrange- 
ments in the child's home or another home, and licensed family day care. - 
CENTER-BASED CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENT: Refers to full or part-day child care centers, 
nursery schools, early childhood education programs, Head Start Centers, parent 
cooperatives,. latch key and drop-in center programs. 



DAY CARE cTl$rr:F:R, . ..,. (i:G . _. X;,fj _ _ -  -,._ C.&?P _,.___-___ CENTER) _._,_ : ~ 1 1 ~  f a f i l h t y  (genera l ly  a church, large home 
O r  school)  t~:te.~z, ;:c:.tl.:~;. i s  prnvided f o r  u sua l ly  16)--30,0 !:irPldren ( t h e  averasr. :i.~; 30) 
t h r e e  yea.re o t  n2,r~ ...n.d r:lde.r, A cetnter must be 0pe.n a full.-day {approximately S:OQ 
a.m. t.19 6 :  9t.Z ',r,ni. :) and 3i :~St  se rve  luncil and two s ~ l a c k s .  Most of the chilixrcn 
attendl.nr: r:cnters lt;noe ?"%rents wlln are worki.ne fu:1l--fIwe cr atterr.d,ing s c h o ~ x .  

FAMIX,Y -. DAY .- - (78:IR - ;-I;,!?@:; ,. .- !\ homt.. ~Iaitlpre a provi.der cares f o r  up t o  f i v e  ch i ld ren  
(i.ncl11d5.np C'13.e p.!ri-r*; i,&,.rn 5 (7rn.J f a r  a l l  o r  p a r t  o f  a day. 

GROTJI' FMliLY I:A'!Y Q?$_E .&:!.??<: A familq day care. setting i n  which provider and ore --..--- - - - > 

he lpe r  413 vcnrs r;!,: c.3 o lde r )  r;an rare for than five bu t  f-cr than el.even 
c h i l d r e n  ai: uij: ilrke t inre inc ltlajng the ?rovider: cr t he  heI.p,ex1s o v a  children mder 
school  age, 

NURSERY SCET.CT!Z:. ! ' : .~:~ .Li~l i i .~  a p;~zt--dfi-; program f o r  ch i ld ren  3-5 years .  M~st have a I 

... . , . ., , 

c e r t i f i e d  f-:~>;;;:',-iey ~i l? i j  arG :.duC3t jona:l programe Nljrscry schools  axF- 1Lcc.n#cd bjr the  
Depar:mi?ni- r ;  f ~e if arc, . * 

. . (. 
LATCH KEY CAPS: -. .. C;i.t-t~. he.fore or aftel:  school .  Term o r ig ina t ed  wi th  New Ynrk Ci ty  . . 

i .. . ,' 
c h i l d r e n  wbn wore key.: t t r  t h e i r  apa,stments around t h e i r  necks and were unswerv i sed  .. . 

' .  , . .  
. \ .  

whi le  the3.r :?:rtl;.\yn ~ c i ~ l r d d ,  These chi ldren  became krk~m as ' l a t c h  key chtldrcm " .~ ,. . . /  , .o . , ',<$ 
, .,, 

. TITEE XX: 2;t.r-ci*n:.',-~ ,I ma jar sou+ce of .  f e d e r a l  chi.1.d care money ; available to match- , ':,.$$ 
. . , .< .,'; ed 3 ( federa? Fu:l,:fsj i . ( s  1. ( l o c a l  funds) t o  I>e used fo.r ].ow income famil.ies mee.tj.ng ,., 

, r :  4 
t h e  el.igbb?.: :" . ~ - i  gla l:!c:.:.lr,.:s. T i t l e  XX funds mare than twenty d i f f e r e n t  s n c i  31 . , 

s e r v i c e s ,  of \ ! i ! . ~ . . ; t . : ~  r-l.~i!,d cilse i.s only one. Other services funded under Ti . f  l& X .  
inclndc. adop?i.cn .::qd E<i.c,ter Care s e r v i c e s .  

. . 
4-C ( C 0 3 D f l T N S ~ ~  C~i?~7,.i.t.>d',!Yrj<r1 [:IF;:ILI) CARE p~{O~;mf)  : a federal system under which l o c a l ,  - ---. - ,.. -,..,.. _..,_ -_.- __._ ---- 
p u b l i c  and prr?.vi?::c.. .i:~:c?r;cier,, and pa ren t s  develop a method o f  cooperat ing on FhORrtlm 
s e r v i c e s ,  s t a f 5  de-~~c.~.oprnent and admin i s t r a t i ve  a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  meeting chi.14 Care needs. 
Some local 2 x 3 s  i r i  ;'iinne.cjota have e s t ab l i shed  4-C: argan . iza t ions  meeting f e d e r a l  
c r i t e r i a ,  

CHILD CARE FI\CX!,~I'~'TY.:S ACT: Minnesota s t a t u t e  passed i n  1973. w h i c h  au tho r i ze s  t h e  ----- .- " --_-_.. _ ._ i. . __ 
Commiss3.oneif c?f Pub.iic, Welfare t o  make g r a n t s  t o  c h i l d  c a r e  f a c i l i t i e s ,  The amount 
of monr-y dpprc:pr:izted f o r  t h i s  h i l l  is $1,$00,Q00 f o r  .J~aly 1, 1975-.7une 30, 4.9770 

FEDERAL TNTERAGEMCH ST&.?IDMDS: Stan.dards cavering s a f e t y ,  s a n i t a t i o n ,  staff, PrQgram 
I=-..-..-------.- ._______ 
and paren!: i~l-aoi.?j:.:~;r,::nt: q5ig:h n u s t  be Eet by say day c a r e  fac:ili."& r ece iv ing  f e d e r a l  
funds. Some of t h e  most: important a r e a s  covered i n  t h e  s tandards  are: c h i i d / s t a f f  ' 

r a t i o ,  coaprrcl~cnslve services t o  ch i ldren  and families, i.e. heallth, mxtritisn, s o c i a l  
s e r i v c c s  snd degree of pa,rent involvement. 

!X"I'TE STJ!PTDAETI!Y ---- ---- (Governing - - Bay Care Centers) :  --Minnesota Department of Publ ic  
Welfare ~ t a i ~ d c r - d ~  coveriamg s a f e t y ,  s a n i t a t i o n ,  s t a f f  and program which must be 
followed by a ilc.cwc,ed day c a r e  cen te r .  A sfsate Department of Publ.ic Welfare employee 
c o n ~ u l l s s  w l r h  ei j .~h ~r.?,tr.r G ~ O I J ~  t h e  s tandards .  F i r e  and health i .nspections are cbne 
on a local  le-iiel. 

(~overrainp, PniirlII;~ Day _Cam and Group Family Day Care Homes): -- The s t a t e  has  i nd ica t ed  -- - - - ----- ---- 
t h a t  e a c h  co?~nt-v a21ovl.~i adminis te r  r egu la t ions  anti l i c e n s e  i t s  own family day c a r e  



LICENSE (DAY CARE CENTER): Issued yea r ly  by t h e  S t a t e  Department of Public  Welfare 
a f t e r  t h e  cen te r  consu l t s  about and complies wi th  s t a t e  s tandards.  

MONTESSORI: An educat ional  philosophy based on the  ideas  and methods of Maria . - 
Montessori o f t e n  used i n  day c a r e  cen te r s .  Its focus is on s t ruc tu red ,  indiv idual -  
ized  approach, employing s p e c i a l  ma te r i a l s .  . 
HALF-DAY CARE: Care a t  a c e n t e r  f o r  four  hours  a day o r  l e s s ,  usua l ly  8-12 o r  
12-4. 

HEAD START: A f e d e r a l l y  funded, comprehensive e a r l y  learn ing  program f o r  pre-school 
ch i ld ren .  Care i s  f r e e  t o  those f i n a n c i a l l y  e l i g i b l e  (Example: $3,800 annual 
income f o r  a family of 4 ) .  Programs inc lude  half-day, 4 hours,  and ful l -day care .  
The c e n t e r s  a r e  l icensed  by the  s t a t e .  

SLIDING FEE SCALE: Fees based on a b i l i t y  t o  pay. A po r t ion  of t h e  cos t  i s  
subsidized.  

PARENT COOPERATIVE: A non-profit  group c h i l d  ca re  program t h a t  is  governed by a 
Board of a t  l e a s t  70% parent  users  of t h e  program. 

SLOT: One space f o r  one c h i l d  i n  a f a c i l i t y .  

AFDC: Aid t o  Famil ies  wi th  Dependent Children,  provided under T i t l e  IV-A of the  
Soc ia l  Secur i ty  Act t o  provide a s s i s t a n c e  t o  e l i g i b l e  f ami l i e s  t o  help preserve,  
r e h a b i l i t a t e ,  r e u n i t e  o r  s t rengthen  t h e  family. 

WIN: Under T i t l e  IV-C of t he  Soc ia l  Secur i ty  Act, provides t h a t  i nd iv idua l s  over t h e  
age of 15  not  a t t end ing  school r ece iv ing  AFDC o r  l i v e  i n  t h e  same household a s  an  AFDC 
r e c i p i e n t ,  must be r e f e r r e d  t o  Manpower Serv ices  t o  r ece ive  t r a i n i n g  and employment. 

PROPRIETARY: A p r i v a t e l y  owned cen te r  o r  f a c i l i t y .  * 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT: Federal  g ran t  program t o  upgrade f a c i l i t i e s  and 
improve se rv ices .  The Ci ty  of Minneapolis has approved $860,000 f o r  c h i l d  ca re  
s e r v i c e s  f o r  t h e  1976-77 year  t o  be a l l o c a t e d  by Greater  Minneapolis Day Care 
Associat ion.  

LOCAL CHILD CARE ADVISORY COMMITTEE (CCAC): Organizat ion designated by the  Commission- 
e r  of Publ ic  Welfare t o  advise  on t h e  a l l o c a t i o n  of Child Care F a c i l i t i e s  Act funding. 
CCAC must have a t  least one-third parent  representa t ion .  
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WORK OF THE COMITTEE 

C 

The Ci t izens  League Board of Directors ,  i n  August of 1974, authorized creat ion of the  
committee on "The Needs of Parents  f o r  Child Care.'' The committee's charge from the  
League Board was: 

Needs of Parents  f o r  Child Care. What r o l e  should public policy 
play i n  t h e  ca re  of children t o  a s s i s t  parents  who must be away 
from home? We w i l l  determine (a)  na ture  of t h e  present system 
i n  t h e  Twin C i t i e s  a rea ,  i n  terms of numbers, who provides t h e  
care ,  where, how, and method of f inancing,  (b) growth i n  recent  
years,  (c) f a c t o r s  a f fec t ing  t h e  growth, and (d) l i k e l y  fu tu re  
demand. We w i l l  concentrate ch ie f ly  on t h e  Twin Cities metro- 
poli,tan a rea ,  but  with t h e  knowledge t h a t  recommendations w i l l  
probably involve s t a t e  l e g i s l a t i o n  and, possibly federa l  l eg i s l a -  
t ion .  Issues which appropriately would be covered include: * Whether a l a r g e r  publ ic  r o l e  is des i rable ;  * Relative advant- 
ages and c o s t s  of "in-a-home" versus "center" care;  *Responsibil- 
i t y  of employers; * Role of public and p r i v a t e  i n s t i t u t i o n s ;  * Extent of parenta l  choice; * Need f o r  fu r the r  public f inancing,  
i f  any. 

A t o t a l  of 18 members pa r t i c ipa ted  ac t ive ly  i n  the  work of t h e  committee. The chairman 
was Donald Van Hulzen, senior  a ssoc ia te  d i r e c t o r ,  University of Minnesota Hospitals.  
The v i c e  chairman was Andrew Lindberg, l e g i s l a t i v e  research analys t ,  Honeywell, Inc. 
The other members of t h e  committee were: 

I 
Gerald D. Brennan 
Alice S. Briskin 
Nancy Dreher 
Ph i l ip  C. Eckhert 
Joanne A. Englund 

Katherine A. Gardner 
Diane B. Hansen 
Edward A. Hennen 
Gary H. Lohn 
Jim Nicholie 

Mary Papa 
Susan Sands 
Matthew Thayer 
Parker Tros te l  
Linda Wheaton 
Esther Watcenberg 

The c o m i t t e e  was a s s i s t e d  by Jon Schroeder and Paula Werner of the  Ci t izens  League 
s t a f f .  

The committee held 39 meetings, from October 22, 1975 t o  September 15, 1976, averaging 
one per week. For the  convenience of committee members and resource persons, meetings 
were held i n  both Minneapolis and St .  Paul. 

The committee spent the  f i r s t  severa l  months of its work hearing from over 60 resource . persons on a numbers of aspects  of ch i ld  care. Included were parents ,  chi ld  care  pro- 
v iders ,  leaders  i n  t h e  Twin C i t i e s  ch i ld  ca re  community, publ ic  agency s t a f f  members 
and other in te res ted  individuals .  

Considerable ass is tance ,  advice and da ta  were provided the  committee by the  Greater 
Minneapolis Day Care Association (GMDCA), Greater S t .  Paul Council f o r  Coordinated Child 
Care (St. Paul 4-C), Ramsey and Hennepin County Family Day Care Associations, S t a t e  and 
county welfare departlnents. The committee is  p a r t i c u l a r l y  g r a t e f u l  t o  Edwina Hertzberg, 



executive d i r e c t o r  of GMDCA, and her  s t a f f ;  and Gary Winget, executive d i r e c t o r  of the  
St .  Paul 4-C. Their f a i t h f u l  attendance a t  committee meetings and generous ass i s t ance  
t o  the  committee were grea t ly  appreciated. 

Detailed minutes were prepared of committee meetings, with copies being made ava i l ab le  
t o  members who were not  present ,  and t o  a number of persons, both l o c a l l y  and national-  
l y ,  who were i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e  subject  matter  under study. A l imited number of copies 
of the  minutes a r e  on f i l e  a t  t h e  Ci t izens  League o f f i c e ,  a s  a r e  copies of background 
a r t i c l e s ,  s t a f f  r epor t s  and o the r  data.  

After the  i n i t i a l  o r i en ta t ion  por t ion  of the  committee's work, severa l  months of i n t e r n a l  
discussion resu l t ed  i n  a series of d r a f t s  of f indings and conclusions. Following 
general  agreement on f indings  and conclusions,' the  committee's discussion s h i f t e d  t o  
recommendations and, f i n a l l y ,  t o  adoption of t h i s  repor t .  

A s  is always t h e  case  with Ci t izens  League repor t s ,  the  work of t h i s  committee could not 
have been poss ib le  without t h e  important p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of a number of resource persons. 
We o f f e r  our s ince re  thanks t o  t h e  following persons who acted a s  resource persons f o r  
t h i s  committee: 

Fred Amram, d i r e c t o r ,  HELP Center, Universi ty of Minnesota 
Debra Barber, parent  
Louis Bates, Off ice  of Child Development, U. S. Department of HEW 
Barbara Beat t ,  family l i f e  s p e c i a l i s t ,  Agr icul tura l  Extension Service,  University of 

Minnesota 
D r .  John Brantner, d iv i s ion  of heal th  ca re  psychology, University of Minnesota Hospitals  
Roxanne Brown, t r a inee ,  Concentrated Employment Program 
Val Burros, pres ident ,  Ramsey County Family Day Care Association 
Gary Dorek, support ive se rv ice  worker, Minneapolis Concentrated Employment Program 
P h i l  Eckhert, o f f i c e  of research and planning, Hennepin County 
Jane Ellingson, d i r e c t o r ,  Family Child Care and Sick Care Program, Eastside ~eighborhood 

Services 
Ann Ellwood, d i r e c t o r ,  Minnesota Early Learning Design 
Roger Engstrom, purchase of se rv ices  d i r e c t o r ,  Hennepin County 
John Evans, s t a f f  member, Ramsey County Community Health and Welfare Planning Council 
Chuck Fecht, s o c i a l  se rv ices  d iv i s ion ,  Minnesota Department of Public Welfare - 
Shelley FitzMaurice, research analys t ,  Minnesota Department of Employment Services 
Dan Fourre, member, St .  Paul-Minneapolis Archdiocese Family L i fe  Commission 
E s t e l l e  Gri f fen ,  se rv ice  s p e c i a l i s t  t o  day ca re ,  Minnesota Department of Public Welfare 
Clayton Hagen, consul tant ,  Minnesota Department of Public Welfare 
Donna Harris, human resources department, City of Minneapolis 
Me1 Harr is ,  executive d i r e c t o r ,  Minnesota Urban Comprehensive Employment and Training 

Consortium 
Edwina Hertzberg, d i r e c t o r ,  Greater Mjnneapolis Day Care Assodiation 
Ellen Hoffman, s t a f f  d i r e c t o r ,  Subcommittee on Children and Youth, U. S. Senate 
Pat Hoven, parent  
Connie Hudnut, a s soc ia te  d i r e c t o r ,  Greater Minneapolis Day Care Association 
Jon Jacka, regional  d i r e c t o r ,  Learning Tree Day Care Centers 
Mary Johnson, parent  
Shir ley  Kluznik, supervisor of family day care  l icens ing,  Ramsey County 
Cherie Koti l inek,  day ca re  sec t ion ,  Minnesota Department of Public Welfare 
Arlene Lazan, s i n g l e  parent  
Robert Leik, d i r e c t o r ,  Minnesota Family Study Center, University of Minnesota 
Gary Levin, d i r e c t o r ,  Minneapolis Concentrated Employment Program 



Dorothy Lindahl, personnel o f f i c e r ,  Honeywell, Inc. 
B i l l i e  Lockett,  d i r e c t o r ,  Southside Child Care Resource Center and Library 
Gary Lohn, d i r e c t o r  of human resources,  Control. Data Corporation 

; Frank Manolivitz,  personnel o f f i c e r ,  S t .  Paul 1.nsurance Companies . Joan Maxam, o f f i c e r ,  Parents  Without Par tners  
Steven D.  McLaughlin, s t a f f  member, Minnesota Family Study Center, Universi ty of 

Minnesota 
Marsha Melgaard, s i n g l e  parent  
Robert Mi l l e r ,  Catholic  Socia l  Services 
Jeylan Mortimer, s t a f f  member, Minnesota Family Study Center, Universi ty of Minnesota 
Diana Nagle, s i n g l e  parent  
J i m  Nicholie, s t a f f  member, Minneapolis Group Family Day Care Projec t  
Cheryl Nyhus, supervisor  of non-residential  l ic.ensing, Minnesota Department of Public  

Welfare 
Beverly Propes, d i r e c t o r ,  Northside Child Devel.opment Center 
Susan Romer, v ice  pres ident ,  Twin C i t i e s  Coal i t ion  of Labor Union Women 
Vic Sandvig, personnel o f f i c e r ,  Northwestern Na~tional Bank of Minneapolis 
Scootie Seman, pres ident ,  Apple Valley Babysi t t ing Club 
Gretchen Shanight, parent  
Charles Sherrard,  v i c e  pres ident ,  Bnerican Telephone and Telegraph Company, New York 
Sue Sinna, organizer ,  Ramsey County Family Day Care Association 
Dick Sommerstad, former f l e x i b l e  hoiurs coordinator ,  Control Data Corporation 
Dorothy Swanson, s t a f f  member, Setoln Center 
Irving, s t a f f  member, Minnesota Family Study Center, Universi ty of Minnesota 
Sue Tewalt, coordinator ,  Hennepin County Family Day Care Association 
Father  Leo Tibesar ,  s t a f f ,  St .  Paul-Minneapolis Archdiocese Family L i fe  Commission 
Ann Truax, d i r e c t o r ,  Minnesota Women's Center,  Universi ty of Minnesota 
Doug Wallace, parent  - Marci Wallace, parent  
Elizabeth Walters, Minneapolis Chapter, American Red 'Cross 
Sally, research a s s i s t a n t ,  I n s t i t u t e  f o r  Child Development, un ive r s i ty  

of Minnesota 
Esther  Wattenberg, d i r e c t o r ,  Soc ia l  Services Training Pro jec t ,  Universi ty of Minnesota 
J i m  Williams, Urban Development Department, F i r s t  National Bank of Minneapolis 
Jack Wieczorek, member, S t a t e  Child Care Advisory Committee 
Gary Winget, executive d i r e c t o r ,  Greater S t .  Paul Council f o r  Coordinated Child.Care 
Gloria Zweber, d i r e c t o r ,  Bryant-Gle~~wood Educare Center 



September 23, 1976 

TO : Board of t h e  C i t i zens  League 

FROM: Esther  Wattenberg 

RE : Minority Report f o r  Consideration on Recommendations f o r  Child Care 
Commit t e e  

P lease  note t h a t  on page 67, point  3 ,  t h e  committee does not make a 
recommendation f o r  an  inc rease  i n  t h e  income e l i g i b i l i t y  l i m i t  f o r  t o t a l l y  
subsidized c h i l d  c a r e  i n  Minnesota. Present ly ,  t h e  cut-off poin t  i s  $9475 
f o r  a family of four ,  i . e .  60% of t h e  s t a t e  median income. 

Recommendat i o n  

I am recommending t h a t  i n c o m e , e l i g i b i l i t y  f o r  f r e e  c h i l d  c a r e  
s e r v i c e s  be e s t ab l i shed  a t  65% ($10,264) of t h e  s t a t e  median income. 

Rat i ona le  

The Bureau of Labor S t a t i s t i c s *  e s t ima tes  t h a t  i t  now t akes  $10,188 
f o r  a family of four  t o  maintain a low standard of l i v i n g  i n  an urban a rea .  
This s tandard is  a minimum f l o o r  f o r  maintaining bas i c  l i v i n g  needs of food, 
s h e l t e r  and bas ic  replacements of c l o t h i n g  and minimum household needs. It 
is  not considered an  income which can s u s t a i n  even minimum c o s t s  of c h i l d  
ca re .  Note t h a t  the  cu r ren t  60% cut-off  poin t  i s  below t h e  Bureau of Labor 
S t a t i s t i c s  lower s tandard of l i v i n g .  Furthermore, i t  is  a reg res s ion  of  
t h e  1971 cut-off point which w a s  a t  $9700. Moreover, because of the  
i n f l a t i o n a r y  s p i r a l ,  t h e  60X hold-the-line e l e g i b i l i t y  po l i cy  has el iminated 
otherwise e l i g i b l e  f a m i l i e s  from t h e  T i t l e  XX program each year  s ince  1971. 

Those f ami l i e s  who a r e  non-AF'DC and a r e  income e l i g i b l e  have been 
est imated a s  comprising l e s s  than  30% of t h e  t o t a l  c h i l d  c a r e  expenditures .  
Therefore, a change i n  t h e  e l i g i b i l i t y  c r i t e r i a  w i l l  reach a s i g n i f i c a n t  
p a r t  of t h e  population but not  one t h a t  by ~ h e e r  numbers w i l l  have a s e r i o u s  
impact upon the  t o t a l  c h i l d  c a r e  expenditures .  

*See a t tached page 



STANDARL) 01: LIVTN(; FOR A FAMILY O F  FOUR PERSONS 

FOR MET RO I'OL I  TAN A RE.\ 

I tem 
Autumn Aut unln 
1975' 19765 

Food 
~ o u s i n ~ 2  
T r a n s p o r t  a t  i o n  
C l o t h i n g  
P e r s o n a l  Ca re  
Medica l  C a r e  
O t h e r  Fami ly  ~ o n s u r r ~ ~ t  i o n 3  
O t h e r  1 t e m s 4  
S o c i a l  S e c u r i t y  4 D i s a b i l i t y  Payments  
P e r s o n a l  Income Taxes  

T o t a l  

0. 

S o u r c e :  U.S. Depa r tmen t  o f  L a b o r ,  Bureau  o f  L a b o r  S t a t i s t i c s ,  
"'BLS R e v i s e d  E s t i m a t e s  [ o r  Urban Fami ly  Budget a n d  Compara t i ve  
I n d e x e s  f o r  S e l e c t e d  IJrban A r e a s ,  Autumn 1975 (Ch icago :  BLS, May 
19  7 6 ) .  

Ren ted  d w e l l i n g ,  h o u s e  f u r n i s h i n g s ,  a n d  h o u s e h o l d  o p e r a t i o n s .  

Kead ing ,  r e c r e a t i o n ,  t o b a c c o ,  a l c o h o l i c  b e v e r a g e s ,  e d u c a t i o n ,  mi sc . .  

G i f t s ,  c o n t r i b u t i o n s ,  l i  le  i n s u r a n c e ,  o c c u p a t i o n a l  e x p e n s e s .  

E s t i m a t e  b a s e d  upon c l l r r e n t  r a t e  o f  i n c r e a s e  i n  c o s t  o f  l i v i n g  
( i . e . ,  6.2;). 



THE CITIZENS LEAGUE 

. . . formed i n  1952, i s  an independent, nonpartisan, non-pro f i t ,  educational 
corpora t ion  dedicated t o  in~prov ing l o c a l  government and t o  prov id ing  1 eadership 
i n  so l v ing  the complex problems o f  our  metropol i tan area. 

Volunteer research co rn i t t ees  o f  t he  CIT1:ZENS LEAGUE develop recommendations fo r  ' 

so lu t i ons  t o  p u b l i c  problems a f t e r  months o f  i n tens i ve  work. 

Over the  years, t he  League's research repor t s  have been among the most he lp fu l  
and r e l i a b l e  sources o f  in format ion  f o r  governmental and c i v i c  leaders, and others 
concerned w i t h  t h e  problems o f  our  area. 

The League i s  supported by membership dues o f  i n d i v i d u a l  members and membership 
con t r i bu t i ons  from businesses, foundations, and o ther  organizat ions throughout 
the  metropol i tan area. 

You are i n v i t e d  t o  j o i n  the  League or ,  it: already a member, i n v i t e  a f r i end  t o  
j o i n .  An app l i ca t i on  blank i s  provided f o r  your  convenience on the  reverse side. 

O f f i c e r s  D i  r ec to rs  Past Presidents 

President  
Ro l l  i n Crawford 

Vice Presidents 
A r thu r  Na f ta l  i n  
Jean King 
Ray H. Har r i s  
Roger Palmer 
Francis M. Boddy 

Secretary 
James L. Weaver 

Treasurer 
Wayne H. Olson 

S t a f f  

Executive D i rec to r  
Ted Ko lder ie  

Associate D i rec to r  
Paul A. G i  1 j e  

Membership D i r e c t o r  
Ca lv in  W. C lark 

Dale E. Beiholffer 
W. Andrew Boss 
Barbara Boulger 
A1 l a n  Boyce 
L loyd Brandt 
Fred C. Cady 
John Cairns 
Gerald R. D i l  l o n  
Joseph L. Easlley 
Leo Foley 
David Graven 
V i  r g i  n i  a Greenman 
Mary E l l e n  Gr ika 
Verne C. Johnson 
Paul Magnuson 
Harry Neimeyer 
Martha Norton 
Medora Per1 man 
Wayne G. Popham 
Rosemary Rockenbach . 
John Rol l  wagen 
A. Kent Shamblin 
Marcia Town1 ~ ! y  
Imogene T re i  chel 
Esther Wattenberg 
Mary Lou W i  111 iams 
John Yngve 

Charles H. Bellows 
Francis M. Boddy 
Charles H. Clay 
Wai t e  D. Durfee 
John F. Finn 
Richard J . F i  tzGeral d 
Walter S. Har r is ,  J r .  
Peter A. Heegaard 
James L. Hetland, J r .  
Verne C. Johnson 
S tua r t  W. Leck, S r .  
Greer E. Lockhart 
John W. Mooty 
Ar thur  Na f ta l  i n  
Norman L. Newhall , Jr .  
Wayne H. Olson 
L e s l i e  C. Park 
Malcolm G. Pfunder 
James R. P r a t t  - 
Leonard F. Ramberg 
Charles T. S i l  verman 
Archi bal d Spencer 
Frank Wal t e r s  
John W. Windhorst 

Research Associates 
Jon Schroeder 
Margo Stark 
Berry Richards 
W i  11 i am Bl  azar 



What The Citizens League Does 

Study Committees Community Leadership 
-6 to 10 major studies are undertaken each Breakfasts 

year. .. 
-Each committee works 2% hours per 

week, normally for 6-9 months. 
-In 1974 over 250 resource persons made 

presentations- to  an average of 25 
members per session. 

-A fulltime professional staff of 6 provides 
direct committee assistance. 

-An average in excess of 100 persons 
follow committee hearingswith summary 
minutes prepared by the staff. 

-Full reports (normally 25-50 pages) are 
distributed to 1.000-3,000 people, in 
addition to 4,000 summaries provided 
through the CL NEWS 

Citizens League NEWS 
-Published twice monthly, except once a 

month in June, July, August 8. December. 
-Provides reader with general information, 

original data and League analysis on 
public affairs issues. 

Information Assistance 
-The League responds to many requests 

for information. Substantial amounts of 
staff time are devoted to explaining local 
developments to out-of-town visitors, 
providing background information to the 
news media, and serving as resource 
speakers to community groups. 

-Minneapolis Community Leadership 
Breakfasts are held each Tuesday at the 
Grain Exchange Cafeteria, 7:30-8:30 
a.m., from September to June. 

-St. Pa'ul Community Leadership 
Breakfasts are held on alternate 
Thursdays at the Pilot House Restaurant 
in the First National Bank Bldg., 7:30- 
8: 30. 

-An average of 35 persons attends the 55 
breakfasts each year. 

-The breakfast programs attract good 
news coverage in the daily press, radio 
and, periodically, television. 

Question-and-Answer 
Luncheons 

-Feature national or local authorities, who 
respond to questions from a panel-on key 
public policy issues. 

-Each year several Q 8. A luncheons are 
held throughout the metropolitan area. 

Public Affairs Directors 
-A Public Affairs Directory is prepared 

following even-year general elections, 
and distributed to the membership. 

Public Affairs 
-Members of League study committees 

have been called on frequently to pursue 
their work further with governmental or 
non-governmental agencies. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

( c l i p  and r e t u r n  w i t h  check) 

Appl i c a t i o n  f o r  Membership i n  the  C i t i zens League 

84 S. S i x t h  Street ,  Minneapol i s ,  MN 55402 (338-0791 ) . 
Please check: 

I n d i v i d u a l  - $15 // Studefi - $5 // Cont r ibu t ing  - $35 and up fl 
Family - $25 // - o r  $30 / ( f o r  two separate C.L. NEWS mai l ings)  

NAME SPOUSE 

HOME ADDRESS PHONE 

EMPLOYER'S NAME POSITION 

EMPLOYER'S ADDRESS PHONE 

SPOUSES EMPLOYER POSITION 

EMPLOYER'S ADDRESS PHONE 

Send mai l  t o :  - // Home Address - // Business address 
(Contr ibut ions are tax  deduct ib le)  
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