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I NTRODUCT I ON

The establishment of a day care center is a substantially com-
plex process involving the interaction between and the integration
among unique individuals as well as independent government departments
and agencies. ln addition to the problems of communication and coop-
eration naturally inherent in such a process, day care center creation
has been saddled with the task of coordinating distinct and often in-
trinsically diametrical functions and ideologies. Every asPect of day
care involvement is a potential, indeed probable, r'problem area" with
regard to program establ ishment.

At the present time, the official day care network functions as
an inhibitor, rather than a promoter of center establishment. That is,
the regulatory system of laws, agencies, and individuals responsible in
some capacity for the existence of day care centers serve more to pre-
vent than to permit program creation. This paper is an attempt to
demonstrate the reality of this condition in the context of both indi-
vidual case studies and general problem areas. The case study format
highl ights the abuses and the frustrations of the present system of
developing and. establishing day care centers, while the subject area ex-
aminations pose these problems in a more focused and ideological frame-
work.

The abuses and absurdities evident in the day care field and,
specifically, in the process of establishing day care centers, are ob-
vious and are frustrating. lt is doubtful, hotvever, that they are
necessary. lt is hoped that the following study will indicate to some
extent not only the problems involved, but also some workable basis for
needed reform and meaningful commitment to day care as a national Pri:
ority and as an individual right.
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PROBLEM AREAS IN THE ESTABL ISHMENT OF DAY CARE CENTERS

In the United States today a substantial gap exists between the
number of available day care facilities and the number of facilities required
by American families. Despite the rhetorical cormitment at all levels of
government to day care as a priority, current estimates of available day care
services fall far short of meeting the large and fast increasing estimates of
need. Due to some definitional and evaluative distinctions, estimates vary.
At best, hovlever, figures provided by the United States Department of Labor
Statistics suggest that available nation-wide day care slots total approxi-
mately 641,000 for the almost 6,000,000 pre-school children whose mothers
have to work. The United States Childrenrs Bureau and the Womenrs Bureau of
the Department of Labor have suggested that at least three million children
are subjected to inadequate care while thei5 parent or parents work to bring
the family income up to an adequate level. '

The number of mothers in the labor force has doubled since 1950 and
has increased more than six-fold since 1940. It is significant to note that
the number of employed mothers of pre-school children has increased more
rapidly than the number of employed mothers of school-age children. lt has
been estimated that child care facilities are available for only about two
percent of the children under l2 whose mothers are employed. Furthermore, if
only group settings providing child care services for more than three hours
per day are counted, there are facilities for the children of only one percent
of the working mothers. 2

The corresponding figures for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts are
hardly more encouraging than those for the nation as a whole. According to
a recent draft issued by the Office of Planning and Program Coordination,
there are l73,Ol+4 children aged six years or younger whose mothers are in the
labor force. There are, in total,686,16l children in the Commonwealth in
this age category irrespective of motherrs employment status. Twenty-eight
percent of all Massachusettsrmothers with children aged six years or younger
work. The Office indicates that only twenty percent of the children of work-
ing mothers are in a formal child care program of some kind, although a sig-
nificant fifty-three percent of all Massachqsettst children are regularly
cared for by ior"on" other than the mother.3

There are 1063 licensed day care centers for group care of children
i n the cornmonweal th wi th a total enrol lment of 37 ,183 chi I dren. 0f these
totali, however, only 196 centers provide full-day services for 7,666 child-
ren. '*



In sum, then, most of the existing day care Programs in Massa-
chusetts offer half-day, part-time services which do not adequately meet
the needs of working mothers. In addition, the centers are often both
geographically and financially inaccessible. The Office of Planning and
Program Coordination reports that there are no licensed resources for
chiidren younger than two years of age, as well as very few programs which
respond to th; needs of scirool-age children whose mothers work. 5 the
state of day care in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and in the nation
as a whole is a rather pathetic dramatization of the lack of general cofll-
mitment to child care as well as a reflection of the gross irresponsibility
and insensitivity displayed tolard the American female.

It appears obvious, according to the available data, that there is
a great need for additional quality day care programs. The fulfillment of
this need has, at every stage, encountered social, economic, legal, and
political frustrations (to name just a few), and seems likely to do so in
the future unless popular attitudes shift and the appropriate regulations
and mandates regarding day care programs are changed.

During tJorld War || the Lanham Act made day care available for ap-
proximately 1r600,000 children whose mothers were working in behalf of the
war effort. The number of working mothers has not-decreased since World
War fl and has, in fact, increasei substantially,6 but the wartime day care
programs (many of them superior in quality) have ceased to exist. The number
of currently licensed day care facilities have less than one-sixth their war-
time capacity. There are not approximately 24Jr000 children in federal day
care programi funded in 1970 at $222.1 million. 7

Lanham Act funds went directly fronr the Federal
government to local communities to operate day
care centers under school and social agency aus-
pices or under the auspices of almost any group
that would take on this responsibility. When
peace was declared, two significant things hap-
pened: day care facilities disappeared almost
overnight, and mothers did not quit their jobs
and go back home. 8

The Lanham Act experience is indicative of one of the rather unfor-
tunate, negative attitudes toward day care. 9 ttre prevailing social and moral
response to day care services has been a mixture of narrowminded tradition-
alism and confused, erroneous assumptions about social and human behavior.
The popular attitude toward day care has, in general, been of a negative tone
and has, necessarily, inhibited, if not actirrely discouraged, the creation of
quality day care facilities. Completely lacking is the meaningful cormitment
to child care as an urgent and positive national goal.

One posture involves an underlying yet persistent and pervasive at-
titude in the country that therrworking motherrr is somehov to be seen as a
rrrejecting (or neglecting) mother.rr A motherrs place, in other words, is un-
qr"-rtionaSly in t6e home (unless, as it wil I be seen, the mother is on AFDC).
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The historical orientation of social counseling has been concerned with
bringing the mother back into the home and out of the labor force. l0 In
this way she is able to provide the proper home environment and maternal
guidance so necessary to the physical and emotional development of her off-
spring. During the Second World War a change in the national priorities
made it both necessary and acceptable for women to work. The Lanham Act at-
tested to this fact. lt provided extensive child care services for the
working mother; the thought ofrrrejectionrrwas absurd, if not - at best -
unpatriotic. When the war ended, the Act ceased and the mothers were expect-
ed to return to the home where, once again, they could properly care for their
children. lt is a rather pervasive American concePtion that.the good and lov-
ing mother is the one who stays at home with her children. rl

A second notion associates day care services primarily, if not ex-
clusively, with welfare recipients. This assumption is, in itself, multi-
faceted and implies several other negative corollaries. That is, day care
centers are seen to provide a necessary service to those women on welfare
who either desire to or who are politically encouraged (forced) to seek train-
ing and/or employment. lt is felt that the more day care facilities available,
the more welfare clients will be able to take advantage of employment and train-
ing opportunities, and therefore more people will I'work themselves off the wel-
fare rolls.rr This rather fallacious idea assumes that all welfare recipients
will categorically benefit from training programs and actual employment ex-
perience (benefit enough, that is, to become, self-supporting wage earners);
the record of most employment programs, however, does not support this theory.
It is also questionable whether all AFDC mothers can be treated in such an un-
qualified, categorical manner. The very real differences in motivation, in
ability, and in maternal philosophy and competence between AFDC recipients are
apt to be overlooked, denied, or, at best, distorted, in the effort in increase
employability status. Significantly, this concept sets up a marked social dis-
tinction between welfare mothers and non-welfare rnothers with regard to tra-
ditional economic and maternal priorities.

This social distinction is manifested (unfortunately, but quite sug-
gestively) in political policy planning. Women on welfare are required to go
to work if at all possible (WtH erogram), with government supported day care
services providing child care for their children. Day care, in these in-
stances, is considered to provide the child with a healthier arrangement, a
more beneficial environment, and more appropriate care than that afforded by
at-home provisions. The obvious social and moral impl ications, hovuever, are
exhibited in the categorical exclusiveness of the plan. That is, those
widowed mothers of young children who are dependent upon social security sur-
vivorrs benefits or on a veteranrs pension (all basically forms of public
assistance), are exempted from compulsory employment. All of this has little
to do with a child-orientation to social problems. "Regardless of the situa-
tion, all children are entitled to adequate care. lf we moralize and punish
the mothers as r,\,e so often do, we are in fact victimizing the children.'r tz

Day care servi ces have thus
third rate manner of child care. lt
damentally and definitionally a poor

popularly come to be thought of as a
is good for welfare clients, but is fun-
substitute for middle-class home life. 13
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The day care centers covered by this study "were representative of
five rather distinct types of programs - distinct, that is, with regard both
to sponsorship as well as intent. The centers involved include a parent or-
ganized, cooperative center in Brookline, a Model Cities affiliated and
sponsored center in l,Jorcester, an industrial associated and operated program
in Roxbury, a church involved center in Natick, and a university associated
facility in Cambridge. In spite of their differences in terms of sponsorship
and affiliation, the centers exhibited remarkably similar complaints in their
discussions of the mechanics of day care center creation.

The centers were selected, in part, because of their coverage and
representativeness, and, in part, as a function of referral and suggestion.
It is realized, of course, that the sample is rather biased. That is, all
the centers reviewed - as demonstrated by their very existence - are evi-
dence of successful completion of the requirements necessary for the estab-
lishment of day care centers in Massachusetts. lt is not known how many other
groups failed to complete the mandatory procedures and regulations necessary
in order to become I icensed and operating centers. lf, however, the experience
of those centers'rthat made it,t'is at all indicative, it is felt that the
number must be sizable. lt is this latter category of organization with which
this study is, perhaps, most concerned, and, yet, it is thls same category which
is the most difficult to discover, to contact, and to record. The study, it is
emphasized, should be regarded as a preliminary investigation of the problems
experienced in the creation of day care centers. lf the present study does
nothing more than indicate the need for further, more intensive investigation
in the field, its purpose will have been satisfied.

Childrenrs Center of Brookl ine and Greater Boston
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Childrenrs Center is located on the first floor of a two-family house
et residential street in Brookline. The Center at the present time
services to approximately 30 day and after-school children ranging
to six years of age. The student/staff ratio is about one/five in-

regular teachers and volunteers. The cost per child is $35 per week
a.m. to 6 p.m. day; $28 for an 8 a.m. to 3 p.m. day; and $20 for 8 a.m.
There are also after-school services available at a rate of $20 from

6 p.m. and $12.50 frqn noon to 3 p.m.

',k The research on which this study is based and, in part, from which it has
"evolved, consists of seven major interviews with those individuals responsible

in some capacity for the creation of a day care center. The interviews lasted
approximately one and one-half to two hours in length and covered the varied
and often overlapping areas of program establishment and related conditions.
The questionnaire was continually revised and extended as a function of addi-
tional information, initial response, and inquiry relevance. Numerous follot',1-
up interviews were also conducted varying in length from fifteen minutes to
two hours. These interviews provided background infotmation, secondary source
referral material, and some cross-validation of initial interview response.



Childrenrs Center is a cooperative day care center which was initial-
ly started by a group of cornmitted parents and community members. Each succeed-
ing group of participants determine for thenrselves the specifics of the parent
participation tradition of the center, but, in general, parent involvement is
required in one or all of the following: (l) the collection and maintenance
of equipment and the facility, (2) decision making, (3) organization of curri-
culum, (4) finances and (5) community relations. The important concePt of
Childrenrs Center is one of cooperation and participation of the parent; the
use of their own npney, time, and expertise contributes to the continued survi-
val of the Center as a unique childrenrs environment and the subsequent creation
of a sense of_gonmunity that many feel is lacking in todayrsrrsingle family con-
sciousness.rr l4

Although the idea of a cooperative was of primary philosophical impor-
tance in the instigation and development of Childrenrs Center, it has also
proven to be of practical and necessary economic value. The Center receives no
publ ic funds for space, €guipment or maintenance, and thus is dependent on the
cooperative systern for the survival as well as (in the judgement of the Center)
the qual ity of the program.

The small, independent group of parents and interested people respon-
sible for the creation of Childrenrs Center found that there wet'e no funds
available from the government or from private organizations for the initiation
of such a day care project as they envisioned - basically, a socio-economically
mixed, cooperative center. The only government money available was that which
covered seventy-five percen!_of the cost of setting up a kitchen (only for those
items which are portable). l5 No monies were available for construction of facil-
ities, rernodeling expenses, or building improvements.

It was discovered that funds were available for special studies and
programs within an already operating center; Childrenrs Center thus decided to
concentrate on actually coming into existence as soon as possible, rather than
persist in potentially fruitless and frustrating grant-seeking endeavors.

The group turned to private fund raising efforts and was fortunate in
obtaining a substantial loan frorn an individual menrber of the group. Their r,rprk-
ing capital at this point amounted to $4000. The project was begun, and the
fund-raising was continued, and continued. At this stage it was necessary to em-
ploy the services of a lawyer and to incorporate as a charitable, non-profit
organization in order to engage in fund raising, to negotiate for leases and con-
tracts, and to generally consolidate the group.

The next major step in the development of Childrenrs Center involved
the search for a suitable facility in which to operate the program. The Center
experienced a great deal of difficulty toward this end. Churches and temples
in the area were unwilling (perhaps, in some cases, unable) to provide space.
Their facilities would have been ideal as the existing zoning laws would have
conveniently accommodated a day care operation. Private realtors were also of
very little practical help. Several members of the parentts group felt that
the communityts lack of cooperation was due, in part, to objections to the idea
of day care. trThere was concerns about working women, the status of the family,
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and (tfreir) connection with the woments liberation movement....Often the ob-
jections may have included sqne concern about plans for a mixed racial
and socio-econotnic aroup.'r l6

A suitable building was at last discovered. The facil ity, ho'rever,
was located in a residential area and changes in the zoning laws were required.
Conrnunity opposition existed to the establishment of a day care center in the
neighborhood, and at the hearing, residents exhibited fears of increased traf-
fic, noise, land-value depreciation, and other more intangible complaints.
Before zoning hearing could be even scheduled the building needed to be reno-
vated and remodeled in order to accormodate health and building code require-
ments regulating day care. Even at this point the grouprs request for a permit
to operate a day care center could have been denied for any one of a number of
arbitrary reasons and the amount of money spent on the necessary repairs to the
building would have been forfeited. There was no way to avoid such a possibil-
ity; the building and health regulations had to be met before a zoning hearing
could be conducted. A mimeo released by Childrenrs Center insisted that,'rthe
politics of zoning, building, and health made it clear that a group of people
with less influenie, fewer i.sources, and Iess flexible working schedules (hear-
ings and meetings are always schedulgg during working hours) would not have
been able to do what was required.rr 'l

Local community agencies offered little practical support to the
Childrenrs Center. The Youth Resources Committee of the Tov'rn of Brookl ine made
recommendations and suggestions, but they thernselves had no real economic or
political power. The cornrittee did give some money for the purchase of outdoor
equipment and offered to the Center the use of all their office equipment. 0n
the whole, hov'rever, the off icial publ ic agencies as wel I as private charities
and citizens groups were of little assistance. The Center ernphasized the fact
that virtually all of the general research and information concerning available
resources for developing day care centers was done through the efforts of the
group itself. The Center was dependent upon its ot"rn creative resources, pro-
fessional ism, and commitment.

The Childrenrs Center has, on the other hand, met with considerable
positive community response with regard to denrand for day care services. The
Center originally experienced some difficulty in the determination of need for
the type of service they were plannlng. That is, they found that potential
users were hesitant to indicate need for and support of a program or to sign
up directly for services without first seeing, at the very least, the completed
facilities, and, more often, the entire operating center. With such generally
I imited, unofficial I'pre-program support,rr an extra measure of trust in purpose
and eventual demand was required. The Greater Boston community responded fa-
vorably to the services provided by Childrenrs Center and a waiting list of
private cl ients now exists.

Childrenrs Center also wanted a contract with the Massachusetts De-
partment of Public Welfare - one which would guarantee that half of their slots
would be filled by children whose parents were on welfare - for two main reasons.
First, the desire for a varied socio-economic and racial enrollment would be
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facilitated by such an arrangement. Second, the welfare contract more or
less would provide that the spaces in the program would remain filled. That
is, private clients have a waiting list active only in September, but welfare
clients are on a continuously active list.

Childrenrs Center negotiated a contract with the welfare department
by which they receive payment of $40 per week, per child. Forty dollars is
the highest weekly payment the welfare department is authorized to provide for
this type of senrice. The rather arbitrary manner in which this monetary value
was assigned to the Center was a topic for comment. lt was suggested by some
that the close relationship of one of the welfare directors with certain mern-
bers of the governing board facilitated that value assignment procedure. This
method admittedly was beneficial to Childrenrs Center, but other centers may
not be asrrarbitrarily" fortunate to enjoy such a friendly and valuable rela-
tionship. In spite of the maximum allovuance of forty dollars per child, the
Center considers that it often loses money on welfare clients because the Center
itself pays for transportation costs, a necessary service not covered by welfare
monies. lt should be noted, however, that the provision of transPortation ser-
vice is particularly beneficial to welfare recipients.

The welfare department contract prohibits the obligation of welfare
mothers in any defined or set way. The mothers are able, butt cannot be re-
quired to, provide certain services to the Center. Private clients are under
a definite obligation to provide some service (committee work, repair and
maintenance work, lunch detail, and so on) and time conrnitment to the Center;
welfare mothers are not to be bound by this arrangement. Because of these wel-
fare department restrictions (safeguards, perhaps, in some instances), the
Childr.enrs Center makes a special effort to reach the welfare mother and to en-
list her voluntary support and program involvement. lt is felt that in this
way the welfare mother becomes a part of the Center, shares in both its accom-
plishments and its disappointments, and joins with her child into a community
of active, involved people.

The Childrenrs Center is unique among the day care centers in this
study because of its specific insistence on a cooperative program. The Center
had the advantage of having parents who were socially aware and sophisticated
in the use of politics and community resources. Such sophistication was ex-
tremely helpful in the recruitment of community services for the benefit of
the Center. Also helpful, of course, were several ilwell-placed'r contacts in
the pol itical day care system hierarchy. Creative thinking on the part of the
board members and the parents enabled the utilization of such facilities as rc
the Harvard Medical Center and the nutritionist from the Beth lsrael Hospital.lS
An interesting and valuable resource that was tapped, was the Boston Architec-
ture Col laborative. BAC studied the architectural co,mposition of the intended
facility and designed as a student project the appropriate and innovative
changes necessary in order to accomnodate licensing code requirements and to
provide for the physical, educational and creative needs of young children.

The cl i.nts themselves were for the most part, aware of and interested
in the functions and the problems of the Center. The program was fortunate in
having at its disposal (thanks to the cooperation and generosity of those in-
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volved) the services and the talents of the parents. One of the parents is
5 medical doctor and is willing to accept a tuition reduction in exchange for
medical services provided to the Center. Outside arrangements for these medi-
cal services would, of course, amount to a much greater expenditure than those
afforded by the tuition reduction plan. l9 Rnother mother is a professional
social worker who accepts a tuition reduction in exchange for providing al I
the social welfare work for the Center.

Childrents Center fully recognizes both its good fortune in the abil-
ity of its members as well as the more negative, unrewarding treatment - in
deed and in advice - received from various established channels and agencies.
In general, those responsible for the creation of Childrenrs Center were struck
with the total lack of coordination among agencies in the day care field. They
felt that what they accomplished was a private and rather isolated effort. Some
original board members of Childrenrs Center are now serving on the boards of
other centers being studied and are attempting to share their experiences and
rrexpertiserrin order to facilitate the development process for these new centers.

In its own experience, the Childrenrs Center found it necessary to useItall Iines of professional and political communications ... to reach and try to
persuade^community leaders of the value of (their) project and to ask for their
help.tr ZU l{ith a less resourceful group, the attempts would have failed.

Childrenrs Center feels that financial aid and support emerges as the
key issue for the future of their program and of day care in general. The Center
sunmed up its experiences of many months of working together tov'rard the real iza-
tion of a day care center with the following rather depressing summation: r'One
point was very clear: the rigors of salesmanship and grantsmanship that exist
within the day care field inhibit the development of optimal day care facilities
by community groups.rr 2l

Harvard Yard Child Care Center

The Harvard Yard Child Care Center is locafed in the basement of
Memorial Church, in the center of Harvard Yard, Cambridge. The Center provides
day care selvices to the University community; a client must be either a faculty
member, a graduate student, or a University enrployee in order to qualify for
services. As a result of the admissions requirements established by the Centerrs
governing conmittee,which involves, briefly, a consideration of financial need,
parentsracademic status (both parents students, etc.) and situations of fernale
sole support, the Center has enrolled no children of faculty and only one em-
ployee child. The majority of enrollees are children of graduate students. The
Center provides services to 14 children at a rate of $30 per week full-time,
$25 per week, three-quarter time; $20 per week,part-time; and $10 per week,
quarter-time. There are no subsidized fees at present, but the Center does an-
ticipate tuition subsidies in the near future.

The Harvard Yard Child Care Center was started through the efforts of
members of the Harvard University community, but not through the Corporation
itself. The Center received no government funding and no private charity finan-
cial support. A number of student mothers met, joined forces, and proceeded to
develop a child care program.
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It was thought that money would be available for a day care project
through the University Corporation. The Corporation, however, was not re-
,ponriu. to the idea;'the iJniversity I'takes creditrrfor the Center with regard
to I istings of services provided, to publ ic relations Purposes, and to the
fashionable commitment to day caie, but it did not provide seed money with which
to start the program. In addition, as will be evident in the licensing exper-
ience, the Univeisity did not even Provide tacit cooperation.

The refusal of the Corporation to provide financial assistance forced
the mothers involved in the organization and development of the Center to seek
private donations toward this end. They obtained permission from Memorial Church
to us" two basement rooms for their day care facilities. The Church, in turn,
sought, and eventually received, University compliance with this request.. The

Corioration does, ", " result, donate space and-free janitor service to the Center;
these accommodations amount to approximately l8/" of the Programrs total operating
budget.

It was not necessary to apply for changes in the existing zoning laws.-
The ticensing procedures, however, required attention to related code standards
and building restrictions. The basement rooms intended for use by the Program.
were,of couise, not on ground level. This distinction necessitated special code
instiuction and fire egiess provisions. Only one of the rooms fulfilled the
complete requirements in the'judgment of the fire chief and the building inspec-
tor, and the program was thus limited to only one of the available two rooms.

Cambridge exercises local option in licensing day care centers. The
Center contactej the Cambridge Head Visiting Nurse who suppl ied the I icensing
application and other appropiiate forms. The Visiting Nurse then served as a

type of coordinator and.set up appointments with other concerned city officials,
including the fire chief, the wire inspector, the building inspector, and so on.

Because the Harvard Yard Child Care Center was located on the Harvard
University campusrthe operation of the Center would be under the protection of
the Corporation. 'The significance of such an arrangement, in short, implies
that the Center would noi bu strictly subject torrthe exact letter of the law.rl
The Corporation could exercise its prerogative and allow some reasonable lee-
way wit'h regard to code restrictions and other regulations. lt would be con-
ceivable to operate an unl icensed center on the University grounds on a rela-
tively infonnal basis and, at the same time,provide quality child care.
Contrary to the Centerrs expectations, however, the University itself wos F€-
sponsibie for contacting the cityts licensing authorities.

The Center reports that it "took a great deal of maneuveringtr to get
the licensing people dovln to look at the basement and to be reasonable in their
rulings. lt-wis felt strongly that those responsible for the licensing were
not at all sensitive to the-problems of newly forming day care centers. They
did I ittle to advise or recornmend, and engaged mostly in debate and veto. The

final granting of a day care license, the Center maintained, came dovun to
matteri of individual discretion and arbitrary decisions.
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Other, more helpful, community agencies were contacted including the
Cambridge Day Care Association (a kind of coordinating, referral station) and
the Cambridge Guidance Center, a department which provides child oriented
social work services, figures out staff problems, and so on. There was,
basically, no informal citizen interaction with the outside Cambridge community
as a whole.

The Harvard Yard Child Care Center is a cooperative center in which
the parents share the responsibilities of both the planning and the operation
of the program. The parents meet once or twice a month and are required to
put in three hours of time (per week) for a full and three-quarters time child,
two hours for a one-half time, and one hour for a quarter-time child. They per-
form various tasks such as bookkeeping, child care volunteering, maintenance,
and secretarial work. The parents are, on the whole, trvery intelligent, very
conunitted, very responsible, and very opionated.rl

The Center did not experience difficulty in filling up the available
slots. Although a poll was taken before the Center was started, it was diffi-
cult to assess the need for a child care program without the actual facilities.
Prospective cl ients were anxious to see what type of program was involved and
were hesitant to indicate unqualified enthusiasm and cornmitment to an as yet
undefined program.

Their association with a university provided some unique advantages
and disadvantages to the Harvard Yard Child Care Center, The program had the
great benefit of the advice and assistance of extremely qualified experts in
the field of child care. The ninput of those people planning the program was
superb.rt The University resource made possible the association with some of
the forenrost people in the field. The University Health Service provided as-
sistance with health standards, first aid courses for the staff, and medical
care for the children. The University also provided insurance protection for
the Center. lt was, finally, advantageous for the Center to be associated in
name with the University. In certain cases the Harvard name functioned as
an entry card and as a leverage.

There were, hovuever, numerous disadvantages with regard to University
aff il iation. The parentsn and thus the Center, were rather t'el itist.rr There
was a lack of cultural diversity and socio-economic circumstance and opinion.
The Center was the object of distrust by the Cambridge community because of
the extensive pol itical power and expanding activities of Harvard University.
The defensiveness and general uncooperative nature of local authorities was
considered to be due, in part, to rather common feel ings of resentment toward
the University.

The Harvard Yard Child Care Center was developed as an independentproject. lt received little help from the University (particularly when it
was first getting started), and little help from the City of Cambridge. lt
received no public funds from government agencies and programs. The Center
was successful in its atternpts to become an operating program primarily as
the result of a dedicated, determined, and particularly resourceful group of
i ndividuals working together.
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Green Shoe Day Care Center

The Green Shoe Companyrs involvement in day care was precipitated
by a desire to provide a service to their home community in Boston. lt wasfelt that the Companyrs involvement in the world of children - specifically,in the production of childrenrs shoes- made the association with a child
care-center both a natural community endeavor as well as a desirable enter-prise from a public relations point of view.

The Center is operated on a sliding scale tuition system whereby the
employees of the firm pay a minimum of $10 per week and a maximum of $20 per
week for services. There is a student/staff ratio of about 5/l and a total
enrollment potential of 30 children. lt is estimated that the Centerrs true
expenses run about $45 to $50 per week,per child. The program operates afull working day from 5:30 a.m. until 5:30 p.m. and enrolls children ranging
from two and one-hal f to five years of age.

When the Green Shoe Company made the initial decision to operate a
day care center, they explored the possibility of enlisting the services ofa day care franchise concern. A day care franchise developer was thus con-
tacted and his proposals were considered. The franchiser would guarantee
to|ttake care of everything- all of the headaches.rr He would charge a certain
rate per child. The franchiser would be responsible for staffing the center,but Green Shoe Company would be obliged to provide any needed construction,
kitchen facilities, and daily food products. The franchised operation wouldinsist upon a total enrollment of approximately one hundred children, while
Green Shoe Company felt that an enrollment of thirty children was more in line
with their particular goals and purpose and, in addition, with the quality ofa day care program in general. Finally, the franchised center would operate
with a student/staff ratio of 10/1, a proportion which, although in compliancewith the minimum Commonwealth requirement, was felt by Green Shoe Company to
be too high to provide the type of quality day care services they envisioned.

ln addition to the aforementioned differences in program conception,or, perhaps, because of them, Green Shoe executives did not I ike the notionof a franchised day care center. The idea of a franchise connoted pizza par-
lors and hamburger drive-ins, but did little (ideologically or practically)
to enhance the concept of high-qual ity day care.

lJhen the idea of the convenience of a franchised operation was thus
discarded, Green Shoe found it necessary to hire an executive program director.
The director uras experienced in the field of day care and proved to be an ef-ficient organizer, administrator, and developer.

Funds for the Center came from the Green Shoe Stride-Rite Charity
Fund Foundation. Until this time, the Foundation had applied its resourcesto several charities and community organizations; however, funding was shifted
so that the Green Shoe Day Care Center became the main recipient of Foundation
funds.

Green Shoe employed the available resources of government programs
and was successful in having the Department of Agriculture pay lf/. of the cost
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of a portable kitchen. The School Lunch Division provided food in bulk and
the use of an outdoor playground was made possible through the Boston Re-
ddvelopment Authority (eRA).

A Department of Labor, Manpower Administration program, New Careers,
provided financial aid for the creation of career ladders. zz The Center pays'$t5 tor^r"rd the salary of New Careerts Bersonnel and Action for Boston Connnr.rnity
Development (neCO) pays $80. The Center then has the respons!bility of pro-
viding full salaried positions (5,500) for the trainees the following year.

The Green Shoe Day Care Center experienced pr.oblerns with the I icens-
ing department of the city in their attempt to secure-a day care license.
TG director concluded that rrno community makes the licensing pro-
cess easy.rr Situations in which the building inspector insists upon a parti-
tion between rooms and, on a subsequent examination, the fire inspector demands
its removal, are not only possible, but corrnon.

Many of the laws regarding day cere and building code requirements
predate the construction of modern building materials and other techniques.
dreen Shoe Day Care Center had walls of plyt^rood, a substance which was de-
signed after the authorization of the building codes. Since plyv'rood was not
covered by the code book, the city said that it must be rernoved and replaced
(at great expense, of course, to the Center). The city refused to test the
plytuood material to see if, perhaps, it met all the standard requirements.
The important point to the I icensing board was the fact that plyv'tood was not
mentioned in the laws governing building specifications for day care centers;
it did not seem to matter whether or not this ruling was just or reasonable.

The Center experienced a similar incident with the fire inspector who
informed the Center that, according to the|tbookrr, it was necessary to install
an extensive exhaust fan system at a cost of over $400. The director explained
to the fire inspector that the Center would not be engaged in the frying of
foods and had no intention of ever frying foods, and that, as a result, the
installation of an exhaust fan system would not be necessary. rrNo matterrr,
the fire inspector replied,ttyou are a restaurant, and you need an exhaust
fan.r' After countless appeals - including a most futile one on the Federal
level B - a compromise was finally reached and a less extensive, less costly
system was installed,

The di rector conrnented upon the amount of power and control hel d by
functionaries within the day care arena. She resented the power held by a

nurse rrwith the sensitivity of a bullrr f rom the I icensing department who had
the option to rrsingle-handedlytr reject the Centerts licensing request. lt
was felt that the people who exercise the basic pobrer in the day care field'
are, for the most part, petty off icials, not rrchi ldren people.rl

A request by the Center for a change in the zoning laws involved
another area of political maneuvering. lt see{ns that, as a general procedure,
a first zoning request is autornatically turned down. This primary request
is not examinea Uy anyone, it is simply denied as a matter of course. lt is
then the standard procedure to pay a fee of $100 to call a board of appeals
to have the case heard. The wait for an appeals hearing can range from 8 months
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to two years, the average being somewhere around one year. Green Shoe Day
Care Center was fortunate in having I'some well-placed connectionsrrand, there-
fore, obtained a substantially speedier hearing.

A contract was negotiated with the Massachusetts Department of Publ ic
Welfare whereby l5 of the total 39 slots would be resenred for children of
welfare recipients. The welfare department contracts for day care slots in
order to provide needed services to those welfare recipients who work, are in-
volved in the WIN Program, or whose children are referred forrrcasework reasons."
This latter category is a sort of catch-all grouping which includes children
who have emotional problems, or who should, for whatever reason, be separated
from their home environment for a period of time each day. The department of
welfare is most concerned with providing services to two categories of recip-
ients - those who work (or are in training programs) and those who are in the
WIN Program - often to the exclusion of the children in need of casework re-
ferral .

The Department of Public blelfare has not been particularly cooperative
with the Green Shoe Day Care Center. lt is the responsibility of a social
worker to refer prospective clients to the Center. lt is not officially pos-
sible for the Center to enroll an independent welfare recipient in need of
child care services, nor, supposedly, is it possible for the client herself to
seek out and independently enroll her child in a day care program under the
terms of the contract. lt was the experience of the Green Shoe Center that
some social workers simply do not wish to refer clients or do not have the time.
The director of the Center - rather illicitly and most independently - recruited
clients by herself and urged them, upon provisional enrollment to the Center,
to demand the necessary caseworker recommendation. The Centerrs dealings with
the welfare department were often time-consuming and frustrating.

The Center opened in May l97l with a complete welfare quota of fif-
teen children, but with only a minor percentage of the employee slots filled.
Although this percentage has since increased and ll of the 15 ernployee slots
are occupied, the anticipated demand for services was never approached.
Several reasons have been given in an attempt to account for this lack of em-
ployee response, including the timing of the Centerrs opening (in l'tay when,
perhaps, other child c?;re arrangements had already been made), therrrough arearl
location of the Centern, and the general suspicion with which day care is
viewed. Another explanation can be derived from a cursory examination of em-
ployee characteristics. The company employs 1200 workers most of whom are
older workers and would not, in any event, be affected by a day care Program.
There is also a sizable turnover of employees in the company which is evidenced
by the withdrawal from the Center of eight children in four months.

The Green Shoe Day Care Center seems to provide quality day care
services catering to the needs and the dernands of their employees. lf the
response (or lack of response) of the Green Shoe employees to the program is
at all indicative of a more general attitude touard industrial day care cen-
ters, 25 the situation merits investigation and correction.

Once again one is struck with the necessity of having arrsuperrl
competent staff andrrconnectionsrrin order not only to facilitate, but, in-
deed, to make possible, the creation of a day care center.
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Fisk Area Community Endeavor (FACE) Day Care Center

FACE Day Care Center located in Natick, Massachusetts, is a full
day child care facility with an enrollment capacity of 4O children. The
Center provides services to children three to five years of age with tui-
tion for non-welfare cl ients on a sl iding scale basis.

The Center was started by two women at a request from the Fisk
Memorial Methodist Church. In addition to this initial suggestion, the
church donated the facilities needed for the program, the equipment, and
some money. A bank loan was negotiated in order to complete the immediate
funding priority. No government funds were available to the Center for
starting-up purposes. In addition, the Center was informed that a potential
source of federal funding, the School Lunch Program, was taking on no new
projects at the time.

The Town of Natick exercises local option of day care licensing.
All licensing in the town is, therefore, controlled through the local Board
of Health rather than through the Massachusetts Department of Public Health.

FACE Day Care Center experienced some difficulty in their relations
with local officials and agencies. The committee completed the appropriate
papers and application forms and presented them as a matter of course to
the building inspector for his approval. At this point they were informed
of the need to effect a change in the zoning regulations and to be granted,
as a result, an appropriate zoning permit for a day care center operation.
This procedure in itself took ten weeks to complete. A hearing was held
during which neighborhood opposition expressed itself with regard to hours,
numbers of children, traffic, and so on. A permit was eventually conditionally
issued under certain defined operating restrictions and pending faci I ity adjust-
ments. After the zoning change was effected, the building inspector, the fire
inspector, and the wire inspector surveyed for proper code and regulation
compl iance, and the I icense was issued. These officials and the departments
they represented were not considered by FACE to be helpful in their responses
nor expedient in their duties.

ln addition to the local option on licensing, Natick employs its
own set of day care regulations. These regulations differ from those issued
by the Commonwealth in so far as they were thought to be considerably more
concerned with minor details, stricter standards, and generally specific,
minute regulations. lt was impossible to use a broad, comprehensive interpre-
tation of the Natick rules; the local board of health I'did not bend at al l"
and seemed to be more interested in "giving a hard timerrthan in establishing,
or in helping to establ ish, a day care program.

Some other community agencies and individuals provided assistance,
including the Visiting Nurses Association and the physician from the local
board of health, who both provide some medical services to the Center. Community
Youth Councils have also been consulted. The only independent community inter-
action occured at the zoning hearing, and was manifested, as mentioned pre-
viously, in a rather negative response. The FACE Day Care Center reported that
they had no contact with departments on the State level.zo
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The two original planners worked to form a governing board consisting
of l4 members, thro-thirds of whom were members of the Church. The program
was incorporated into a non-profit, charitable organization in order to pro-
vide the Church with immunity and to negotiate for a welfare contract.

FACE was interested in providing day care services to a community
of mixed socio-economic backgrounds. A contract was signed with the Massachusetts
Department of Publ ic l,lelfare for the provision of 25 slots at a rate of $38.20
per slot, per week. The Center commented on the problems involved with their
relations with the State Welfare Department, problems which were mostly due
to the Departmentrs rather rapid turnover in staff. The contract was signed
with the State office, but most subsequent dealings were handled through the
local (t{atick and Framingham) departments.

An AFDC family has to be referred to the Center by a social worker.
The potential day care client who is receiving welfare payments (according
to the provisions of the contract) cannot seek day care services on an inde-
pendent basis. lt has been the experience of FACE that the local social workers
have not been helpful in the promotion of day care in the area. Some social
workers have expressed a lack of sympathy with, if not a complete disbelief
in, the concept (and the reality) of day care, and have, as a result, refused
to refer potential clients to the program. At the present tirne, only seven
of the available 25 slots are occupled. This is a rather significant fact
as the welfare department is responsible for completing its stated contract
obligations and thus for paying for the full 25 slots regardless of whether
or not they have been occupied. lf such a situation continues, at the termi-
nation of the present contract, the welfare department will renegotiate for
a smaller number of slots. lf this is to be the case, everyone involved in
the day care concept--the adult welfare recipient, the children (both those
in the program and those excluded), and the sponsors and parents of the Center
itself--will all stand to lose an important part of the meaning and the vi-
tal ity of day care.

FACE Day Care Center considered their biggest developmental problem
to be the so-calledrrrun-around" they received in their attempt to create
a day care program. They "didn't know where to go or what to do. There was
usually no one to ask and even when there was, they didnrt know the answers".
The whole process was like one huge vicious circle. lt was necessary, for in-
stance, "to list staff on the license application, but until you have the li-
cense, you dontt even know if you have a program--never mind have named the
stafftr. lt was continued frustrations of this sort which most confused and
annoyed the planners of the Fisk Memorial Community Endeavor Day Care Center.

Webster Square Day Caj'e Center

Located in Worcester, Massachusetts, the l./ebster Square Day Care Center
provides child care services to approximately 70 children between the hours of
8:30 a.m. and 5:30 p.m. The Center is operated on a sl iding scale tuition
basis whereby the lowest fee charged is $3 per week, the highest fee is $23,
and average is $8.
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Webster Square Day Care Center started operating in January of 1969,
as a pilot project under the administration of the Worcester Model cities
agency. The in it ial I inkage of the l,rebster Square Center wi th Model C i t ies
is difficult to determine and its nature rather hard to define. lt appears
that day care initiatives existed simultaneously in the city; in the timing,
the thrust, and the motives of their union, there exists a great deal of con-
fusion and confl icting information.

In any event, the Worcester Day Care Coalition (the future 4-Cts
organization) conducted an investigation of the existing day care facil ities
in the city and the need for additional centers. The Coalition discovered
that the newly organized Model Cities agency was interested in setting up
a day care program and, therefore, approached Model Cities and appealed to
them to fund a pilot project. In January of 1968, Model Cities provided a
grant of $5,000 which, combined with a donation of $2,000 from the National
Council of Jewish Women, enabled the initial operation of the l,Jebster Square
Day Care Center. These original funds expired approximately eight months
after the opening of the Center, and future funding was questionable. A one-
year contract with the Department of Community Affairs (DCn), negotiated through
Model Cities, provided funds for the training and employment of personnel and
made possible the continued operation of the Center.

The original intent of the day care program was to provide services
to both the residents of the Model Cities area as well as the Worcester
community at large. In order to receive funds from Model Cities, however,
it was necessary to restrict the clients to Model Cities residents (26r000
people). The concept of a socio-economically mixed center was, as a result,
somewhat modified in order to obtain funds.

The Center, however, did not receive the promised Model Cities fund-
ing at the designated and necessary time. lt was explained that an untimely
reorganization process left the local Model Cities agency without any funds
for day care expenditure. The relationship of the Webster Square Center with
Model Cities was filled with similar broken agreements, ambiguities, misunder-
standings, and, at times, personal invectives and recriminations.

It appears that the Center was in great need of funds in order to
continue operation. Model Cities funds were constantly in doubt and any change
in priorities from the Department of Housing and Urban Development (ttUO) could
immediately affect the VJebster Square program.z/

It was decided at this point to seek a contractual arrangement with
the Hassachusetts Department of Public Welfare in an attempt to secure needed
funds and thus to continue operation. The Center was led to believe that
their connection with Model Cities facilitated the negotiation of a welfare
contract. lt was felt that without this affiliation, it would have been almost
impossible to work out an agreement. The Center believed that the State welfare
department was reimbursed by the Federal government for this contract because
of the Model Cities affiliation. This, of course, was not entirely the case
as Federal monies are applied to all day care-welfare contracts of this sort.2U
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A contract was signed with the welfare department at the rate of
$40 per week, per child, an arrangement which provided for two-thirds of
the Centerrs operating budget. The l^tebster Square Day Care Center is now,
as a result, not limited strictly to children of Model Cities residents.
Forty of the seventy children enrolled are welfare clients, some of whom,
of course, are also residents of the Model Cities neighborhood.

The association with Model Cities also necessitated finding a suitable
location for the program within the specified neighborhood boundaries. The
Aldersgate Methodist Church, located at the outer edge of the area, donated
the use of its facilitles. Because of itsrrlegalrr, but still rather incon-
venient location, transportation arrangements were necessary.

The City of l^lorcester exercises local option I icensing of day care
programs. The City, however, did not have a formal, definite listing of
requirements for centers; the State requirements provided a broad guide-
line, but in general, the local requisites were undelineated, ill-defined,
and quite arbitrary. In an arrangement such as this, it was very difficult
for the l,/ebster Square Center to determine which specif ied rules necessitated
compliance, and which did not. The Commonwealth, for example, requires a hard
floor surface for day care centers, while the local Worcester authority re-
quires a carpet covering. The authority of the local board, in such cases
supercedes that of the State.

It was the opinion of the Webster Square Day Care Center that l.Jor-
cesterrs Board of Health was difficult to work with primarily because of its
general insensitivity to the problems and the peculiarities of day care. lt
was felt that t'little feeling was shown toward the Center....The same personnel
responsible for the licensing of sewers are not qualified to license day care
centers.rr The so-cal led "consultationrr function often stressed by I icensing
departments was experienced as more of a threat than as legitimate, construc-
tive counsel. The Center was frustrated by the no-appeal provision of local
law--arbitrary rules were freely made, and no official recourse was available
to the judgment.

It was necessary for the Webster Square Center to have contact with
approximately l4 different local departments in order to complete the licensing
procedure. 'rEvery department concerned with I icensing was a potential problemrr;
the process was again very arbitrary, very unorganized, and very frustrating.
Run-arounds were frequent--rrl canrt give you a license until you get...."; in-
formation was confusing and often confl icting. Typical of the experience of
the Webster Square Center and representative of a more general syndrome of con-
tradictions confronting those attempting day care development, was the refusal
of the Department of I'lelfare to provide funds unti I the Center was I icensed for
70 children. The Center was, on the other hand, unable to secure the license
without the funds for necessary building improvements and staffing.

As a result of its affiliation with Model Cities, the Webster Square
Center experienced some problems in staffing the program. A government-involved
project is often subject to and demanding of various staffing procedures and
qual if ications. Potential employees are sometimes hesitant about rnlorking for
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a government agency or program. There is no security of funds for the speci-
fied project involved; government funding may be decreased or denied at any
time, thus placing in question any continued operation of the individual pro-
gram. As a result, it is often necessary to offer higher salaries and addi-
tional incentives to attract personnel. Prof,essionals are particularly wary
of raorking in this capacity for, in addition to the lack of tenure and general
job insecurity, the possibi I ity of frustrating pol itical relationships and
political dependencies is always present. Some individuals, of course, are
attracted to a position with the government. This, however, was not the par-
ticular experience of the l,/ebster Square Day Care Center.29

In order to receive government funding for the Center, Model Cities
requires a representation of 50 percent on the governing board. Although
the board itself is autonomous of Model Cities, half of its members must be
Model Cities residents, parents, or parentts representatives. As a procedural
rule, official representatives to the board from the Hodel Cities area need
to have their names submitted to the board by the Model Cities Residentrs
Council. lf the individuals meet with the approval of the governing board,
they then become members of the board and are contacted for meetings. Some
of the people whose names were submitted by the Residentrs Council and sub-
sequently approved by the board showed no interest at all in day care. The
"representativesrrdid not attend meetings and did little to relate, much less
to promote, the Center or even the general concept of day care to their neigh-
borhoods. 0n the other hand, one Model Cities resident who showed a great
deal of interest in day care and a desire to represent a neighborhood on the
board, was denied approval by the Resident's Council because, although the
woman was a resident of the Model Cities neighborhood, she owned her own house
and was, therefore, ineligible to represent the area.

The executive director of the Center played a key role with regard
to general organization and factional ization, communication and cooperation.
Unfortunately for the l^lebster Square Center, the executive director, although
extremely capable in most areas of day care planning and in final program
results, attained her objectives, in part, from deception, half-truths, and
a continual practice of "playing offt'one group against another. Without ex-
amining in detail any specific maneuverings, it was obvious after a time that
a definite breakdown in communications had occured. The director had success-
fully used the parents, the governing board, and the staff, and had carefully
vied them off against one another.Ju

When the Model Cities funding was in question--after the initial pilot
project had run--the parents of the Center formed their own organization ex-
pl icitly designed to raise money. The group sought donations and operating
funds through such means as dances, auctions, and lotteries.3l The result of
these attempts, aside from some small fund raising, was further discord and
disorganization. The parent's group soon fel I apart, primari ly as a result
of the actions of the executive director who insisted upon dealing with "only
a handful of parentsrr. The end result was disunity; the parents were against
the board, the board was against the director, and everyone was against Model
Cities.
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In her last annual report before retirement from the program, the
di rector wrote the fol lowing,

"My d i rectorshi p, pr imar i ly a labor
of love, has been personal ly enhanced
by the support from professionals,
agencies, and individuals across the
city and state.... I must express
special gratitude for the opportunity
to have been able to get to know and
work with the parents. This is their
program, and when parents have said,lThis is my home away from homer' I

couldn't have been happier."

Yet in spite of these remarks and other such charming rhetoric, it is a matterof record that communication, cooperation, and coordination increased tre-
mendously upon her retirement.

The l,lebster Square Day Care Center was fortunate in having support
from the general l,lorcester community. The executive director of the Center
was admittedly, r'very good with publ ic relationsrr, and managed to enl ist the
support of various community groups. A vol unteer program was in i t iated through
the local universities, the local Head Start Program also provided assistance,
the coverage in the press was very favorable, and the lJorcester City Council
consistently supported the Center. A local labor union was also convinced,
mainly through the efforts of the director, of the importance of day care,
and proceeded to donate money to the program.

It was repeatedly stressed that the arbitrariness and the insensi-
tivity of day care laws severely inhibits the increased development of child
care programs. The law, at timesr "serves to decrease the competency of centers'r;
fire laws and building requirements are often needlessly and thoughtlessly in-
flexible. The laws were rarely interpreted by officials in a responsible,
responsive manner and were, instead, most usually regarded as unconditional
mandates. The l./ebster Square Center felt strongly that there was no leniency
with regard to the local laws, and very little rationale.

One other disadvantage of the Webster Square Day Care Centerts affilia-
tion with Model Cities was the amount of red tape required. rrTen copies of re-
portsrr, and constant duplication of effort as well as paper work were considered
to be a waste of time, money and needed resources. r'The idea of Model Cities
is great--to upgrade and to integrate the community and to provide services for
the populous", but the process is slow and inefficient. Model Cities provided
a further retarding element to the already arduous process of setting up a day
care center.

As for the advantages of rarorking with Model Cities--"l,Jel l, none...except
for their money." And, in the experience of the |Jebster Square Day Care Center,
even this advantage was doubtful.
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Fund i ng

rrEven mothers of pre-school children,
however, would have the opportunity
to work--because I am also proposing
along with this a major expansion of
day care centers to make it possible
for mothers to take jobs by which
they can support themselves and their
chi ldren.'l

President Richard M. Nixon
August 8, 1969

By far the most striking aspect of funding for day care centers in-
volves the total lack of Federal funds available for starting programs.
With the obvious exception of Model Cities and other specifically government-
affiliated child care programs, there are no Federal funds available for ini-
tial development purposes. This point cannot be stressed enough. Federal
monies cannot be used for purposes of facility construction, redevelopment,
or repair, often the biggest initial expense of an organizing program. A com-
mitted group of citizens concerned about day care and the need for additional
quality child care services have, as their only funding resources, private
charities, loans, and independent donations. A rhetorical committment to day
care remains strictly that, if meaningful funding provisions are not made.

The economics of day care indicate that the only way to run a profit-
making center, is to run a large center--somewhere on the order of one hundred
children. Smaller centers cannot, in most all circumstances, operate at a
profit and, in fact, do well if they manage to resist a substantial deficit.

The main point of day care is, however, grossly distorted and maligned
when its functions are conceived of and analyzed in strictly economic terms.
To begin with, it is reasonably fair to say that the quality of a child care
program per se, and that of the specific services provided as vital components
of that program, decrease proportionately with the increased enrollment of the
center. Put more simply, there exists an inverse relationship between the
size and the quality of day care programs. The very nature of a large center
promotes an emphasis more on discipline than on expression, more on impersonali-
zation than on creative development. Small children become bewildered in a
Iarge center; there is I ittle individual contact and primary interaction.
VJhen there are several teachers in a large group even-though the chi ld/staff
ratio may be proportionate to that of a small centerrst disorganization is
a very real danger. One teacher may say "no'r to a child, and another may say
"yes". The child is confused and the center is disrupted. lf large centers
were able to treat individual groups of only about fifteen children in order
to minimize the confusion and the impersonal ization involved in large groups,
then a large center would rrbe al I right'r. lt is, however, diff icult to operate
a large center as though it were just four or five smaller centers put together,
and again there is the consideration as to whether the economical benefits
of the larger center would not then be lost.
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Six Federal agencies provide some type of day care funding ranging
from provisions for the direct care of children in day care programs to cer-
tain staff training and research projects related to various aspects in the
child care arena. The Federal agencies involved in funding include the follow-
ing: Department of Health, Education, and Welfare; Office of Economic 0ppor-
tunity; Department of Housing and Urban Development; Department of Labor;
Small Business Administration; and Department of Agriculture. There are, then,
six main Federal departments exhibiting some involvement with day care, but
this involvement itself is administered through several sub-divisions and
secondary channels.

rrThere are 6l pieces of federal leg-
islation providing categorical support
for some aspect of day care. A major
problem for local people is the rigi-
dity of the funding system, which seg-
regates children by category, and pre-
sents severe obstacles to local decision-
making about the kind of day care pro-
grams they wish in their communities."33

All day care centers obtaining, or wishing to obtain, Federal funds
must comply with the standards set forth in the Federal Interagency Day Care
Requirements. These requirements were set up as a result of the Economic
Opportunity Amendments of 1967 and were developed by the Department of Labor,
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare and the Office of Economic
0pportunity. In most cases, State and local standards surpass the Federal
requirements in detail, in scope, and in rigidity.

The Social Security Act, as amended in 1967, Title lV-A, provides
through two major programs, the primary source for day care funds. The Aid
to Families with Dependent Children (nfDC) program authorized by the Community
Services Administration under HEIJ, provided 51,800 welfare chi ldren with day
care services at a cost of $94 million in fiscal year 1970. The program is
administered through State welfare departments. The Federal government meets
75 percent of the cost of services provided. The second major day care funding
program, the Work Incentive Program (t^rlN) provided in fiscal year 1970, day care
services to 60,887 chi ldren at a cost of $15.5 mi I I ion. The WIN Program, ad-
ministered by both the Department of Labor and the Social and Rehabilitation
Service Division of HEW, is rapidly expanding and is expected in l97l to provlde
day care services to llTrl6z children at an estimated cost of $40.3 million.Ja

The Economic 0pportunity Act of 1964 provides some funds for day care,
the most substantial percentage of which are channeled through the Head Start
Program. Title lV-B of this act relates to business operated day care centers,
an area of great potential expansion. The title authorizes 50 percent Federal
grants to industry and labor for the operation of day care programs. Congress,
however, has not appropriated funds for the plan, and there is, in any event,
no administrative system through which to implement it.5,
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It is interesting to note that as a result of increased dissatis-
faction with the varied Federal funding sources which often exhibit conflict-
ing program standards, el igibi I ity requirements, and sponsoring agency criteria,
a coordinating department was developed. Community Coordinated Child Care (4-C)
is a program composed of day care representatives from the public and private
sectors and interested professional and non-professional community participants.
The 4-C Program is intended to act as a clearing house of information, a general
day care coordinating center, and a resource referral system. The program
itself has no funds to support day care centers, and operates on limited grants
to cover admlnistrative costs. The 4-C Program does serve a necessary function
in its attempts to organize the existing day care quagmire. Quite typically,
however, the Federal government chose to develop a new layer of bureaucracy
in order to I'interprettr the old. Ground-floor total reorganization and standard-
ization of day care legislation was, perhapsra too complete, too necessary
solution.

The interviewed day care centers employed the Federal funding ser-
vices of the School Lunch Division of the Department of Agriculture. Federal
funds are available through the Special Food Service Program for children which
provide for assistance in the purchasing of food for meals and the meeting of
up to 75 percent of the cost of portable kitchen equipment. A second funding
source tapped by the centers were some of the manpower training programs, in-
cluding the New Careers (fitte ll, section 205-e, of the Economic Opportunity
Act of 196\, as amended) and the lJlN Program. These programs, however, do not
provide seed money for development purposes and specifically apply to already
functioning centers.

Federal funds, again, are not available for starting-up purposes; de-
veloping day care centers must meet this expense on their own. lt is true, of
course, that Federal money for day care centers is available through various
department programs (none of them direct subsidies), but again the funds apply
only to those programs in operation. lt is somewhat surprising with these terms
of funding to findrras many day care centers as there areil which have been inde-
pendently developed.

It is felt strongly that the day care funding policies of the Federal
government do little to permit, much less to encourage, the establishment of
private, non-profit child care centers in the country.

VJelfare

In the experience of many day care centers, the existence of a con-
tract with the welfare department has enabled the center to continue operations.
Contracts negotiated with the Massachusetts Department of Publ ic Welfare for
financial assistance of up to $40 per week, per welfare slot, have often func-
tioned for centers as a type of stop-gap measure to meet pressing economic de-
nnands. The contracts themselves, however, are awarded on the basis of actual
budgetary accounts of per child expenditures and are not, in the overwhelming
majority of cases, considered to be I'money-makingrrarrangements for day care
programs. That is, the amount of money awarded to a center by a welfare contract
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is the exact amount of money required to provide day care services to the num-
ber of children specified in the agreement. The contract, then, at best pro-
vides a break-even point, but more likely, entails a slight loss to the center
particularly if the program provides transportation for welfare recipients.
Transportation expenses are not categorically considered in contract agreements

ldeally, an arrangement between a day care center and the Department
of lJelfare should provide each party with certain benefits, and neither with
a repressive advantage over the other. As a function of the contractual agree-
ment, the welfare department receives the use of necessary resources to enable
the provision of day care services to welfare recipients.

rrThe Welfare Department has attempted
to coordinate its programs with the
existing network of publ ic and pri-
vate services rather than competing
against local communities. lt there-
fore has contracted with private non-
profit day care centers across the
state. . . thereby avoid ing segregat ion
of welfare children by category, en-
couraging a high degree of community
involvement in the day care program,
and making maximum use of available
funds and resources of the community."36

The availability of day care services is an essential element in the
success potential of various job training and employment programs, and is par-
ticularly essential as a built-in component of the Work Incentive Program (WlN).
lf, according to typical political welfare ideology and policy, the public
assistance recipient is ever going to "work her way off the welfare rollsrr,
she must have an alternative to at-home child care. Day care programs seem to
be regarded as the most logical, efficient, and expedient way of providing this
alternative.

The individual day care center also benefits from a contractual agree-
ment with the Department of Public Welfare. As a function of this arrangement,
the center receives necessary funds for partial operating expenses as well as
the advantage of a socio-economically and racially mixed program. lt should be
noted here that an economically, socially, and racially integrated center is
most usually considered as anrradvantage" in the attempt to provide and to pro-
mote a rewarding educational 'and emotional experience for the chi ld. The vital ity,
the effectiveness, and the promise of a child care program can often be related
to, if not the result of, a culturally heterogeneous population.

Why then, if all parties concerned stand to profit from a contractual
agreement, are there so many complaints, communication problems, and abuses with-
in the welfare-day care relationship?

The difficulty does not seem to be involved in the process of contract
negotiation. That is, contracts with day care programs are rather freely nego-
tiated by the welfare department; a total of 54 centers have signed agreements
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with the department. The centers must be fully licensed by the State or the
equivalent local authorities in order to apply for and to secure a welfare
contract. hrith the exception of the I icensing stipulation, however, the Massa-
chusetts Department of Publ ic l,Jelfare imposes no standards or program controls.

The welfare department feels that it is buying a servicer not operating
a child care program. The department does not feel an obligation to impose value
judgments on the type or quality of child care provided and, as a result, provides
funds to licensed facilities ranging from the most traditional to the most
progressive. lt should be noted at this point that the licensing prodecure itself
is not immediately involved in any meaningful capacity with the quality component
of day care programs. The buildings must meet certain fire regulations and the
windows must be a specified number of feet from the floor, but the worth of the
program itself, the quality of services provided, and the child-oriented inter-
actional and developmental processes are not covered in the Department of Public
Healthrs licensing manual.37 There is then, it would seem, a most tedious concern
with the physical setting of a day care program, and a tacit neglect of the child
functions, or the quality of the center as an organized and total experience.

The inherent problems in the relationship between welfare and day care
are then, perhaps, a function not of-the contract itself, but rather of this
difference in priority and concern.33 Federal and State official welfare pol icy
places a strong emphasis on job training and employment programs. The push is
on to encourage economic self-sufficiency and subsequent independence from publ ic
assistance. Day care, again, provides one of the necessary means to accomplish
this end. 0n the other hand, local welfare department and individual caseworker
orientation seems to be one of relative status-quo, a kind of social (or, more
explicitly, economic) non-aggression policy manifested, in part, in the social
workerrs reluctance to refer potential clients to day care programs. Some case-
workers simply do not believe in day care as a proper alternative to at-home
child care; others, it seems, do not feel the urgency in or the ideological re'
sponsibil ity for the promotion of the employment strategy against welfare. Neither
this "official'r welfare policy, nor the informal caseworker response to day care
is child-oriented. Child care programs themselves, however, must and do consider
the child as their first and last concern. Day care programs provide a complete
integration of child care services, educational provisions, and general developmental
stimuli in a fully coordinated system. A day care center is not a mere baby-
sitting service whose primary function is to permit the continued existence of
work-training programs, not is it intended to be a complete substitute for the na-
tural home. The emphasis on day care in no way denies or demotes the function and
the value of the home.

The two welfare responses to day care services completely misrepresent
and abuse the meaning of day care. lt is this distortion in concept as well as
the friction in orientation between systems--one which is primarily economic policy
oriented and the other which is and must continue to be child oriented--which
causes the lack of communication and understanding in the contractual arrangements.
It seems rather senseless that two systems with so much to gain from a meaningful
coordination continue to cross purposes and responsibilities, and in this way,
negate any hope for constructive interaction.
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Coordination

As mentioned previously, the Community Coordinated Child Care (4-Cts)
Program, developed by the Federal Panel on Early Childhood, was established
as a pilot program in an attempt to coordinate the existing Federal legislation
concerning day care. This coordinating function is mainly a type of secondary
organization of Federal programs--a coordination, that is, of the existing
quagmire of day care legislation. The 4-Crs Program has no power to correct
or even to effectively challenge day care legislation; all it can attemPt to
do is explain it, define it, and present it as it stands. Given then the day
care maze, the 4-Cts Program is charged with drawing a map, not with straight-
ening out the paths.

There are now five fully recognized 4-C agencies in the Commonwealth,
each of which is charged with the coordination of day care services in their
particular area. This is no small task. lt is important to emphasize that
there are 6l pieces of Federal legislation regarding day care to be funneled
through State agencies. 0n the State level in Massachusetts, there are l3
different departments and programs, each having a piece of day care involvement.
This type of fragmented involvement with day care between State agencies--in-
cluding Mental Health, Education, Safety, I'lelfare, Community Services, and so
on--has a disruptingr disorganizing effect. There is, almost as a natural
function of this arrangement, a great deal of interagency fightingrrra kind of
heading off at the passrr. There is little meaningful cooperation between and
coordination among day care programs in the Commonwealth. A diagram developed
by Mrs. Gwen Morgan of the Office of Planning and Program Coordination, rather
dramatically illustrates the division, lhe confusion, the absurdity of just one
area (funding) of day care legislation.S9 lt is difficult enough to understand
the diagram, never mind to operate within the system.

The state of day care planning at all levels of government is, quite
simply, a mess.

n order to prevent gaps in service
n the middle of available resources,
t wi I I be necessary for the many dif-

ferent systems through which child
care funds are available to coordi-
nate their planning at the local level.
Locaf citizens need greater control
over the bureaucracies in order to
deve I op a gener i c sys tem of se rv i ces
for all children rather than the pre-
sen t f ragmen [a t ion and seg rega t i on
by ca tego ry . 40

The absense of a definite, positive, logical ideology toward day care is reflected
in this confusing, often conflicting, mass of legislation and custom. The distinct
lack of meaningful coordination of programs, not only thwarts the development
of the reality of day care, but also functions to dangerously distort and condemn
the concept of quality child care.

- 25 -



b
$

\{q.q$

ntwa_q:IL

NN
R

$s\J

'$W

r$R

g\lJ

h,)

il*-N

{\}NN\J\e

1tir.. 
\

ilrN
S

t
-$ \N

*E
s

:p

$,_vl

r\i 
rF

\Jt?\S
- 

^'*--***,*-.*-^.*u,d"*,adid6d**s * *"*'-*'"':*z':--

EB

Nt
N

\r|
,vrybf\

,\,.rl

N

oNI
a

Cou)Lo=co3(J

\5\,tQ\4

$

,1"-"*\
;\

.n-\t

,$N

$$

r 26 -



Licensing
rrThe best way to be sure of safeguarding the child while apart from

his parents is to have a strong licensing law and program applicable to every
individual, group of individuals, organization, gf institution that cares for
chi ldren in lroups during any hours of thu day.rr4l

The rhetoric involved in the licensing aspect of day care centers is,
for the most part, beautiful ly noble, dignified, and self-righteous. Proper
licensing of day care programs is seen to provide a vital safeguard for the child
as well as for the concerned parent. The State is said to be fulfilling its
moral and legal obligation to the citizen through the stringent enforcement of
intensive, yet Itwell-meaning", I icensing regulations. ItThe I icensing of day care
facilities...is an expression of the responsibility and concern of the community
to assist parents and to supplement their ability to provide the needed care,
protection, and education of their children.t'42

The role of licensing i
tect"; it also functions ("gain
to "p romo te' qua I i ty ch i I d ca re.

s , however , thought to do more t han j u st "pro-in line with typical licensing phraseology)

rr I t was bel ieved that through the
I i cens i ng procedu re adequate and
p rog ress ive I y bet ter ca re a nd p ro-
tect i on shou I d and cou I d be assu red
fo r the thousands of ch i I d ren i n
Massachusetts. . . . I n thi s context,
licensing is seen not only as a pro-
tective process for the el imination
of abuses, but more importantly as
an i nsu rance that day ca re i s ad-
ministered in such a way that it
makes a constructive contribUtion
to the child's development.rt43

All of this eloquence, and perhaps honest intention, makes nice material
for philosophizing, but in actual practice the area of licensing remains as one
of the most uncooperative, obtrusive, and insensitive barriers to day care devel-
opment and program creation.4'f

Rules and regulations pertaining to the licensing of day care centers
in the Commonwealth are established by the Massachusetts Department of Public
Health. The licensing is done out of four regional offices throughout the State.
ln 1963, local communities were asked if they wanted to do their own licensing '
and, as a resultr Sg communities in the Commonwealth now exercise the local option
I icensing plan. This system rel ieves the State of staffing and administrative
difficulties and provides the local communities with the power to extend tighter,
more individualized controls over child care programs in their area.
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It was a common and persistent cgqplaint among the researched day care
centers that the local option on licensinga5 (and, actually, on licensing in
general) did not enhance or facilitate the development process and, in fact,
functioned more to inhibit and to undermine program creation. Licensing rules
were generally thought to be insensitive to the comprehensive concept of child
care and concerned primarily with trpersonal, individual nit-pickingrr regulation
compliance. The local laws particularly do not keep pace with current trends--
both in building design and in child development theory. rrThe laws are concerned
with picky little things, not with child care.... The people who have the power
to turn down the (day care) license are petty officials, not children people.r'
Although a State licensing administrator constantly emphasized (to the point of
defense) the rrconsultation'r function of I icensing departments--the advice-giving
duty concerning staffing, space, and other requirements--it was felt that the
actual contrary experiences of the interviewed day care centers speak for them-
selves. When, again, the consultation is perceived by a center as a threat, both
the term and the function intended become meaningless, if not insulting. Licensing
departments were criticized for being more involved with pupil/toilet ratios than
with the over-all potential for extensive, rewarding, qual ity child care.

Again, it is of ten impossible, or very nearly sor for a newly organi-
zing day care center to secure the needed funds for compliance with licensing
regulations before the center actually begins to operate. That is, once the
center has started providing services and charging tuition and, perhaps, col-
lecting welfare contract funds, it is easier to fulfill the various licensing
requisites. The increased revenues from program operation as well as the definite
commitment to and demand for services and program continuation, provide the al
important extra financial solvency and psychological motivation necessary for
complete compl iance with I icensing standards.

At the present time, however, it is only possible to operate a center
after the license has been obtained. All standards must be met, all renovations
6iF-tetea, al I staff I isted and salaried, before the program is el igible for a
license. There is now no known, official accomodation for a center to comply
with required regulations by a specified date fol lowing initial operation. Pro-
visional licensing, a seemingly paramount provision in day care program creation,
simply does not exist. This lack of provisional licensing places an often in-
surmountable burden on the financially insolvent center. The neglect of licensing
legislation to provide for and to encourage every possible, realistic way to de-
velop and to establish day care centers is the greatest evidence of irresponsibi-
I ity and rhetorical deception.

The actual laws regarding day care licensing are, thus, partially to
blame for the general lack of cooperation between licensing departments and de-
veloping day cire cent"rt.46 There seems to be, between the ilalo involved parties,
a basic misinterpretation or total misconception of purpose, of function, of
intent. Day care programs and licensing agencies should be openly and freely
communicative, if not mutually supportive and ideologically reflective.

The purposes of both components--day care licensing departments and day
care centers--are, or should logically be, identical in their respective attempts
to provide, to preserve, and to promote guality child care. lt would appear that
a clear understanding of this goal and a reflective interpretation of the means to
achieve it would resolve this quarrelsome inefficiency between parties.

a
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Summary

There is no appropriate, additional summary to the preceding investi-
gatory report that has not been indicated throughout the raprk itself. Problem
areas in the establishment of day care centers are numerous, are formidable,
and are frustrating. These problem areas--specifical ly funding, I icensing,
welfare, and coordinating provisions--are functioning to inhibit, to retard, and
often to destroy the development and eventual creation of high-quality, compre-
hensive day care programs.

The future of day care in the United States depends upon an immediate,
positive rrreordering of priorities'r and the meaningful, necessari ly coincidental ,elimination of problem areas. At the present time, the establishment of day care
centers is generally a private, isolated effort requiring the dedicated commit-
ment and involvement of several talented individuals concerned with the future
of their community and the welfare of lts children. 0ftentimes, however, even
focused commitment cannot overcome the obstacles to day care creation. The
commitment must usually be supplemented by valuable resources, well-placed contacts,political sophistication, and, most importantly perhaps, by luck. lt is indeed
unfortunate that the establishment of a day care center must rely not on purpose,
but on fortune--not on intent and motivation, but on circumstance.

The present situation should not be considered as a given. The mechanics
of setting up a day care center must, in fact, be challenged and be changed if
there is to be any responsible, comprehensive, and meaningful commitment to the
future of day care.
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Foot notes

0ffi ce of Pl ann i ng and Prog ram Coord i nat i on, "Day Ca re Plgnrli nq
3.i n Massachuqett:tx1, p.

Martin Lowenthal, Work and Welfare: An 0verview, P. ll8, Social Welfare
Regional Research Institute, Boston College, SWRRI Publication #1.

0ffice of Planning and Program Coordination, rrFacts on Day Care in
Massachusettsrrr Boston, Massachusetts, August 12, 1971, draft.

rbid.

0ffice of Planning and Program Coordination, t'Day Care Planning in
Massachusettsrt, p. 4.

6. There are no$, six times the number of working mothers as in 1940. The
number of raprking women exceeds the World War ll total by 51000,000.
(Sfrirtey Chisholm, Rep. N.Y., Cormittee on Education and Labor, Hearings
on H.R. 13520, pp. 792-80t.

7. Saturday Review, February 20, 1971, p. 50

8. Mildred Arnold, rrDay Care-An Expanding Resource for Child Welfarerr,
Dav Care, An Expandinq Resource for Children, New York, 1965, p. 5.

9. See below.

lO. Gwen Morgan, Northeastern University Conference, December 5, 1969.

ll. tt should be noted at this point that this attitude denies the positive
functions of day care and assumes that it provides nothing in the way
of benefit to the emotional and physical development of the child. For
more on the positive aspects of day care see Wilner, Martin, rrDay Care:
AReassessment,''9bj@,Vol.&,March|965,pp.|24-33.

12. Childrents Center of Brookline and Greater Boston, rrThe Development of
a Day Care Centerrrr mimeo.

13. lt is not the purpose of this paper to provide appropriate rebukes to
these attitudes-as it is the prevailing attitude and not its rather
obvious, logical, and real istic counter-view which is the detetminent
in the facility with which day care centers are created and utilized.
It should be noted in brief, however, that a day care center is not
intended to provide a substitute for the home. lt is, rather, primarily
a supplement to the home, a meaningful and valuable addition toward the
development of the child, the parent, and the family relationships and
functions as a whole.

4.

5.



It should, perhaps, also be noted that with increased education,
labor market composition changes, and womenrs liberation action and
role emancipation encouragement, these attitudes are losing their
pervasiveness and more socially responsible, aware ones are taking
their place. lt is now, therefore, a matter more of time, than of
possibility.

14. Childrenrs Center of Brookline and Greater Boston, Parentrs Mimeo, p. 2.

15. This money is available under the Department of Agriculture, School
Lunch Division. The Itportableil stipulation is to prevent the funds
from being used for construction purposes. lt is possible under this
qualification, however, to effectively procure all necessary kitchen
equipment - with the exception, of course, of the kitchen itself.

16. Childrents Center of Brookline and Greater Boston, ItThe Development of
a Day Care Centerrr, mimeo.

17. Childrenrs Center of Brookline and Greater Boston,trThe Development of
a Day Care Centerrr, p. 9.

18. lt was later discovered that the Department of Agriculture provides the
services of a nutritionist through the School Lunch Division,

19. Parents may reduce fees by $S to $10 by working at

20. Childrenrs Center of Brookl ine and Greater Boston,
a Day Care Centerrr, p. 9.

the Center.

rrThe Devel opment of

21 .

22.

lbid., p. 5.

New Careers (fittes ll, Section 205 (e), of the Economic Opportunity
Act of 1964, as amended) provides for Federal assistance to local pro-
gponsors for the development of work training and employnrent projects.

23. The School Lunch Program refused to enter into the controversy. It
referred to the clause in the Federal Intergggggylgy Care Requirements
which states that,trlt is the
and never to lower the level of day care services in any State.rr (p.Z)
The question did not seem, however, in this case to be one of standards
as much as of sense.

24. The undesirable location factor factor may be only a superficial ex-
cuse. The children would be driven to and from the Center with their
parent or parents (or would walk or ride together on public transpor-
tation) and would be cared for throughout the day within the environs
of Green Shoe Cornpany. Their enrployee parents would be free (and, in
fact, are encouraged) to visit their children during the day, to qat
lunch with them, and generally interact with the program itself. The
children would hardly be exposed to a problem area.



25. There are, of course, notable exceptions to the Green Shoe experience
in industrial day care. Perhaps the most famous exception is the KLH
Day Care Center in Cambridge, Massachusetts.

26. The welfare contract was, however,negotiated with the Massachusetts
Department of Publ ic Wel fare - a State agency.

27, In 1971, for example, Model Cities came very close to cutting day care
funding altogether as the result of a directive from HUD recommending
housing and health care priorities.

28. Day Care Senrices (fitte lV, part A of the Social Security Act) auth-
orizes the Federal government to meet 75 percent of the cost of child
care services under the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (npoC)
program, administered through State public welfare departments.

29. This situation was manifested to the Center in two ways - first with
the attempt to staff the Center itself and second, in its dealings with
the Model Cities agency. That is, Model Cities was just starting in
Worcester at the time the day care center was developing, and was ex-
periencing staffing problerns of its own. The staff of Model Cities kept
changing; personnel accountability and reliability suffered as a result.

30. lt is difficult to generalize the experience of the t/ebster Square
Center with their director to other developing centers;it should be
recognized, hourever, that personal ities within the center often play as
crucial a role in the day care establishment process as agencies, laws,
and personal ities in the external controlling fields.

31. Some additional friction and hard feelings arose as a result of these
act'ivities; lotteries are expressly against the pol icy of the Aldersgate
Chu rch.

32. As a rule, however, large centers cornply with the minimum State require-
ment of l0 children per staff member), while the smaller centers usually
(although, of course, not always) operate with more than the minimum
staff.

33. gffice of Planning and Program CoordinationrrrFacts on Day Care in
Massachusetts,rt Boston, August 12, 1971, p- 2-

34. Saturday Review, February 20, l97l,p. 50.

35. lbid, p.50.

36. Office of Planning and Program Coordination, rrFacts on Day Care in
Massachusettsrr, Boston, August I2, 1971, p. 5. Mimeo.

37. Rules and Regulations for lay Care Services for Children.



38. Differences in priorities are seen to occur at tralo levels: (l) between
Federal or State welfare official policy and local office or individual
caseulorker performance and (Z) Uetween general welfare child care policy
(basically economically oriented) and the more child-oriented individual
day care center approach.

39. See fol loring page.

40. Office of Planning and Program Coordination,rrFacts on Day Care in
Massachusettsrr, p. 10.

41 . Dorothy
Cente rs

46.

Beers Boguslawski, Quid" fotfor YoLlW. Ch i I d,ren, New York,
Ca re

Se rv i ces42. Department of Public Health, Rules and Regulations for Day
for Children, Boston, 1963, p. l.

43. tb id.

Ca re

44. It is recognized, of course, that this generally uncooperative nature of
the licensing department does not necessarily mean the negation of stated
purposes and may, in fact, be the very means through which the rtsafe-
guardingrr function is achieved. Therefore, although the rhetoric and the
practice are admittedly not mutually exclusive and even, at times, mutually
supportive, in the actual performance of the licensing function, this
rhetoric is lost, distorted, or denied in the picayune details of admin-
istration, regulation, and control .

45. AlI five centers interviewed were located in conrnunities which exercised
local licensing control. All were critical of their respective local
licensing authorities, but since none of the centers were licensed through
the State, there was no available basis of comparison.

The I icensing problems are not strictly
centers as periodic I icensing checks on
potential areas for abuse.

I imited to developing day care
a I ready operat i ng centers a re

Estab I i sh i n
Apri I t966,
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